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This chapter surveys how the field has addressed the central puzzles of political leadership by discussing several
key dichotomies that have been the focal point of scholarly inquiry and debate past and present: leaders and
leadership; democrats and dictators; causes and consequences; actors and context; personal qualities and luck;
success and failure; and art and science. The authors conclude that the study of leadership is a somewhat
bewildering enterprise because there is no unified theory of leadership. There are too many definitions, and too
many theories in too many disciplines. They do not agree on the meaning of leadership, on how to study it, or even
why we study it. The subjectis not just beset by dichotomies; itis also multifaceted, and essentially contested.
Finally, the authors provide a brief conspectus of the Handbook.
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Leaders...can conceive and articulate goals that lift people out of their petty preoccupations carry them
above the conflicts that tear a society apart, and unite them in pursuit of objectives worthy of their best
efforts.

(Gardner 1968: 5)

Most disasters in organizational life can be attributed to leaders, and being a leader has corrupted more
people into leading unattractive lives and becoming unattractive selves than it has ennobled.

(March and Weil 2005: 11)

1 Why Bother?

THE contradiction between the epigrams is typical of the puzzling nature of political leadership. Is it a force for good
or bad? Is it a pivotal or a marginal influence on public life? If leadership matters, how does it do so? Are leaders
born or made? Political leadership is a tricky subject to understand, let alone master. Puzzles abound, and
contradictory answers multiply, without clear evidence of a growing consensus about any of them. What we do
know is that in democratic societies leadership has always been treated with mixed feelings. Pleas for
‘strong’, ‘transformational’, ‘authentic’, ‘visionary’, or other allegedly benign forms of public leadership are not hard
to find in public debate in most modern democracies, challenged as they are by a debilitating economic crisis. Yet
not long ago, after the horrors of the Second World War, the opposite pleas were voiced with equal vigour. We
must protect societies so that they are not at the mercy of all-too ambitious, ruthless, cunning, and above all
dominant rulers. Democracy needs good leaders, but has no clear theory of leadership to counter its inherent
suspicions of strong leaders (Korosenyi et al. 2009; Hendriks 2010; Kane and Patapan 2012). Democratic leaders
are caught in the cross fire between the hopes placed in them and the challenges to, and constraints on, their
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authority.

Through the ages, theorists and practitioners of government have wondered how to promote ‘leadership’ while
constraining ‘leaders’, especially in democracies (Keane 2009; Kane and Patapan 2012). The sheer number and
variety of offices and platforms for exercising political leadership in liberal democracies has produced political
structures that are both complex and opaque. The many spheres of political leadership—party, government, civic,
and networks among many—coexist, interact, reinforce, and neutralize one another. Moreover, in open societies,
many people who are ostensibly ‘non-leaders’ inside and outside government also perform leadership roles; for
example, ‘advisers’, ‘administrators’, and civic entrepreneurs.

Promoters of good governance wonder how much scope can be granted to individual officeholders and to
leadership when designing democratic institutions (see also Helms, Chapter 13, this volume). They argue that, in
governance systems, multiple leadership roles exist in parallel (distributed leadership), with inducements to actin
concert (collaborative leadership) as well as going in to bat against one another (adversarial leadership). Such
systems look messy to other commentators who prefer the clarity of hierarchy, and leadership as command and
control from the centre. But, so the argument goes, like any resilient sociocultural or sociotechnical system,
governance systems thrive on variety, overlap, and competition among loci of initiative, voice, authority, and
accountability (Bendor 1985). Admittedly, these systems have their transaction costs. Aligning enough people and
organizations behind any particular set of ideas or policy proposals can be a time-consuming and convoluted
process. As many have argued, however, such institutional pluralism produces smart, robust public policies as well
as keeping the arrogance of power at bay (Kane, Patapan, and 't Hart 2009).

In contrast, governance systems built around top-down, great-man leadership are said to be inherently unstable
and deemed normatively objectionable. They also lack the institutional capacity for effective social problem-solving
(Lipman-Blumen 2004). They are governed well only when the supreme leader and her clique are smart, wise, and
honest. They are, however, quick to slide into the abyss of tyranny, stupidity, and corruption when the ruling elite
becomes addicted to its own power, or when enlightened leaders are replaced by less capable and morally upright
characters. In this Handbook, Kline's (Chapter 41) and Swart, van Wyk, and Botha’s (Chapter 43) accounts of Latin
American and African political leadership refer to many studies documenting such abuses.

Before we can get around to (re)designing the institutions that both empower political leaders and hold them
to account, however, we must first understand the nature of the beast. How do we know ‘political leadership’ when
we see it? How do we describe, explain, evaluate, and improve it? The study of leadership became both a field and
a fad during the late twentieth century (Kellerman 2012). This period left us with a bewildering array of concepts,
frameworks, propositions, stories, assessments, prescriptions, and clichés about leadership across many
academic disciplines and professional domains. Inspirational books by leadership ‘gurus’ and biographies of
celebrity Chief Executive Officers (CEOs) litter main street and airport bookstores around the world. There is an
entire industry of leadership training and consulting. It began in the corporate sector but spilled inexorably into the
government and third sectors. Because the study of leadership studies is such a complex and disjointed
interdisciplinary enterprise, it is important to locate this Handbook in this vast domain. What are the key
characteristics and debates of ‘leadership studies’ in and beyond the realm of politics? To answer this question, we
survey how the field has addressed the key puzzles of political leadership by discussing several key dichotomies
that have been the focal point of scholarly inquiry and debate past and present: leaders and leadership;
democrats and dictators; causes and consequences; actors and context; personal qualities and luck; success
and failure; and art and science.

2 Leaders and Leadership

The first issue concerns what it is we want to understand: is it the people we commonly call leaders, or the process
we call leadership? For many scholars and practitioners understanding political leaders comes down to studying
the characteristics, beliefs, and deeds of people formally occupying the top roles in political life. Foremost, there
are senior politicians: heads of government, cabinet ministers, senior legislators, and key party officials. In this
category, we should also include key advisers to these senior politicians, who stay behind the scenes but are often
said to be influential (see also Eichbaum and Shaw, Chapter 34, this volume).

Less obvious to outside observers, but all too obvious to those who know how executive government works, senior
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public officials are influential actors. This category includes top officials in the departments that advise ministers
and prepare and administer policies and programmes. It also includes the heads and senior ranks of administrative
organizations with the task of implementing policy and delivering public services. Although their institutional role
and professional ethos is to be public servants, there is little dispute that the upper echelons of the bureaucracy
are important in shaping what governments do, when, how, and how well (Rhodes, Chapter 7).

Finally, many political leaders do not hold any formal public office at all. The penumbra of non-government
organizations is vast, varied, and vigorous. Democracies nurture a big and active civil society. They value its
contributions to the political process even when its leaders are critical of the government of the day. The
individuals at the helm of trade unions, churches, social movements, mass media, community organizations, and
even business corporations are widely thought of as important public leaders. They do not have the power of
office. They do have the power of humbers, supporters, and money. They also have the ideas, access, and moral
authority, to shape public problem-solving in important ways (see also Couto, Chapter 23, this volume; see also
Rucht 2012).

Understanding political leadership through the lens of leaders takes one to the province of psychology. It rests on
the idea that it matters who governs us. It entails an agent-centred view of politics and government. In other words,
public debates and decisions are shaped by the views, drives, skills, and styles of individuals who occupy formal
office. Comparisons of different leaders in similar circumstances show how their beliefs and practices have an
impact on the lives of citizens. Think of Helmut Kohl seizing the historical moment and forging a German
reunification that almost no one in Germany, Kohl included, even deemed possible before November 1989. He was
in the right position at the right time to make a difference. Counterfactual questions about the roles of leaders at
such critical historical junctures may be unanswerable, but they pose interesting conundrums. What if James
Callaghan not Margaret Thatcher had still been the British prime minister when the Argentinean junta invaded the
Falklands Isles? What would have happened to the course of the Vietham War or to American-Chinese relations if
Robert Kennedy, not Richard Nixon, had won the 1968 US presidential election? Would America have waged war in
Afghanistan and Iraq following the September 11 attacks if Al Gore had won the Florida recount during the 2000
presidential election? Would gay marriage be a much more widely accepted practice in the US today if Hillary
Clinton and not Barack Obama had become president in 2009?

Once we allow the thought that leaders matter, a whole range of questions about ‘leaders’ arise (see also
Hermann, Chapter 8, this volume). Why do people aspire to hold high public office? What keeps them going in the
face of unmanageable workloads, relentless public criticism, and an often-toxic public opinion and irate
stakeholders? Why do some leaders take huge gambles with history? Why do they actin sometimes blatantly self-
defeating manner? For example, US President Woodrow Wilson undermined his own burning desire to create a
League of Nations after the First World War by treating anyone expressing reservations about American accession
to the new body with hostility and contempt. In effect, he organized his own opposition, and eventual
Congressional defeat (George and George, 1956). Why do some successful, long-serving heads of government,
such as Konrad Adenauer or Tony Blair, cling to office long past their political sell-by date, dragging down their
party, their government, their successor, and their reputation in the process ('t Hart and Uhr, 2011)?

To answer such questions, leadership scholars have delved into the personalities of leaders, and their underlying
motives. They explore the ends or purposes for which they mobilize their personal skills and resources. Some have
turned to psychoanalysis and biographical methods (see also Post, Chapter 22; Walter, Chapter 21, this volume).
Others have turned to experimental methods, psychometrics, and other modernist-empiricist modes of
‘measuring’ personalities, motives and behaviour (McDermott, Chapter 18; Schafer, Chapter 20).

The behaviour of people holding high public office has been and will be observed incessantly by leadership
scholars. ‘Reading’ leaders’ behaviour is seen as the key to understanding what makes them tick, and a predictor
of what impacts they might have. Peers, advisers, subordinates, opponents, and other stakeholders all watch how
they allocate their attention, make decisions, interact with people, deal with pressure, conflict and criticism, and
performin public. They do so for good reasons. Like all of us, leaders are creatures of habit. During their personal
and professional lives, they develop distinctive styles of thought and action. Such habits allow others to make
educated guesses about what they may feel and how they will act when a new situation comes along. The more
intimate one’s knowledge about a leader’s personal style, the more accurate those educated guesses are likely to
be.
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Questions about the individual leaders’ psychological make-up abound. Many scholars display boundless
enthusiasm for trying to answer them. Why do individuals holding the same or similar leadership roles display such
widely different behavioural styles? The answer almost has to be: because of who they are. What s it, however,
about leaders that drive them to the top? Are leaders smarter than ordinary people? Are successful leaders smarter
than unsuccessful ones? Do they have greater self-confidence? Are they morally superior? In present-day
democratic societies, few will answer these questions with a simple, ‘Yes’ (Winter 2005). Not only are we reluctant
to concede their superiority, but there is much casual evidence to the contrary. Wherever and whenever we look,
we see a minister who can only be described as ‘thick’. A few American presidents suffered from low self-esteem
rather than the reverse (Greenstein 2009: 8). Some presidents, like Coolidge, were clinically depressed (McDermott
2007: 34).

Easy answers don’t exist. Ronald Reagan is an interesting case. He had no great desire for information before he
acted. Many dismissed him as a second-rate mind. In his second term, the effects of his advanced age and the
onset of Alzheimer’s disease became more obvious (McDermott 2007: 28, 31). Nevertheless, he is one of the most
highly-rated American presidents of the twentieth century, mainly because his robust and high emotional
intelligence (EQ) compensated for what may have been a modest intellect (1Q). By contrast, intellectually gifted but
emotionally impaired individuals such as Richard Nixon and Bill Clinton consistently rank much lower than Reagan,
mainly because they failed to control their darker impulses while in office. Jimmy Carter and Gerald Ford were
widely seen as both bright and morally upright. Both were consigned to the dustbin of presidential history, the
former because of a glaring lack of political skills, the latter mainly because of sheer misfortune (Greenstein 2009).
Two of the America’s most revered presidents—Franklin D. Roosevelt and John F. Kennedy—were effectively
cripples. The latter, holding office in the television and not the radio age, took irresponsibly high doses of strong
medication to hide his condition from the public (McDermott 2007; Owen 2008).

Leader-centred analysis has proved hugely popular in the United States despite its failure to deliver definitive
answers. Writing in 1978, political scientist James MacGregor Burns (1978: 1-2) was scathing about the bias
created by this emphasis: ‘If we know all too much about our leaders, we know far too litde about /eadership. We
fail to grasp the essence of leadership that is relevant to the modern age and hence we cannot even agree on the
standards by which to measure, recruit, and rejectit.’

Over the past 35 years, the balance has been redressed. There is now a growing body of thought and research
that understands leadership as an interactive process between leaders and followers; institutions and their rules of
the game; and the broader historical context (e.g. Elgie 1995; Goethals, Sorenson, and Burns 2004; Messick and
Kramer 2005; Masciulli, Mochanov, and Knight 2009; Couto 2010; Keohane 2010; Ahlquist and Levi 2011; Bryman
etal. 2011; Helms 2012; and Strangio, 't Hart and Walter 2013; 't Hart 2014). Once we escape the preoccupation
with the individual, a new agenda for the study of political leadership emerges. The focus on interactions leads
inexorably to the question, ‘Who are being led?’ The focus switches to followers. Social psychologists and political
communication scholars ask when, how, and why particular groups of people come to accept some people as their
leaders. It considers leadership a two-way street. It explores the process by which certain individuals come to be
given the authority or support they need to lead others effectively. It also explores how leaders seek to persuade
others to think and actin certain ways. In its most radical form, the follower perspective views leadership
processes as primarily a product of the identities, needs, desires, and fears of followers and constituencies. More
commonly, leadership is viewed as an interactive process between leaders and led, revolving in no small measure
around the degree to which leaders succeed in appealing to, embodying or modifying the social identities of their
followers (see also Reicher, Haslam and Platow, Chapter 10; Uhr, Chapter 17; Gaffney, Chapter 26; Cohen, Chapter
30, this volume).

Interactionist approaches also accord a significant role to institutional and contextual factors (Elgie 1995; Bennister
2012). In democracies, for instance, many ‘event-making’ decisions and policies have a whole host of fingerprints
on them because power and responsibility are institutionally dispersed across many actors and institutions
(Korosenyi, Slomp, and Femia 2009; Kane, Patapan, and 't Hart 2009). Institutions provide the rules of the political
game. Organizational cultures provide actors with sets of beliefs about the nature and role of leadership. The
historical context and present-day dilemmas and crises offer opportunities to some leaders while constraining
others (see also Helms, Chapter 13; 't Hart, Chapter 14; Ansell, Boin and 't Hart, Chapter 28, this volume).

All these factors come into play when, say, a cabinet meets. When, how, and to what extent a prime minister
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‘leads’ that cabinet, is variable (Rhodes, Wanna, and Weller 2009; Strangio, 't Hart, and Walter, 2013). Few heads
of government in democracies get their way all of the time, even within the executive. They know that if pushed too
far for too long their cabinet members and parliamentary colleagues have ways of undermining their leadership
(see also McKay, Chapter 29; Weller, Chapter 32; Blick and Jones, Chapter 33, this volume). Ministers can be
powerful leaders in their own right, offsetting prime-ministerial predominance, even if only in some policy domains
and only some of the time (see also Andeweg, Chapter 35, this volume). Party rules for leadership selection and
removal can limit the job security of leaders even if they are prime ministers. Thus, Margaret Thatcher in the UK
and Kevin Rudd as well as Julia Gillard, both Australian Prime Ministers, were ousted from office by their
erstwhile supporters in their parties ('t Hart and Uhr 2011; Cross and Blais 2012).

For many students of political leadership, Greenstein’s (1975) heuristic for the study of leadership holds as true
today as it did on its publication almost 45 years ago. He suggested that it only makes sense for a student of
politics or policy to delve into personal characteristics and leadership styles of individual political actors if there
was appreciable scope for choice and action for individual actors. The individuals in question must not only have
the intention but also the formal roles, and/or the informal power resources (including personal strength and skills)
to make a potentially decisive contribution to the handling of the issue at stake. The extent to which these
conditions are met varies fromissue to issue, leader to leader, and context to context. Often, it will simply not make
sense to pay much attention to the personal characteristics of a particular leader because the leader is either not
motivated or not powerful enough to make a difference; in short, not indispensable (Greenstein 1975). Leader-
centred explanations of public events are most likely to be powerful where leaders have a reputation for holding
and wielding much power and influence. They will wield that influence on issues that are of strong personal interest
or strategic importance to them; and that cannot easily be handled by routine, institutionalized procedures. Such
windows of opportunity arise with unprecedented, acute, risky, and contentious issues, in particular issues seen as
‘crises’.

3 Democrats and Dictators

Is political leadership inherently desirable in democratic polities? Following Burns (1978, 2003: 15-16) can we
distinguish between ‘interactive leaders’ and ‘power-wielders’? The former rely on bargaining, persuasion, and
genuine engagement with followers, and accept the constraints of democracy and the rule of law. The latter are
ruthless Machiavellians and cold-hearted narcissists who do not shy away from manipulation and force to prevalil
on the led. If we adopt this explicitly normative, even moral, distinction, people like Napoleon, Hitler, Stalin, and Mao
disappear off the leadership map. Each authorized the use of brutal force against millions they thought unworthy or
dangerous. Still, to brand them mere power-wielders would be to overlook their ability to communicate a political
vision and persuade millions to comply and even share it. Indeed, followers acted on the leader’s vision at great
risk to their own lives and limbs. Their values and purposes are morally repugnant to our present-day democratic
sensibilities but that must not blind us to their exercise of leadership. Conversely, democratically elected leaders
such as George W. Bush and Tony Blair were widely criticized for using deception to launch the war in Iraq and for
condoning torture. Does that disqualify them from leadership analysis, or is it more productive to see them as
examples of ‘bad’ leadership (Kellerman 2004)?

Political leaders holding office in democratic societies live in a complex moral universe. Democracy requires good
leadership if it is to work effectively. Yet the idea of leadership potentially conflicts with democracy’s
egalitarian ethos (see also Hendriks and Karsten, Chapter 3, this volume). The more democratic leaders lead from
the front, the less democratic they appear; the more they act like good democrats, the less they seem like true
leaders. Confronted with this dilemma, the general tendency among scholars has been to accept the need for
leadership in practice while overlooking it in theory. As a result, they fail to offer a yardstick for assessing
leadership in democracy. Leadership cannot be dispensed with without jeopardizing the conduct of public affairs.
In practice, democracy’s tendency is not to manage without leadership, but to multiply leadership offices and
opportunities, and keep office-holding leaders in check by a web of accountabilities (Geer 1996; Bovens 1998;
Ruscio 2004; Wren 2007; Kane, Patapan, and 't Hart 2009; Korosenyi, Slomp, and Femia 2009).

Yet at times democratic leaders have to make tricky trade-offs such as using debatable means to achieve
inherently respectable (if politically contested) ends. Some succumb to the fallacy of thinking that the power of
their office alone provides them with moral authority to lead. Indira Gandhi was an authoritarian, even repressive,
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yet elected, prime minister of India (Steinberg 2008). The same applies to all too many post-colonial leaders of the
Latin-American ‘caudillo’ or African ‘big man’ ilk (see also Kline, Chapter 41; Swart, van Wyk, and Botha, Chapter
43, this volume). ‘If the President orders it, it cannot be illegal’, Richard Nixon famously claimed, in his attempt to
justify to interviewer David Frost his authorization of the Watergate break-in and cover up. Going too far is a grave
error for which many—including the leaders themselves—may pay a serious price. The story does not end there,
however. The same Richard Nixon is credited with several bold, historic policy initiatives that have met with broad
and lasting acclaim. It is unhelpful to ignore the full complexity of this man and his period in office by refusing to
consider him a political leader.

Similarly, heads of government who have gained power by non-democratic means and occasionally govern by
fear, intimidation, and blackmail may also aim for widely shared and morally acceptable goals (see also Zihuye,
Chapter 40; Holmes, Chapter 42, this volume). They may even pursue those goals with respectable means and
with the consent of a majority of the population. Mikhail Gorbachev’s reforms and eventual dissolution of the Soviet
Union and Mustafa Kemal Atatirrk’s efforts to create and modernize the Turkish state are cases in point. Neither
came to power through democratic election. Are such leaders not exercising leadership? Understanding leadership
requires us to take in all its shades of grey: leading and following, heroes and villains, the capable and the inept,
winners and losers.

4 Cause and Consequence

There are two fundamentally different points of departure in understanding political leadership. One is to see itas a
shaping force of political life, and explore how, when, and why it works and to what effect. Leadership is commonly
portrayed as a source of dynamism in the polity, breathing life into parties and institutions as they struggle
with major changes. In this view, leadership is about injecting ideas and ambitions into the public arena. Itis about
grasping existing realities and recognizing that they can affect transformations. Leadership produces collective
meaning and harnesses collective energy for a common cause. Great leaders are thus often conceived of as
being ‘event-making’ (Hook 1943). They have the ability to garner momentum for the hopes and ambitions of their
followers. Their presence affects the course of history. They have many names: Pied Pipers, visionaries,
entrepreneurs, and reformers. Leaders are seen to both read and change their followers’ minds, causing them
collectively to go on journeys which they would otherwise never have contemplated.

Many accounts of leadership focus on leaders as the supreme decision makers. When an organization or a nation
faces high-stakes’ decisions that no one else is willing or able to make, somebody has to take responsibility. The
buck stops here, read a sign on Harry Truman’s Oval Office desk. He practised what he preached, committing the
United States to using two atomic bombs in one week and proudly claiming never to have lost any sleep over so
doing. Some leaders revel in that position. They do what they can to make sure that every big decision crosses
their desk. They feel confident in analysing complex problems. They work through the risks and uncertainties,
probing the vested interests and unstated assumptions of the experts, advisers, and colleagues pushing them into
(or away from) specific courses of action.

Others leaders may loath deciding. They avoid risk. Some may feel overwhelmed by the complexity of the issues
and by the policy-making process itself. George (1974) quotes US President Warren Harding confiding to a friend
on how stressful he found his job.

John, I can’t make a thing out of this tax problem. | listen to one side and they seemright, and then God! |
talk to the other side and they seem just as right, and there | am where | started....l know somewhere there
is an economist who knows the truth, but hell, | don’t know where to find him and haven’t got the sense to
know him and trust him when | find him. God, what a job.

(George 1974: 187)

The pointis whether they enjoy it, and whether they display sound judgement. The notion of leaders as strategic
decision makers portrays them as being at the helm, in control, reshaping the world around them.

Trying to understand leadership as a cause is important. Although much of social life is governed by shared
traditions, rules, and practices, there are always public problems that defy routine solutions. Identifying the novel,
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understanding it, and making a persuasive case for adapting or abandoning routines is a leadership task. Study the
history of every great reform and you will find leadership at work. Commonly, it will be a form of collective or
distributed leadership rather than the single ‘heroic’ activist who gets all the public credit for it. Understanding
political leadership as a cause raises many important analytical and practical questions about the impact of
different leadership styles and discourses in different contexts. What ‘works’, and when? Can it be copied
and transplanted? How do particular people or groups matter? What characteristics and skills make them matter?

The other main point of departure for understanding political leadership is to look at leadership as a consequence.
In modernist-empiricist jargon, leadership is the dependent variable, and we seek to explain variations in it by
looking at the other variables that have an impacton it. So we ask who becomes a leader. How do they consolidate
their hold on office? When, how, and by whom are they removed? How do people make it to the top in political
parties, social movements, and public bureaucracies? How are they selected? What happens to leadership
aspirants along their path to the top? How are they socialized? What debts do they incur, and how do these debts
affect their ability to exercise leadership? What are the consequences if access to leadership roles is biased
towards people of certain social or professional backgrounds (Borchert and Zeiss 2003; Bovens and Wille 2009)?
We may also want to know about the offices. What responsibilities, expectations, and resources are attached to
them? What are the implications of varying responsibilities, expectations, and resources for the occupant’'s
authority and support among the led? How have they changed?

Finding out who gets to lead can teach us much not just about those leaders but about the societies in which they
work. The elevation of Mary Robinson, Nicolas Sarkozy, Evo Morales, Luiz Inacio Lula da Silva, and, most
conspicuously, Barack Obama to the presidency of their respective countries would not have been possible only a
few decades ago. Making it all the way to the top is evidence of upward social mobility and of the political influence
of women, peasants, workers, immigrants, and ethnic minorities. In turn, these changes influence the policy
agendas of leaders, and change the structure of incentives for hopefuls to the top job.

Knowledge about the ebb and flow of leadership careers is a source of lessons for future leaders. Leadership
becomes possible because the populace select individuals with whom they identify, or whom they trust, or whose
claims to authority they respect. Each of these levers for leadership, however, is conditional and temporary in all
but the most spellbinding cases of charismatic leadership (see also Gaffney, Chapter 26, this volume). Leaders
have to build carefully and maintain their leadership capital. On this view political capital is a resource of the leader
who accumulates to spend. The focus of the analysis is the leader, her narrative skills, and personal qualities.
Alternatively, political capital can be seen as an attribute of followers who cede reputation, trust, and so on to the
leader. Itis a loan that cannot be banked but must be spent, and inevitably the borrower ends up in debt and the
lender forecloses. It matters whether the focus of analysis is the leader’s or the lender’s characteristics because
the latter switches attention away from the leader’s personal qualities to such key influences as the media and the
zeitgeist. On both views, political capital is contingent and uncertain. Leaders cannot and will not please everyone
always. They sometimes teach unpleasant realities, make trade-off choices, and embrace some values and
interests while disowning others. Moreover, leaders hardly ever succeed in doing all that they promise. Seldom do
they meet all of their followers’ hopes. In fact, some scholars argue that reducing followers’ expectations
at a rate they can absorb is an essential leadership quality (Heifetz, Grashow, and Linsky 2009).

5 Actors and Contexts

Our discussion of leadership as cause makes assumptions about the importance of human agency in any
explanation. Does their ability to influence people and events stem from their personal characteristics and
behaviour? If so, studying their personalities and actions in depth is essential; or, do we see them as frail humans
afloat on a sea of storms larger than themselves that sets the stage for their rise, performance, and fall? In that
case, itis as essential to study the context they work in (see also 't Hart 2014; and Chapter 14 , this volume).

Of course, the study of political leadership is no different from that of any other social phenomenon. The so-called
agency-structure duality lies at the heart of the social sciences, as does the closely related duality between ideas
and realities. Is human action shaped by objective physical and social realities, or by socially constructed,
contingent, and contestable interpretations of those realities? Academics have debated this topic for over a
century, and we cannot review it in full here or offer any resolution. We can note the implications for the study of

Page 7 of 16



Puzzles of Political Leadership

leadership.

Who governs matters, but not always or all the time. Economic and political context may constrain the range of
policies leaders can pursue, but that context is variously understood, as are its effects. Leaders can and do go
against the prevailing tide. They may be written off as quixotic. They may have been sent to jail. But they do take a
gamble on history:

Men make their own history, but they do not make it as they please; they do not make it under self-
selected circumstances, but under circumstances existing already, given and transmitted from the past.
The tradition of all dead generations weighs like a nightmare on the brains of the living.

(Marx 1934: 10)

Despite this weight of tradition, sometimes leaders win against all odds. It pays therefore to explore political
leadership as a fundamentally disruptive force, and examine how some leaders challenge existing beliefs,
practices, and traditions (Skowronek 1993; Bevir and Rhodes 2003; Heifetz, Grashow, and Linsky 2009). An
interpretive approach will argue that traditions are not immutable. Traditions are a set of understandings, a set of
inherited beliefs and practices, which someone receives during socialization. They are mainly a first influence on
people. Social contexts do not determine the actions of individuals. Rather traditions are products of individual
agency. When people confront unfamiliar circumstances or ideas, it poses a dilemma to their existing beliefs and
practices. Consequently, they have to extend or change their heritage to encompass it, so developing that
heritage. Every time they try to apply a tradition, they have to reflect on it, they have to try to understand it afresh
in today’s circumstances. By reflecting on it, they open it to change. Thus, human agency can produce change
even when people think that they are sticking fast to a tradition which they regard as sacrosanct.

Leaders similarly are heirs to traditions. They inherit beliefs and practices: about their office in particular
and the polity in general. As they confront the dilemmas of office, they modify that heritage, even when they
choose not to openly challenge it. Such an ability to ‘smuggle in’ change incrementally, indeed almost
inadvertently, means that they can survive at the helm when few thought that possible. They achieve policy
reforms and social changes against the odds, and the inherited wisdom perishes.

6 Personal Qualities and Luck

Are political leaders relatively autonomous actors able to make their own luck? The temptation is always to attribute
their success to their special qualities or traits—the ‘great man’ (sic) theory of leadership. Trait theories have had a
chequered and largely unsuccessful history (see also Reicher, Haslam, and Platow, Chapter 10, this volume). On
close inspection, explanations based on the leader’s personal qualities are not persuasive. No public leader
achieves all her objectives always, yet presumably she had the same personal qualities throughout. Even heroes
of history like Catherine Il, Empress of Russia, Winston Churchill, Mahatma Gandhi, Abraham Lincoln, and Margaret
Thatcher experienced many vicissitudes and made many discernible errors of judgement before their finest hour
arrived and they achieved greatness. No public leader ever worked alone. They are embedded in webs of beliefs
and dependence. Behind every ‘great’ leader are indispensable collaborators, advisers, mentors, and coalitions:
the building blocks of the leader’s achievements.

We also have to entertain the possibility that these allegedly ‘great’ leaders might have been just plain lucky; that
is they get what they want without trying. They are ‘systematically lucky’; that s, although they have resources
which they can use if they want to, often they do not have to use them because they occupy an advantageous
position. They get their own way by doing nothing (see Dowding 1996, 2008).

Leadership and luck are often a matter of perceptions and reputations. Leaders and their reputations can be made
or broken by events over which the leader in question exercised litte or no control; but we have to understand
how reputations are formed. They are not given, objective facts. Rather, they are narratives constructed by the
leaders and her followers. They hinge on myths and symbols (Edelman 1985). The most pervasive and pernicious
are the myths and symbols of nationalism, but race and religion are rarely far away. We concede that leaders may
attend football games because they like the game. Indeed, few would have the sheer disdain for sports of New
South Wales Premier, Bob Carr, who was caught reading Dostoyevsky’s Crime and Punishment while attending
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one of the Sydney Olympics finals. More likely, political leaders attend expecting the national side to win, thus
bolstering the association between leader and country. They are constructing their image and their reputation,
trying to ensure that their narrative of events prevails. Opponents have their preferred narrative. Both will draw on
deep-seated traditions in telling their stories and to legitimize their view of the world. All seek to manage
meanings and influence followers. Successful leaders are skilled storytellers (see also Rhodes, Chapter 7; Grint,
Chapter 16, this volume).

7 Success and Failure

How do we know when a political leader has been successful? Again, there are no easy answers, or even
agreement on the best way to seek an answer. The simplest criterion of all is longevity in office: getting re-elected,
maintaining the support of party barons and keeping potential rivals at bay. The literature on leadership succession
in both democracies and non-democracies is based at least implicitly on the premise that success equals political
survival (Bueno de Mesquita et al. 2004; 't Hart and Uhr 2011). Why do some leaders succeed, thatis, survive, so
spectacularly? Swedish Prime Minister Tage Erlander’s 23 years in office, Helmut Kohl's 16 years as German
Chancellor, or Robert Menzies’ 17 years as Australian Prime Minister are a few examples. We can also mention the
even longer reigns of dictators such as Robert Mugabe in Zimbabwe or Cuba’s Fidel Castro. Are they smarter, more
persuasive, more persistent, more opportunistic, more ruthless, or just luckier than less ‘successful’ leaders? Did
Kim Campbell, party leader and Prime Minister of Canada for a mere four months, fail to hold on to office because
she lacked such skills? Or is it not personal qualities at all, but rather institutional rules of, for example, leadership
selection and ejection, and circumstances that determine leaders’ fates?

However, many would agree that office-holding is not a sufficient and perhaps not even a necessary condition for
success (Heifetz 1994). We need more criteria. The traditional way of assessing leadership success is, of course,
the tombstone biography with its measured tone and, usually, an author of forbearing even forgiving disposition
(Marquand 2009). British Prime Minister, Harold Wilson, was seen as devious, vacillating, pragmatic to the point of
unprincipled, and prone to conspiracy theories. His reputation was rescued by his biographer Ben Pimlott (1992)
and much greater credence is now given to his tactical skill in managing divisive issues. Likewise, Fred
Greenstein’s careful archival research led to a complete overhaul of the predominant image of Dwight Eisenhower
as a hands-off, do-nothing president, revealing his ‘hidden-hand’ style that was far more engaged and activist than
contemporary media coverage had revealed (Greenstein 1982).

The problem with biographies is that, when compared, there are no clear criteria of success or failure (see also
Walter, Chapter 21, this volume). They are specific to the individual and his or her times. Undeterred, there is a
mini-industry in, among others, the United Kingdom and the USA surveying the views of academics and other
experts about the relative standing of prime ministers and presidents (for an overview, see Strangio, 't Hart, and
Walter 2013). Belying the scientific trappings of a survey and quantitative analysis, the method is inter-subjective.
It sums experts’ judgement allowing much latitude on the criteria for those judgements. In effect, it fuels debate not
only about relative standing, but also the criteria for judging. Such reputational techniques have been

widely criticized; for example, they are skewed towards recent political figures. Also, the rankings make some big
assumptions; that leaders are ‘in charge’, ‘in control’ and, therefore, ‘responsible’ for their records (see, for
example, Bose and Landis 2011). Yet at least they provide a platform for debate and reflection about what values,
styles, and accomplishments ‘we’ seek in leaders past and present.

Of course, there are efforts to identify systematic criteria for measuring success or failure. Hennessy (2000: 528-9)
identifies five sets of criteria: backdrop to the premiership; management capacity; insight and perception; change
and innovation; and constitutional and procedural. These five categories are further sub-divided into seventeen
criteria. However, this ‘celestial chief justice’, remains unhappy with the exercise, calling his rankings ‘crude’. 't
Hart (2011, 2014) proposes the much simpler ‘assessment triangle’ composed of three families of criteria. First,
there is impact or smart leadership, which requires the leader to deliver effective policies that solve problems.
Second, there is support or accepted leadership, which requires the leader to win and keep the support not only of
the electorates, but also of other key actors in governing. Finally, there is trustworthiness or accountable
leadership, which requires leaders to be responsive to multiple overlapping accountabilities. Despite obvious
limitations, these approaches have two marked advantages. First, they are explicit about the criteria for judging
political leaders. If you disagree, then you need to suggest alternative criteria and the discussion is consequently
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on a much sounder footing. Second, they highlight the ways in which the criteria conflict. There are trade-offs
between, for example, smart leadership introducing new policies and preserving support among key actors and
from the electorate. Such trade-offs underline the besetting problem of this area; the criteria are not only subjective
but change with people and circumstances. All compete for standing in Congress or parliament, in the party, and in
the country. Gossip is a key but unreliable currency for all. The media are fickle. Standing and performance are
contingent as is the dominance of the president or the prime minister, or the standing of any of his or her
colleagues. Command and control is always a possibility. Rivals rise and are vanquished, but, equally, regicide
happens.

8 Art and Profession

From the West to East, many observers of political leadership have chosen to portray leadership as an art (see
also Keohane, Chapter 2, Chan and Chan, Chapter 4, this volume). They claim leadership cannot be captured in
law-like generalizations based on neutral data and analytical detachment. By inference, it cannot be taughtin the
cerebral environment of an academic classroom or executive seminar. As so often, Max Weber (1991: 115) was
on the mark when he suggested that the challenge of leadership is to forge warm passion and cool judgement
together in one and the same soul. In practice, this maxim condemns aspiring leaders to a life of tough judgement
calls between the passion that fires them up, the feeling of personal responsibility that drives them on, and
a sense of proportion that is necessary to exercise good judgement.

Leadership is conceived by some of its most authoritative scholars as involving a large measure of practical
wisdom; of insight that can be gained only through direct personal experience and sustained reflection. The core
intangibles of leadership—empathy, intuition, creativity, courage, morality, judgement—are largely beyond the
grasp of ‘scientific’ inquiry, let alone comprehensive explanation and evidence-based prescription. Understanding
leadership comes from living it: being led, living with and advising leaders, doing one’s own leading. Some
understanding of leadership may be gained from vicarious learning: digesting the experiences of other leaders:
hence the old and steady appetite for the biographies and memoirs of politicians, and the contemporary market for
‘live encounters’ with former leaders who strut their stuff at seminars and conferences. When we cannot get the
real thing, we are still willing to pay for the next best thing: books and seminars by the exclusive circle of
leadership ‘gurus’ who observe and interrogate the great and the good. Even academia is not immune. Academics,
too, seek to get up close and personal in ethnographic fieldwork (see also Gains, Chapter 19, this volume; Rhodes
2011).

In sharp contrast to this long-standing view, a ‘science of leadership’ has sprung up in the latter half of the
twentieth century. Thousands of academics now make a living treating leadership as they would any other topic in
the social sciences. They treat it as an object of study, which can be picked apart and put together by forms of
inquiry that seek to emulate the natural sciences (see also Blondel, Chapter 46, this volume). Their papers fill
journals, handbooks, conference programmes, and lecture theatres. Many among them make in-roads into the real
world of political leadership as consultants and advisers, often well paid. Much of this activity prompts a bemused
response. ltis of litte help to know that 45 variables completely explain three cases. It would not persist, however,
if such knowledge did not help in grasping at least some of the puzzles that leaders face and leadership poses.
Alternatively, it could meet the insatiable need of leaders to understand their world and talk to outsiders ‘because
they are so worried about whether it makes sense or, indeed, whether they make sense’ (Rawnsley 2001: xi).

Itis this ‘scientific’ understanding of leadership that we now see echoed in widespread attempts to erecta
leadership profession (see also Hartley, Chapter 44, this volume). The language of leadership has pervaded the job
descriptions, training, and performance management of public servants at even junior management levels. Many
public service commissions or equivalent bodies have embarked on developing integrated leadership frameworks.
These frameworks stipulate bundles of leadership skills, which are linked to performance indicators for each
different leadership role. People wanting to move up must meet these criteria of successful performance. They
must also attend set courses, accept a set of shared values, and subject themselves to standardized tests. When
they manage to get all the boxes ticked, they get ushered into a fraternity rather like a Masonic Lodge. Uniformity is
nurtured and celebrated through lucrative rewards packages. Leadership education is ubiquitous. Everyone
regularly attends meetings where leadership gurus perform. The aimis not to impart knowledge, but to solidify a
shared notion of professionalism. The means for such sharing are the latest nostrums, models, and
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metaphors. The audience is captive, and willingly so, though one might—like leadership ‘guru’, Barbara Kellerman
(2012)—wonder for how much longer.

9 Transcending the Dichotomies?

Clearly, when taken to extremes both the art and the science assumptions about ‘understanding leadership’ lead to
absurd results. The mystifications of wisdom and judgement untainted by evidence confront the quasi-scientific
‘one size fits all’ generalizations that sustain allegedly evidence-based leadership training and reform. Both
privilege one form of knowledge over all others. Both generate their own quacks and true believers. Both do well
out of their trade. Sadly, both pay too little attention to what we know and how we know it. Their certainties defy the
limits to knowledge and the resulting failures, big and little, do a disservice to practitioners and academics alike.
The best we can offer is not prediction but informed conjecture. So caveat emptor for those seeking solutions from
the study of political leadership. There is much on offer: insight, careful analysis, and lessons for the wary. As
Greenleaf (1983) suggests, however:

The concept of a genuine social science has had its ups and downs, and it still survives, though we are as
far from its achievement as we were when Spencer (or Bacon for that matter) first put pen to paper. Indeed
it is all the more likely that the continuous attempts made in this direction serve only to demonstrate...the
inherent futility of the enterprise.

(Greenleaf 1983: 286)

So, leadership studies have no ‘solutions;’ nor do leaders. They acquire office by promising to solve problems, but
more often than not end up presiding over problem succession as another problem emerges from the one they
thought they had just solved. There is no unified theory of leadership. There are too many definitions, and too
many theories in too many disciplines. We do not agree on what leadership is, how to study it, or even why we
study it. The subjectis not just beset by dichotomies; itis also multifaceted, and essentially contested.

Such is the world of leadership, and its contingency and complexity are why so many leaders’ careers end in
disappointment. In the study and teaching of heroic and transformative leadership, hubris is all too common, so
perhaps the final lesson should be: ‘A leader is best when people barely know that he exists, not so good when
people obey and acclaim him, worst when they despise him. Fail to honour people. They fail to honour you’ (Lao
Tzu, The Tao Te Ching).

10 Summary

As this Handbook demonstrates, political leadership has made a comeback. It was studied intensively not only by
political scientists, but also by political sociologists and psychologists, Sovietologists, political anthropologists,
comparative and development studies by scholars from the 1940s to the 1970s. Thereafter, the field lost its way
with the rise of structuralism, neo-institutionalism, and rational choice approaches to the study of politics,
government, and governance. Recently, however, students of politics have returned to studying the role of
individual leaders and the exercise of leadership to explain political outcomes. The list of topics is nigh endless:
elections, conflict management, public policy, government popularity, development, governance networks, and
regional integration. In the media age, leaders are presented and stage-managed—spun—as the solution to almost
every social problem. Through the mass media and the Internet, citizens and professional observers follow the rise,
impact, and fall of senior political office-holders at closer quarters than ever before.

This Handbook encapsulates the resurgence by asking, where are we today? It orders the multidisciplinary field by
identifying the distinct and distinctive contributions of the disciplines. It meets the urgent need to take stock. Our
objectives are straightforward:

e to provide comprehensive coverage of all the major disciplines, methods, and regions;
e to showcase both the normative and empirical traditions in political leadership studies;
¢ to juxtapose behavioural, institutional, and interpretive approaches;

¢ to cover formal, office-based as well as informal, emergent political leadership;
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¢ to cover leadership in democratic as well as undemocratic polities;

¢ to draw on scholars from around the world and encourage a comparative perspective.
There was no fixed template for every chapter, but we encouraged contributors to take stock of their topic by
covering most, if not all, of the following:

e the historical, intellectual and practical context of political leadership;

¢ key ideas, questions, and debates;

¢ landmark contributions—the classics, the mavericks, and the avant-garde;
e the state of the artin each field and its practical import;

e future areas of research.
In our view, a Handbook chapter should not be a cataloguing exercise. Nor is it an advertisement for the
contribution of the author and like-minded scholars. Authors were encouraged to air their own views, and
not be shy about their own work, but they also had to do justice to the breadth and variety of scholarship in the
area.

In Part |, we provide a discipline by discipline survey of the field. Although itis a Handbook of political leadership,
our survey cannot be limited to political science, which is not even the major contributor to the subject. We cover
leadership in Western and Eastern political thought, democratic theory, feminism, public administration,
psychology, psychoanalysis, social psychology, economics, and anthropology. This section demonstrates the
range of insights available and the vast amount of careful analysis. As important, it highlights that there are
incommensurable perspectives not only between the several disciplines but also in each one. We believe it
supports the case for ‘genre blurring’ (Geertz 1983): that s, for the several disciplines to draw on one another’s
theories and methods.

In Part ll, we focus on analytical perspectives and methods. We cover institutional analysis, contextual analysis,
decision-making analysis, social constructivism, rhetorical analysis, experimental analysis, observational analysis,
at-a-distance analysis, biographical analysis, and political personality profiling. Given the persistent desire to
emulate the natural sciences in much political science, we believe that this section demonstrates the value of a
broad toolkit with which to explore the diverse phenomenon that is political leadership.

In Part lll, we turn from theory and methods to look at leadership in several contexts. We examine political
leadership at work in civic leadership, political parties, populist movements, the public sphere, policy networks, and
during crisis situations. This section demonstrates that a key trend in the present-day study of political leadership is
its broader compass. Moving well beyond classic preoccupation with executive government elites, political
leadership elides into the broader notion of public leadership. A positional approach has given way to a functional
approach (see 't Hart and Uhr 2008). For some, this trend courts the danger of leadership becoming every action
thatinfluences others. As a result, leadership loses its distinctive character. For others, it highlights the ubiquity
and complexity of leadership.

In Part IV, we look at executive leadership in the West. We begin with varieties of presidential leadership in the USA
and then examine presidential communication. Then, we turn to semi-presidential polities, followed by an
examination of the varieties of prime ministerial leadership in Westminster and related forms of parliamentary
government. Finally, we look at the contingencies of prime ministerial power in the UK, prime ministers and their
advisers, and ministers. The aspiration to a comparative science of political leadership confronts the diversity and
contingency revealed by these chapters. Not only has any comparative study to encompass the differences
between presidential, semi-presidential, and parliamentary polities, but it must also cover the daunting diversity
within each category. Idiographic studies offering plausible conjectures seem at least as plausible as nomothetic
studies claiming to explain the variations and even to predict.

While the attractions of examining national leaders and leadership are obvious, political leadership below and
beyond the national level is also important. So, in Part V, we examine local political leadership, regional political
leadership, and international leadership. Then, in Part VI, we look at political leadership in China, Latin
America, Russia and the Caucasus, and Africa.

We end in Part VIl with three reflective pieces on training political leaders, leadership and gender and a review of
what we have learned about political leadership over the past 50 years. We end where we started our overview—
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with the questions of whether leadership is good or bad and how in democratic societies we contain its worst
excesses. The present-day abuses of power in Latin America and Africa should not blind us to the less than
auspicious histories of Western democracies which have supported and suffered from some of the worst despots in
human history. As the populace of Northern England would phrase it, ‘when push comes to shove’ the study of
political leadership is about the constitutional and political role of leaders in a democratic polity; about how we want
to be governed, not about methods, training, and leadership skills.

Even this barest of bare summaries should indicate the scope of this Handbook, whether we are talking about major
disciplines, methods, or regions. For those readers who want abstracts for each chapter, they are available at
Oxford Handbooks Online (OHO), soon to be renamed Oxford Research Reviews (ORR). Please visit:
<www.oxfordhandbooks.conmy> and search under ‘Political Science’. You will also be able to carry out a keyword
search on the volume to identify those chapters most closely aligned with your interests. Finally, and an exciting
innovation, the site has changed from an e-book database to an article delivery service and you will be able to
download individual chapters through the university library just as you now download articles from journals.
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[-] Abstract and Keywords

The discussion of leadership in Western political philosophy has been marked by a durable tension between the
expertise and creative possibilities of leadership, on the one hand, and the dangers of leadership, the need to
control the exercise of power, on the other. A parallel tension is expressed in the stark contrast between a ruler
doing whatever he thinks he needs to do to retain his power and accomplish his goals, and the duties and
obligations of political leaders. Some political theorists highlight the work of individual leaders; others emphasize
the constitutional framework that circumscribes their authority. This chapter juxtaposes five pairs of theorists in
whose work these tensions can be discerned: Plato and Aristotle, Cicero and Machiavelli, Montesquieu and
Rousseau, Michels and Arendt, Lenin and Weber. In recent decades, the development of representative
democracy on a large scale has created new forms of popular participation. Nonetheless, governance by a small
number of leaders continues to be a defining characteristic of our political associations. The works of the canonical
authors of Western political thought can help us understand various forms of political leadership, and also suggest
factors that make it more likely that leaders will be both effective and responsive to those who are governed.

Keywords: leadership, theory, expertise, governance, representation, power

1 Introduction

‘LEADERSHIP’ iS not a word that often appears in the canonical works of Western political thought. It was first included
in English dictionaries in the nineteenth century (Rost 1991: 18). Yet concepts closely connected with leadership
are fundamental to many texts of political philosophy. Leadership pervades the familiar concepts of sovereignty,
ruling, and representation.

In its broadest sense, leadership is central to all human social activity: ‘Leaders determine or clarify goals for a
group of individuals and bring together the energies of members of that group to accomplish those goals’ (Keohane
2010: 23). Political leadership is an especially prominent example of this behaviour, the type that springs to mind
when most of us think about leadership. The history of Western political thought is full of reflections on leadership in
this sense, how it originates and what its proper purposes should be, how it can be legitimated and how it can be
lost.

Authority, conferred by office or attained by performance, is often linked with leadership. Yet not all political leaders
have formal positions of authority, and not all persons who hold official authority provide leadership. As John
Gardner puts it: ‘We have all occasionally encountered top persons who couldn’t lead a squad of seven-year olds
to the ice cream counter’ (Gardner 2010: 2). Power is also closely connected with leadership; leaders generally
exercise power; but not all powerful persons are leaders. Think of a playground bully or a mugger with a gun.

Political leaders, then, are often but not always in positions of official authority. Defining goals and mobilizing
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energies involve the exercise of power in some form; but leadership cannot be reduced to power per se.

In conversations about political philosophy in ancient Greece and Rome, most discussions of leadership focused
on how statesmen or rulers should be educated and how they should use their power. From the
Renaissance until the present day, primary attention has shifted to two other questions: the connections between
leaders and citizens, and how the scope of appropriate political activity should be defined and settled.

Throughout these eras a defining tension has marked the discussion of leadership in Western political thought. This
tension is between the expertise and creative possibilities of leadership, on the one hand, and the dangers of
leadership, the need to control the exercise of power, on the other. This tension is also expressed in the stark
contrast between a ruler doing whatever he thinks he needs to do to retain his power and accomplish his goals,
and the duties and obligations of political leaders. Some political theorists highlight the work of individual leaders;
others emphasize the constitutional framework that circumscribes their authority. Both perspectives emphasize
important dimensions of leadership, but they are not easily compatible.

This raises a fundamental question: in what circumstances should citizens or subjects support and enable the
visionary capacities of a strong leader, and when should they instead institute or bolster confining structures that
will make it less likely that leaders can misuse their power? This dilemma has been central in the history of political
theory in the West, was very much present in the founding discussions of the Constitution of the United States, and
continues to occupy social scientists, journalists, leaders, and citizens today. Contemporary political events
indicate the timeless relevance of this question.

I will juxtapose five pairs of theorists in whose work the tensions | have just described can be discerned. These
writers all expound complex theories and resist pigeonholing; in broad terms, however, each pair includes theorists
who take opposed positions in this debate: Plato and Aristotle, Cicero and Machiavelli, Montesquieu and Rousseau,
Michels and Arendt, Lenin and Weber. Readers may question the omission of their favourite theorists from this
array. The criterion for inclusion was specific attention to the problems and possibilities of political leadership.
Hobbes and Locke, for instance, provide incomparable insights on a number of aspects of political life; but, in my
view, they have little to say about leadership. However, if readers are moved to extend the discussion to include
other theorists, this chapter will have achieved one of its major purposes.

2 Plato and Aristotle

Plato (428-347 Bc) provided one of the earliest and most influential statements of the initial perspective in the
tension described above. In the Gorgias, Republic, and Statesman, the statesman or philosopher-guardian’s
distinctive art and knowledge set him apart from ordinary citizens, and both legitimate and determine the content of
his rule. External constraints on this leadership would be counterproductive for all concerned.

In Gorgias, Socrates argues that the political artis concerned with the health of the soul, as gymnastics and
medicine address the health of the body. He distinguishes those competent to practise this art from
orators or tyrants who may sway the people or control them but cannot bring about what is best for the city.
Socrates counsels his young interlocutors to consider statesmanship, not as a means of self-advancement or
doing what they personally desire, but to ‘take in hand the tending of the city and its citizens with the aim of making
the citizens themselves as good as possible’ (Plato 1961: 513¢€).

In the Republic, Socrates and his friends engage in constructing a ‘city in speech’. Each citizen produces a
needed good or service which he is best equipped to provide; in the earliest stages of the story, none of themis
charged with governing. Leadership arises only when the city is enlarged, which means going to war. Since fighting
is itself an art and a profession, a new class of citizens must be created, the guardians. The remainder of the
dialogue is devoted to the talents, education, and lifestyle of these philosopher-guardians.

Thus for Plato, as for Machiavelli and Weber, violence is at the root of political leadership. The philosopher-
guardians’ duty of readiness for war initially determines the talents they need and how they should be educated.
They live in dormitories, exercise together, and take their meals in mess-halls. Yet much of their time is spent
preparing to appreciate philosophy as the source of the true knowledge to direct the city. Even though the figure of
the political leader in these dialogues was paradigmatically male, in the Republic Plato was willing to consider the
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possibility that women can also be appropriate practitioners of political leadership. Women in the guardian class
are educated along with men and have the same pattern of life.

As is also true for Machiavelli and Weber, Plato’s political leaders routinely engage in the deception of other
citizens, including the younger guardians. Plato says specifically that the rulers (and only the rulers) may
appropriately lie for the benefit of the state (389b).

The philosopher-guardians share all things in common to prevent any private loves or desires from causing strife
within the ruling group or interfering with their basic commitment to tend the city and protectits citizens. Plato thus
addresses the familiar problem of the inequality between rulers and ruled by dictating a radically different lifestyle
for his rulers. Men and women in the producing classes enjoy material possessions, family life, and conventional
luxuries, while the guardians have a superior education, the pleasures of comradeship and philosophizing, and the
status of rulers of the city. The implication is that no one will want to exchange his pattern of life for the alternative,
so envy—a major source of political discontent—is avoided from the outset.

One of the major themes of the Republic is the expertise of the philosopher-guardians, the hard-won knowledge
that sets them apart from ordinary citizens. In book VI (488b—¢), Plato offers an analogy between the political leader
and a pilot who has studied the stars and currents and properties of his ship. In the Statesman, Plato uses other
analogies from pastoral life and cybernetics. He specifies that many of the tasks we normally associate with
leadership can be delegated to others, including making speeches, generalship, judging. The king’s role is to
oversee and guide the work of others, relying on the broad perceptions and understandings that are part of the
true kingly art. This art ‘weaves all into its unified fabric with perfect skill. Itis a universal art and so we call
it by a name of universal scope...statesmanship’ (3059-¢).

In all these dialogues Plato describes an art of political leadership (that is, statesmanship or ruling) that emphasizes
natural talent, rigorous training, the possession of arcane expertise, and responsibility for providing directive
guidance to human communities. The conception of leadership expressed here is exceptionally lofty, almost
godlike in its scope. The abuse of power is avoided, not by external constitutional restraints on the leader’s
authority, but by internal restraints of character, education, and a profound sense of duty.

Could any human being ever achieve such a lofty level of expertise and commitment, avoiding all temptations to
abuse power, truly understanding what is best for all members of a community? Would other men and women be
well served where so much authority and power are given to a few individuals, so that most have no role in
directing their own lives? One of Plato’s earliest and most acute critics was Aristotle, who devoted a large portion of
his Politics to showing why the answer to both questions is clearly ‘No’.

Aristotle (384-322 Bc) endorses the principle that those best equipped to rule should do so, but denies that this
entails a designated ruling group. Those best equipped to rule are the members of the political association who
know the city and have a direct interest in its flourishing. The basic equality of all citizens and the requirement
dictated by justice that all participate in office yield the conclusion that citizens should take turns providing political
leadership. ‘This means that some rule and others are ruled in turn, as if they had become, for the time being,
different people’ (Aristotle 1995: 126123).

Aristotle considers the possibility that one man could be so superior in capacity and virtue that he should be
acknowledged as king (1284b, 12882). He regards this, however, as an unlikely situation, and almost surely an
unstable one. Like Plato, he was well aware of the tendency for monarchy to degenerate into tyranny. In addition,
he was not persuaded by Plato’s elaborate plans for preventing his guardians from abusing their power over other
citizens. Instead, Aristotle concentrated on constructing a framework for the use of power.

Aristotle describes a constitution as ‘an organization of offices in the city, by which the method of their distribution
is fixed, the sovereign authority is determined, and the nature of the end to be pursued by the association and all
its members should be prescribed’ (12892). He distinguishes three major types of constitutions, depending on the
locus of sovereign authority, the goals of the leaders and the size of the ruling group: kingship, aristocracy, and a
constitutional government or polity; and their perversions: tyranny, oligarchy, and democracy. He gives the name
of constitutional government to a city in which the citizens as a whole govern with a view to the common interest
(12792).
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On the political capacity of ordinary citizens, Aristotle has a view very different from Plato’s; he asserts that ‘it is
possible that they may surpass—collectively and as a body, although not individually—the quality of the few best...
Each has his share of goodness and practical wisdom; and when all meet together, the people may thus become
something like a single person [with] many qualities of character and intelligence’ (12812-0), The political
artis one of a class of skills whose excellence can best be appreciated by the beneficiary rather than the
practitioner, just as the diner, not the cook, is the best judge of the quality of the meal. The people as a whole
generally own more property than any individual rich citizen and thus have a larger interest to protect. For all these
reasons, itis rare to find any particular individual who has more expertise in governing than a group of citizens
working together.

Aristotle defines the statesman as one who ‘exercises his authority in conformity with the rules imposed by the art
of statesmanship and as one who rules and is ruled in turn’ (12522). In his capacity as ruler, the citizen/statesman
shows a distinctive art or skill. This skill, according to Aristotle, must be learned in part by being ruled; men (in this
case, only men are included) learn to lead by having been good followers. The distinctive form of skill or
excellence that sets the citizen as statesman or leader apart from the same citizen in his capacity as follower is
practical wisdom—prudence, or good judgement (1277b). This shared prudential leadership, exercised only within
a constitutional framework, is distinctly different from the godlike vision and extraordinary powers of Plato’s
statesman.

3 Cicero and Machiavelli

In a Platonic vein, Marcus Tullius Cicero (106-43 sc) gives his highest praise to ‘a ruler who is good and wise and
versed in all that contributes to the advantage and prestige of the state; who is, as it were, the guardian and
steward of the commonwealth, for so we should call anyone who directs and pilots the state’ (Cicero 1929: ii, p.
xxix). Yet he favours a mixed form of government combining elements of kingship, aristocracy, and democracy (i,
pp. xxxv, xlv). In such a framework, the leader’s political skill, the merits of the nobler classes, and the rights of the
many are all accommodated. In this way he echoes the balanced approach advanced by Aristotle.

Like Plato and Aristotle, Cicero argues that, if a single man could govern the state well by reason of his superior
wisdom and prudence, nothing else would be needed (i, p. xxxiv). However, he notes that, even in the best
monarchy, everyone except the king is effectively disbarred from the protection of the law and from participating in
deliberation about public functions. In Cicero’s view, these are rights that should extend to all citizens (i, p. xxvii).
Thus the ideal system s one in which the people are wise enough to choose superior men for public office, rather
than deferring to those best qualified to govern them (as Plato would have it) or sharing equally in the ruling
(Aristotle’s preferred arrangement).

Political leadership, however, does not depend only on one’s qualifications for office; Cicero acknowledges the role
of luck in obtaining and maintaining power (Cicero 1991: i. 115). He asks: ‘Can anyone be unaware of the great
power of fortune, which impels one in either direction, towards success or towards adversity? Whenever we enjoy
her prospering breezes we are carried to the haven for which we long; when she blows in our face we are
shipwrecked’ (ii. 19).

Cicero reserves his sharpest condemnation for the view that a human act can be honourable but not
beneficial, or beneficial but not honourable. He says specifically that cruelty can never be beneficial, since this
vice is so deeply hostile to the nature of man (iii. 46). When he considers the motivations that lead some men to
follow others, he insists that ‘there is nothing at all more suited to protecting and retaining influence than to be
loved, and nothing less suited than to be feared...Fear is a poor guardian over any length of time; but goodwill
keeps faithful guard for ever’ (ii. 23). With this in mind, he catalogues the virtues that elicit the love of the people,
including liberality, beneficence, and keeping faith (ii. 32).

Theorists for more than a millennium built on Cicero’s ideas as counsel for rulers. In Il Principe, Niccold Machiavelli
(1469-1527) was clearly in dialogue with Cicero and the subsequent ‘Mirror of Princes’ literature. But he inverted
Cicero’s message in a bold and shocking fashion. The Prince provides the paradigmatic statement in the Western
political tradition of the view that effective leadership is personal, powerful, and, to a large degree, unconstrained.
The theme of the treatise is not guardianship or statesmanship, but the success of the individual prince in obtaining
and retaining power.
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Machiavelli notes that rulers succeed primarily because of their innate abilities (virtd)—qualities such as courage,
decisiveness, good judgement, and ruthlessness—but also by luck (fortuna) (Machiavelli 1988: ch. I). Like Cicero,
he uses metaphors from nature to describe the power of fortuna, comparing it to a dangerous river that destroys
everything in its path when itis in flood. A wise man takes precautions to protect against the ravages of fortune,
building dikes or dams to control its flow. Princes succeed when their actions are in line with the circumstances
they confront, and fail when these two things are notin harmony (ch. XXV).

New princes should imitate great predecessors and learn from their examples. From the lives of men of exceptional
ability—Moses, Cyrus, Romulus, and Theseus—Machiavelli draws the insight that leaders are most likely to succeed
if they do not have to rely greatly on luck. He notes also that these men were warriors, asserting that ‘all armed
prophets succeed whereas unarmed ones fail’ (ch. VI). In the light of the success of unarmed prophets such as
Gandhi or Martin Luther King, Jr, we might question this bold generalization. For Machiavelli, however, it was clear
that armed men are feared and respected, whereas unarmed princes are despised by all and distrusted by the
military, whose loyalty is crucial to their success. Therefore, a wise prince should study the art of war and be
continually prepared to practise it (ch. XIV).

More generally, Machiavelli asserts that ‘a ruler who wishes to maintain his power must be prepared to act
immorally when this becomes necessary’ (ch. XV). Itis advantageous to have the reputation of being virtuous
(generous, merciful, honest, trustworthy), but that does not mean a ruler should always be generous or merciful;
and he has no obligation to keep his promises when doing so would undermine his power. Quite the opposite: a
successful prince must be ‘a great feigner and dissembler’ (ch. XVIIl). The prudent prince should also recognize
that ‘doing some things that seem virtuous may result in one’s ruin, whereas doing other things that seem vicious
may strengthen one’s position and cause one to flourish’ and provide more effective government (chs XV, XVII).

A prince may seek the support either of the populace or of the nobles, since these two classes are found
in all cities. The nobles are ambitious for power, whereas the people can be satisfied if they are protected from
oppression. Also, itis more difficult to protect yourself from the people because there are so many of them,
whereas the ruler can replace hostile nobles if necessary (ch. IX). A wise prince makes sure that the people
recognize their dependence on him, and never takes their support for granted.

Machiavelli notes specifically Cicero’s question about whether it is better for the prince to be loved than feared (ch.
XVII). In his view, ‘it is desirable to be both loved and feared; but itis difficult to achieve both, and if one of them
has to be lacking, itis much safer to be feared than loved’. No one can count on the love of his people, particularly
in hard times, and a wise ruler should always depend on something he can control, not factors that are controlled
by others. If the people fear him, they will be less likely to harm or resist him. Above all, the ruler should avoid being
hated; a leader who is despised is always vulnerable to being overthrown or assassinated.

Referring to the prince’s relationships with his closest followers, the members of his cabinet, or inner staff,
Machiavelli says that choosing ministers is a particularly important decision for a ruler (ch. XXIl). A prince’s
intelligence and capacity will be judged by the ‘quality of the men around him. If they are capable and loyal, he
should always be taken to be shrewd, because he was able to recognize their ability and retain their loyalty.” Even
a man with a second-rate mind can appear intelligent and shrewd if he is well counselled; but a prince must always
be on guard against flattery, taking counsel wisely (ch. XXIII).

Such direct, practical advice, rooted in Machiavelli’'s own experience and observation of many leaders, explains
the durable influence and fascination of The Prince, even for readers put off by its more ‘Machiavellian’ sections.
The text has also served as a perennial handbook for princes interested above all in maintaining power and willing
to use any measures to achieve this goal.

4 Montesquieu and Rousseau

In a passage from The Spirit of the Laws that sheds a rather different light on the maxims of The Prince,
Montesquieu (1689-1755) notes that ‘the principle of despotic government is fear’, and in such situations, ‘the
preservation of the state is only the preservation of the prince’ (Montesquieu 1949: iii. 14). Against the stark
simplicity of despotism he juxtaposes a moderate government akin to that proposed by Aristotle and Cicero, which
requires that the lawgiver ‘combine the several powers: to regulate, temper and set them in motion; to give, as it
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were, ballast to one, in order to enable it to counterpoise the other. This is a masterpiece of legislation, rarely
produced by hazard, and seldom attained by prudence’ (ii. 1).

Explaining how this masterpiece might be assembled, Montesquieu notes that in a country of free citizens
everyone should essentially govern himself, and the whole people together should exercise the legislative
power. However, such a formula cannot be achieved in large states, and faces significantinconveniences in
smaller ones. Therefore, in practice, the best systemis one in which representatives of the people undertake what
they cannot do for themselves (xi. 6). Unlike Aristotle, Montesquieu regards the people collectively as incapable of
dealing with public affairs. He asserts that a monarch should hold executive power because of the need for rapid
and expeditious action; this power should not be in the same hands as the legislative power exercised by the
people’s representatives.

Montesquieu specified that the legislative body should be made up of two parts, which can ‘check one another by
the mutual privilege of rejecting’, and are in turn ‘both restrained by the executive power, as the executive is by
the legislative’. In a passage that Machiavelli would have scorned, but that holds no surprises for observers of
American democracy, Montesquieu notes that ‘these three powers should naturally form a state of repose or
inaction’. Since, in order to govern, they sometimes have to bestir themselves, ‘they are forced to move, butstill in
concert’. What ‘forces’ them to move, however, is left unclear.

In his most profound political treatise, The Social Contract, Montesquieu’s iconoclastic contemporary Jean-Jacques
Rousseau (1712-78) identifies with unusual precision the ‘forces’ that can move a political body. Unlike many later
theorists of democratic participation, Rousseau is quite clear that, without leadership, a body of people cannot act,
beyond voting yes or no on straightforward questions that are put to them. The people should be the author of the
laws, but how will they produce these laws? ‘Will it be by common agreement, by a sudden inspiration? Has the
body politic an organ to state its wills? Who will give it the foresight necessary to formits acts...?” A ‘blind multitude’
cannot undertake an action as complex as writing a set of laws, and thus the first requirement for a good political
order, in Rousseau’s book, is a gifted and inspired Lawgiver (Rousseau 1997: ii. 6).

Rousseau insists that this extraordinary founder is not a prince; he should have no power to command other men.
Anticipating recent discussions of charismatic authority, he says that ‘the great soul of the Lawgiver is the true
miracle which must prove his mission’ (ii. 7). Anyone can feign contact with some divinity, bribe an oracle, delude a
gullible populace; but Rousseau’s Lawgiver is an inspired genius, a leader whose mission ends when the legal
system he designs has been accepted by the people. From that point forward, laws must be passed by the whole
people assembled as the sovereign (iii. 12). Whenever that happens, the government that has been formed to
execute the popular will is temporarily dissolved, because where those who are the principals are assembled,
there is no place for representation (iii. 14).

Like Plato, Cicero, and Montesquieu, Rousseau was convinced that the best system is one in which ‘the wisest
govern the multitude, so long as itis certain that they will govern for its advantage and not for their own’ (iii. 5). He
was referring here to rule by a small number of wise men rather than a monarch, believing that monarchs will
inevitably abuse their power. Kings are told that their true interest lies in having their people flourish, ‘but they know
perfectly well that this is not true. Their personal interest is first of all that the people be weak, wretched,
and never able to resist them’ (iii. 6). To prevent such an outcome, instead of Montesquieu’s system of elaborate
institutional checks and balances, Rousseau preserves the legislative sovereignty of the community assembled as
a whole.

Rousseau was insistent that the people are the only appropriate sovereign in any state. Like Montesquieu,
however, he believed that ordinary people are not good at making complex political decisions. Moreover, requiring
them to do so undermines their effective sovereignty (iii. 15). The implementation of the laws consists in decisions
that affect individuals or some portion of the state, not the body of citizens as a whole. If the people had such a
power, this would violate their collective wholeness, the foundation of the political system. ‘The public force
therefore has to have its own agent which unites and puts it to work in accordance with the directives of the
general will', and this agent is the government, or the executive (iii. 1). Describing the character and duties of
those who hold this executive power is a key purpose of the rest of the treatise.

The Social Contract endeavours to ‘combine what right permits with what interest prescribes, so that justice and
utility may not be disjointed’ (i. 1). In this Rousseau departs both from Cicero, who asserted that what is honest will
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always be beneficial, and from Machiavelli, who argued that the prince must sometimes be prepared to behave
immorally in order to do his job. Rousseau recognizes that justice and utility can sometimes dictate different
outcomes; his goal is to find a way to bring them together in a form of leadership that will provide both
effectiveness and accountability.

Notwithstanding his normative purposes and commitment to popular sovereignty, Rousseau was an acute realist in
thinking about power. Among several different political bodies, he argues that power will gravitate to the one with
the smallest number of members (iii. 4). He also asserts that the government (the executive) will strive to gain
power from the sovereign (the demos), so that the basic political forces will inevitably be in tension (iii. 1, 18). In
these generalizations, he anticipates some of the most heated debates about governance and leadership in the
next two centuries, as republican and democratic governments were for the first time widely instituted in the West.

5 Michels and Arendt

Like Rousseau, Roberto Michels (1876-1936) was convinced that broadly shared executive power and a
‘leaderless organization’ are impossibilities. ‘In all times, in all phases of development, in all branches of human
activity, there have been leaders’ (Michels 1962: 72). Beyond this, however, Michels claims that democracy, in the
sense of equal political participation, inevitably encounters obstacles ‘not merely imposed from without, but
spontaneously surgent from within’. This powerful tendency toward oligarchy rests ‘(1) upon the nature of the
human individual; (2) upon the nature of the political struggle; and (3) upon the nature of organization’ (p. 6).

Michels points to several features of human nature that explain the ‘inevitability of oligarchy’. One is the
ubiquitous desire to transmit good things to your children, including political privilege and status. Like Montesquieu,
Michels also had little faith in the political competence of ordinary people or their potential for sustained political
involvement. ‘Man as individual is by nature predestined to be guided,” he says, and ‘the apathy of the masses and
their need for guidance has as its counterpart in the leaders a natural greed for power’ (p. 367). Some individuals
desire power and are willing to expend considerable effort to obtain it; once they have done this, they are often
reluctant to return to ordinary life. For their part, followers may be quite content to let others do the hard work of
politics while they get on with their own lives. In this way, Michels implicitly rejects Aristotle’s system of ruling and
being ruled in turn as unrealistic in terms of both human psychology and the dynamics of organizations.

Certain individuals in any society have particular advantages in becoming leaders. These include ‘money and its
equivalents (economic superiority), tradition and hereditary transmission (historical superiority)’, and, most
important, ‘the formal instruction of the leaders (so-called intellectual superiority)’. For Michels, even when roughly
equal individuals create an organization such as a political party, the experience and knowledge that some obtain
through holding positions of leadership soon sets them apart from their fellows (pp. 107-10). It is hard to sacrifice
such expertise in favour of enforced rotation in office-holding when the success of the organization may depend
on the skills the leaders have acquired through their experience.

‘The nature of organization’ also promotes oligarchy. Michels says it is impossible for all members of an
organization to determine together a course of action, even if they agree on policy directions. Nor can the group
as a whole implement decisions. In the same spirit as Rousseau, Michels notes that, ‘even in groups sincerely
animated with the democratic spirit, current business, the preparation and the carrying out of the most important
actions, is necessarily leftin the hands of individuals’. In the end, Michels asserts, ‘the principal cause of oligarchy
in the democratic parties is to be found in the technical indispensability of leadership’ (pp. 111-14, 364; emphasis
added). Leadership, in this sense, is about making and implementing decisions for large numbers of other people.

The approach of Hannah Arendt (1906-75) to the exercise of political power was very different from that of
Michels. She defines power as a resource available only to a plurality of persons. In this, power differs from force or
strength.

While strength is the natural quality of an individual seen in isolation, power springs up between men when
they acttogether and vanishes the moment they disperse...What keeps people together after the fleeting
moment of action has passed (and what we today call ‘organization’) and what at the same time they keep
alive through remaining together is power.
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(Arendt 1958: 200-1)

The citizens of classical Athens experienced this distinctive form of human activity to the fullest; few other peoples
have reached this height.

Arendt asserts that most political philosophy from Plato onwards has been dedicated to finding ways to
avoid the onerous and exhilarating burdens of direct political engagement. ‘The hallmark of all such escapes is the
concept of rule, that is, the notion that men can lawfully and politically live together only when some are entitled to
command and the others forced to obey’ (p. 222). Leadership and initiative become the prerogative of one
individual or a few rather than the community of citizens.

In Arendt’s view, political freedom means not being subject to ‘the command of another and not to be in command
oneself’, neither ruling nor being ruled (p. 32). To this idealized Greek conception of political equality and political
involvement, she contrasted the medieval view that ‘private individuals have interests in common, material and
spiritual, and that they can retain their privacy and attend to their own business only if one of them takes it upon
himself to look out for this common interest’ (p. 35). This illusion that one individual can initiate political action and
perform on behalf of others to achieve the common good is a profound misconception, Arendt argues. It blurs the
distinction between the unequal relations characteristic of the Aristotelian household and the true space of political
action. This division-of-labour approach to politics has unfortunately become a hallmark of the modern era.

For Arendst, all varieties of one-man rule, including Plato’s philosopher-king, are deformations of the essential nature
of political life (p. 221). The leaders may be benevolent and well disposed, but such regimes ‘all have in common
the banishment of citizens from the public realm and the insistence that they mind their private business’ and leave
the public business to the ruler. Like Aristotle, Cicero, and Rousseau, Arendt was convinced that political
participation in governing is the distinctive feature of a truly human life.

For Arendt, ‘the reality of the public realmrelies on the simultaneous presence of innumerable perspectives and
aspects in which the common world presents itself’ (p. 57). The polis is defined, not by the city walls, but as ‘the
organization of the people as it arises out of acting and speaking together, and its true space lies between people
living together for this purpose, no matter where they happen to be’ (p. 198). No one can live in this rarefied space
all the time: citizens also need the counterpart world of privacy, the home, and civil society, to which they can
retreat. When they are engaged together in this common space, however, they create a political world and a form
of plural leadership in which they make provisions for the common good and shape their shared life.

Arendt’'s theory can be read as describing a ‘leaderless’ form of political activity. She can also be interpreted,
however, as presenting an alternative theory of leadership. Instead of identifying ‘ruling’ over others as the
distinctive activity of political leadership, Arendt describes a situation in which citizens collectively craft solutions
to common problems, define and clarify their common goals, and mobilize the energies of their community to actin
concert. No one is ruling and no one is being ruled: instead, Rousseau’s vision of a truly democratic decision-
making process is developed in a direction that proved very fruitful for later theorists of deliberative democracy.

6 Lenin and Weber

Vladimir llyich Lenin (1870-1924) would surely have regarded Arendt’s theories as naive abstractions and agreed
with Michels on the ‘technical indispensability of leadership’. Lenin had no use for broad political participation or
vague assemblies producing the general will of the people. It was precisely such sentiments in the socialist parties
with which he was familiar that led him to tackle the question ‘What is to be Done?’ This essay addressed a major
lacuna in Marxist theory: the absence of any reference to leadership or practical political strategies in the struggle
to overthrow capitalist domination and establish the dictatorship of the proletariat.

Lenin wrote specifically to ‘combat spontaneity’, a proclivity that he found wasteful and counterproductive (Lenin
1929: 41). He envisioned his party as a vanguard within the proletariat, disciplined, ruthless, and determined to
succeed. His rhetoric left no doubt about the embattled nature of the effort: ‘We are marching in a compact group
along a precipitous and difficult path, firmly holding each other by the hand. We are surrounded on all sides by
enemies and are under their almost constant fire.’ Lenin’s purpose was to overrule those who proposed to try
conciliation, who wanted to bring everyone along with them or even ‘retreat into the adjacent marsh’ (p. 15).
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The political consciousness necessary to make a revolution would never emerge spontaneously among the
working class; it must be brought to them ‘from without’, by a small group of enlightened, battle-tested leaders (p.
32). Lenin asserted firmly that ‘professional revolutionists’ are essential to making a successful revolution, a ‘stable
organization of leaders to maintain continuity’ (p. 116). ‘Without the “dozen” of tried and talented leaders...
professionally trained, schooled by long experience and working in perfect harmony, no class in modern society is
capable of conducting a determined struggle’ (p. 114).

This elite cadre of leaders must be thoughtfully chosen, carefully trained, and maintain secrecy among themselves.
Lenin was convinced that this would lead to ‘complete, comradely mutual confidence among revolutionists’.
Members of a revolutionary organization do not have time ‘to think about the toy forms of democracy’. However,
‘they have a lively sense of their responsibility, because they know from experience that an organization of real
revolutionists will stop at nothing to rid itself of an undesirable member’ (p. 131).

Lenin’s chilling conception of the ‘responsibility’ of leaders as designed to avoid unpleasant retribution by
colleagues was very different from the meaning of this term for his contemporary Max Weber (1864-1920). In his
lecture entitled ‘Politics as a Vocation’, Weber asserted that anyone who holds political power needs three
qualities: ‘passion, a feeling of responsibility, and a sense of proportion’.

Passion in this sense means serving a cause, having a goal larger than your own advancement as a leader. A
good leader, however, does not just pursue such a passion single-mindedly. The leader must also be aware of his
responsibility for those he leads and for the state, and show a sense of proportion in pursuing the chosen
purpose. This detached sense of proportion or perspective is rarely found in conjunction with passionate devotion
to a cause, which helps explain why truly exemplary leaders are so rare. For Weber, proportion is ‘the decisive
psychological quality of a politician: his ability to let realities work upon him with inner concentration and calmness.
Hence his distance to things and men’, and even distance towards himself (Weber 1958: 115). The leader must be
able to step back and look coolly at his own behaviour.

One of the reasons this sense of responsibility is so crucial to leadership is that for Weber, as for several of his
predecessors in political theory, politics is ultimately about violence. Plato had depicted leadership as rooted in the
military duty of the guardians to protect the state. Machiavelli asserted that the first business of the prince should
always be preparation for war, and Lenin saw his vanguard party as an embattled group of revolutionary leaders.
Weber finds the common thread in such observations when he concludes that the distinctive feature of politics is
the legitimate monopoly of violence. This is what makes the politician’s task so fraught with difficult ethical choices
(p. 125).

Weber noted that the leader’s distinctive ‘ethic of responsibility’ that he distinguishes from the ‘ethic of ultimate
ends’ may sometimes involve behaving ‘immorally’ by conventional ethical standards. Truth-telling, for example, is
morally obligatory for the saintly man, but not always the right course for the politician—if deception is necessary
to save the state from enemies, for example. Such assertions recall the arguments of Machiavelli; but, unlike his
Florentine predecessor, Weber recognized the agonizing impact that such choices can have on a sensitive leader,
who may have to send fellow citizens to their death to defend the state. As he puts it, ‘whoever contracts with
violent means for whatever ends—and every politician does—is exposed to its specific consequences’.

There is no easy way out from the dilemmas such responsibilities present, no way to avoid their impact on the
leader. ‘No ethics in the world can dodge the fact that one must be willing to pay the price of using morally dubious
means or at least dangerous ones—and facing the possibility or even the probability of evil ramifications’ (p. 121).
A leader cannot just step away and refuse to decide; he is responsible for the society he leads and has to take one
course or another, even when every alternative is fraught with moral ambiguity. A leader is also ‘responsible for
what may become of himself under the impact of these paradoxes’, once he ‘lets himself in for the diabolic forces
lurking in all violence’ (p. 125).

To minimize the negative consequences of leaders being overwhelmed by such diabolic forces, many political
theorists since Aristotle have concentrated their attention on devising a framework to institute alternative power
centres to prevent the most heinous forms of abuse. Michels believes that all such frameworks are ultimately
irrelevant. Lenin spurns them as irritating obstructions on the path towards revolution. Weber, like Plato, appears to
assume that in the end these structures are less likely to be effective than the internal character and motivations of
a political actor dedicated to providing responsible leadership for his community.
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7 Conclusion

In this brief sojourn through several millennia, we have noted both the consistencies of attention to certain themes
in the writings of ten political theorists, and also how the discussions have evolved over time. The legitimate control
of violence; the role of fortune in leadership; the advantages of being loved or feared; what is useful and what is
honourable; the implications of ruling and being ruled in turn—all these themes appear with regularity. Developing
the tension described at the outset of this chapter, theories that propound the value of political expertise, such as
those of Plato, Machiavelli, Michels, and Lenin, are balanced by the constitutional focus of Aristotle, Cicero, and
Montesquieu. Other theorists take the tension between expert personal authority and limitations on the abuse of
power in alternative directions. Rousseau combines absolute popular sovereignty with effective political leadership
provided by a few. Arendt asserts that political power can only be a pluralistic gathering of perspectives and wills.
Weber emphasizes the lonely initiative of the leader constrained by his own internal judgement and sense of
responsibility.

The most significant new factor in this conversation is the advent of democracy on a large scale, sometimes called
representative or republican government. The characteristic feature of such a system s the sovereignty of a large
number of self-governing citizens. Self-government in such a system usually consists in collectively choosing
those persons who will provide leadership for the community. Political ‘leadership’ takes on a new meaning: the
responsibility for governing citizens who have ultimate authority over the governors (Pettit 2000: 106). The leader
as ruler, statesman, or prince is replaced by the elected representative temporarily holding office in the state.

In this representative system the emphasis shifts from the character and internal qualities of the leader towards the
rule of law and accountability to those who are governed. The single ‘ruler’ has been replaced by multiple types of
leaders—elected executives and legislators, leaders of political parties and social movements—alongside more
traditional leaders of smaller political units—municipal officials, bureaucrats, tribal chieftains, warlords. The
‘legitimate control of violence’ has surely not disappeared, but it is diffused in situations where persuasion,
negotiation, conciliation, and bargaining are the most visible political activities.

It remains crucial to a healthy polity and a satisfying common life that our leaders be persons with good judgement
and integrity, seriously dedicated to pursuing the common good, rather than demagogic, narcissistic individuals
concerned only with advancing their own power. Both the Platonic emphasis on the beneficial expertise brought to
political leadership by those who are gifted, well trained, and dedicated to the common good, and the Aristotelian
concern with delimiting the scope of power available to any leader to make abuse less likely, are honoured in our
understanding of what makes for good government. The tension between these two remains a vivid source of
political dynamics, as it always had been.

Beyond these continuities, however, the novel challenges and opportunities of leadership in a democracy on a
large scale are still being explored. The heavy demands and deep benefits of participation in decisions
that affect your life were well understood by classical Athenians; but they assumed that these benefits were
necessarily limited to a small number of free-born male citizens living in a polis defined by neighbourhood and
proximity. Many people now believe that such rights and benefits should be available to everyone, and that they
can be adapted through the devices of representation and accountability to very large political associations
incorporating millions of citizens.

However, we have not yet figured out how to design a constitution in which leadership can be broadly shared. How
do we conceive of a system where sustained and vigorous political participation can be widely practised by very
large numbers of engaged citizens, individuals who are also deeply involved in their own personal lives in the
economy and civil society? Even if we could somehow design such a framework, it remains unclear how such a
system could yield effective governance for a large and extraordinarily complex organization like a nation state.
Dimensions of leadership that depend upon expertise, talent, discretion, and flexibility have been identified by
theorists from Plato through Lenin and modern advocates of more authoritarian regimes. It is not easy to see how
these factors can be made compatible with broad popular participation.

Despite the beliefs of theorists from Aristotle and Cicero through Rousseau and Arendt to contemporary democratic
theorists that a fundamentally human political association is one in which we all actively participate—not just
occasionally vote for our representatives and then retreat to private life—such a political systemon a large scale
has eluded our best efforts. This remains true even for those among us—not everyone, to be sure—who are
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convinced that such political engagement is indeed essential to a truly human life, and therefore a fundamental
right that should be available to all.

Thus, even as we develop new forms of popular participation through social media technologies and other
instruments still unknown to us, governance by a small number of representatives will, realistically, continue to be
the defining characteristic of the political associations in which most of us will live our lives. The chapters in this
volume are dedicated to helping us understand the various forms such leadership can take, and how we can make
it more effective and more responsive to those who are governed.

Recommended Reading

These books are thoughtful explorations of the theme of leadership by contemporary political observers, building
on the insights of the classical theorists discussed in this chapter.

Burns, James MacGregor (1979). Leadership. New York: Harper & Row.
Gardner, John (1990). On Leadership. New York: Free Press.

Keohane, Nannerl (2010). Thinking about Leadership. Princeton: Princeton University Press.

References

Note: In references to the earlier authors, chapter or paragraph numbers are generally used rather than pages, to
facilitate finding citations in whatever edition of the work the reader may be using.

Arendt, Hannah (1958). The Human Condition. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.
Aristotle (1995). Politics, ed. Ernest Barker. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Cicero, Marcus Tullius (1929). On the Commonwealth, ed. George H. Sabine and Stanley B. Smith. Indianapolis, IN:
Bobbs-Merrill Co.

Cicero, Marcus Tullius (1991). On Duties, ed. M. T. Griffin and E. M. Atkins. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Gardner, John (2010). On Leadership. New York: Free Press.

Keohane, Nannerl O. (2010). Thinking about Leadership. Princeton: Princeton University Press.

Lenin, Vladimir llyich (1929) [1902]. What is to be Done? New York: International Publishers.

Machiavelli, Niccolo (1988). The Prince, ed. Quentin Skinner and Russell Price. Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press.

Michels, Roberto (1962). Political Parties: A Sociological Study of the Oligarchical Tendencies of Modern
Democracy. New York: Collier.

Montesquieu, Charles Louis de Secondat, Baron de (1949). The Spirit of the Laws, ed. Thomas Nugent and Franz
Neumann. New York: Hafner.

Pettit, Philip (2000). ‘Democracy, Electoral and Contestatory’, in lan Shapiro and Stephen Macedo (eds), Designing
Democratic Institutions. New York: New York University Press.

Plato (1961). The Collected Dialogues, ed. Edith Hamilton and Huntingdon Cairns. New York: Pantheon, Bollingen
Series.

Rost, Joseph (1991). Leadership for the Twenty-First Century. Westport, CT: Praeger.

Rousseau, Jean-Jacques (1997). The Social Contract and Other Later Political Writings, ed. Victor Gourevich.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Page 11 of 12



Western Political Thought

Weber, Max (1958). ‘Politics as a Vocation,” in From Max Weber: Essays in Sociology, ed. H. H. Gerth and C. Wright
Mills. New York: Oxford University Press.

Nannerl O. Keohane

Nan Keohane writes and teaches in political philosophy, leadership and feminist theory. She has served as president and professor
at Wellesley College (1981-1993) and then at Duke University (1993-2004). She is the author of Thinking about Leadership
(Princeton University Press 2010), Higher Ground: Ethics and Leadership in the Modern University (Duke University Press 2006),
Philosophy and the State in France (1980) and co-edited Feminist Theory: a Critique of [deology (1981). Keohane has also taught at
Swarthmore College, the University of Pennsylvania, and Stanford University. She is a member of the Harvard Corporation, and on
the Board of the Doris Duke Charitable Foundation. Her current research interests concern leadership and inequality, including
gender issues. B.A. Wellesley College; M.A. St Anne’s College, Oxford University; Ph.D. Yale University. Professor Keohane is
married to Robert Keohane; they have four children and eight grandchildren.

Page 12 of 12



Theory of Democratic Leadership

Oxford Handbooks Online

Theory of Democratic Leadership™ &

Frank Hendriks and Niels Karsten

The Oxford Handbook of Political Leadership
Edited by R. A. W. Rhodes and Paul 't Hart

Print Publication Date: May 2014 Subject: Political Science, Political Behavior, Comparative Politics
Online Publication Date: Dec DOI: 10.1093/oxfordhb/9780199653881.013.002
2013

[-] Abstract and Keywords

The key subject of this chapter is the inherently paradoxical idea of democratic leadership. The theoretical and
empirical kinship between different styles of leadership and different models of democracy is at the centre of the
study, analysing which forms of democracy thrive under the guidance of which types of leaders. The authors
argue that political leaders increasingly operate in more hybrid forms of democracy—that is, democratic regimes in
which characteristics of different models of democracy are combined, and for that reason are required to develop
innovative political repertoires that could be characterized as ‘kaleidoscopic leadership’. They posit that the
interaction between the theoretical modelling of democracy and the empirical expressions of leadership must be
central to political leadership studies.
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1 Introduction

THE idea of democratic leadership is inherently paradoxical. Whereas the concept of democracy rests on the idea
of popular sovereignty—that is, self-government by an autonomous citizenry—and is based on an essentially
egalitarian ethos, the concept of leadership necessarily encompasses hierarchy and hence inequality (Wren et al.
2005; Hernandez etal. 2011). In a truly democratic society, the leader is the odd one out. This paradox of
democratic leadership is broadly recognized, both theoretically and empirically (e.g. Kellerman and Webster 2001;
Ruscio 2008; Kane and Patapan 2012). Several scholars have provided insightful studies that have shaped our
understanding of the leadership-democracy nexus (e.g. Weber 1992; Brooker 2005; Kane, Patapan, and Wong
2008; Ruscio 2008). However, most of these have not yet incorporated the theoretical diversity of understandings
of democracy and its consequences for leadership.

Therefore, this chapter, in the tradition of Wildavsky (1984), aims to elaborate on the theoretical and empirical
kinship between different styles of leadership and different models of democracy. The focal question is: what does
democratic leadership amount to in different types of democracy? It finds a point of departure in Keane’s three-
stage model (2009) of democratic transformation (from classic ‘assembly democracy’, to modern ‘representative
democracy’, to present-day ‘post-parliamentary’ or ‘monitory democracy’), and in Hendriks’s four ideal-typical
models (2010) of democracy (pendulum, consensus, voter, and participatory democracy). We argue that political
leaders increasingly operate in more hybrid forms of democracy—that is, democratic regimes in which
characteristics of different forms of democracy are combined, and for that reason are required to develop varying
political repertoires.

In Section 2, we elaborate on the paradox of democratic leadership. Section 3 presents the typology of
democracies that we use in the discussion of political leadership types, the results of which are presented in
Section 4. Section 5 provides an outlook for the future of democratic leadership studies.
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2 The Paradox of Democratic Leadership

Many scholars have observed the tensions that are embedded in the term ‘democratic leadership’. Democracy is,
literally, rule by the people, the contraction of demos and kratia. In classic categorizations, by, for example,
Aristotle, Plato, Polybios, and Spinoza, this mode of government is contrasted with autocracy and aristocracy. ‘Rule
by one’ and ‘rule by a few’ are seen to be fundamentally different from ‘rule by many’, the latter of which rests on
the ideal of self-government (Kane, Patapan, and 't Hart 2009a: 2). Democracy is about an autonomous demos
governing itself as a collective, which entails that rulers who control the coercive power of the state need to be
constrained. As Ruscio notes, ‘the theory of democracy does not treat leaders kindly’ (2008: p. ix). In a democratic
context political leaders face a serious dilemma: ‘the more democratic leaders lead from the front, the less
democratic they appear; the more they act like good democrats, the less they seem like true leaders’ (Kane,
Patapan, and 't Hart 2009b: 299).

Yet, many have signalled that democratic practice cannot do without leadership. Although not all may agree with
Ruscio’s statement (2008: 5) that ‘a rejection of leadership is implicitly a rejection of democracy’, most will be
inclined to recognize the empirical adequacy of such a claim. Modern democracies depend on at least some kind
of political leadership (Blondel 1987). All the same, leaders are looked at with Argus’ eyes; they are not always
trusted, and checks and balances are institutionalized throughout democratic systems to keep themin check. In
contemporary democratic regimes, in which political leadership has become vested in the executive branch of
government in particular, power is subjected to a series of limits and constraints. Democratic leadership is
embedded in an institutional context that aims to prevent corruption and the abuse of power and to ensure that
leaders are responsive to their followers, through a variety of accountability mechanisms.

The paradox of democratic leadership is, thus, not just a conceptual ambiguity; it also carries substantial practical
relevance. Political leaders in democracies face a multitude of demands, which are hard to reconcile. For that
reason, several scholars have asked what being a democratic leader amounts to; and how can those involved
manage the unique challenges posed on them (e.g. Ankersmit 1996; Hajer 2009; 't Hart 2011; Kane and Patapan
2012).

Many studies start from the core sense of democracy in its purest form—that is, popular sovereignty, which
presents leaders with an inherent dilemma to which there is no real resolution (Kane and Patapan 2012). The
picture changes when we look at the various democratic institutions that exist and in which different, equally
legitimate conceptions of democracy have materialized. Then, it transpires that leadership and democracy
can work together, since some forms of democracy thrive under the guidance of certain types of leaders (see also
McAllister 2011: 53-4). For this reason, we introduce a typology of democracy into the debate on democratic
leadership. The main thesis is that the relationship between democracy and leadership is strongly influenced by
intermediate variables, such as the type of democracy a leader operates in and the variety of accountability
mechanisms that have been installed to keep leaders in check.

3 Different Understandings Of Democracy

In his bold attempt to write a new history of democracy, entitled The Life and Death of Democracy, Keane (2009)
traces back the origins of the democratic mode of government to the ‘juvenile’ popular assemblies of Mesopotamia
that existed up to 4 500 years ago. These are considerably older than the Athenian institutions that are traditionally
seen as the first forms of democratic rule. Because of the crucial role of assemblies in the democratic process in
these early days, he dubs this era as ‘assembly democracy’.

Over time, and as democracy moves westwards, the idea of democracy becomes ever more strongly associated
with the notion of representation. In the era of ‘representative democracy’, the democratic process is
characterized by popular elections, political parties, and parliamentary representation. These mechanisms rest on
the idea that the popular will is socially constructed in the sense thatis has to be ‘represented’ in decision-making
—thatis, made present by representatives of ‘the people’ (see Pitkin 1967; Ankersmit 1996).

Representative democracy faced a recurring crisis in the twentieth century, Keane postulates, providing an
impetus for the development of what he calls ‘post-representative’ or ‘monitory democracy’, which is
characterized by a multitude of checks and balances that have been established in addition to and sometimes

Page 2 of 13



Theory of Democratic Leadership

outside of the representative regime. Elected bodies and political executives, in the view of Keane, have become
subject to extensive scrutiny by other actors, both institutional and social-political. These not only monitor the
power, but also share power.

Whereas Keane suggests that post-representative, monitory democracy is a new and separate type of democracy
that is essentially different from its predecessors, classic assembly democracy and modern representative
democracy, we posit that itis more accurately viewed as a mixture of different and longer-existing types of
democracies. The checks that have been placed on the representative regime—public referendums, for example,
or citizen forums—stem from essentially diverse, but well-known normative convictions of what democracy should
look like.

For our analysis we, therefore, also use Hendriks's theoretically informed typology of models of
democracy. Inspired by Douglas (1996), and in the research tradition of Lijphart (1999), Hendriks distinguishes four
models: pendulum democracy, consensus democracy, voter democracy, and participatory democracy. These are
ideal types, in the Weberian sense, which can be used as conceptual coordinates with which once can assess
empirical expressions of democracy. No ‘real’ democracy is as pure as the ideal types; real-existing democracies
tend to a certain model and combine it with others. Switzerland, for example, is a prime example of consensus
democracy (Lijphart 1999), which is combined with a relatively strong voter democracy and also participatory
overtones (Kriesi 2005).

The typology first distinguishes direct democracy from indirect democracy. This distinction ‘concerns the question
of who makes the decisions in democracy: the citizens themselves, through self-determination (direct democracy),
or caretakers, delegates or trustees, through representation (indirect democracy)’ (Hendriks 2011: 48). When we
combine this distinction with a second one between aggregative and integrative democracy—that is, between ‘a
‘counting-heads’ process of aggregation in which a simple majority is decisive’ and ‘an integrative, ‘talkative’
process of conferring, seeking for the widest possible consensus and voting down minorities as little as possible’
(Hendriks 2011: 48)—we arrive at the typology thatis presented in Figure 3.1.

Pendulum democracy hinges on electoral competition between two predominant political parties or candidates.
After each election, the winning party or candidate dominates the executive branch and makes the decisions.
Citizen participation in the political process is mainly limited to casting votes. In voter democracy, however, the
aggregative logic is combined with unmediated popular rule, rather than with representative delegation. Citizens
take partin democratic decision-making directly by casting their votes in plebiscites. Widespread, direct
involvement can also be found in participatory democracy, although here citizens’ involvement means taking part
in consensus-seeking deliberations, rather than casting votes. An integrative process of democratic decision-
making is also characteristic for consensus democracies; yet there agreement is sought by representatives that
citizens have designated, by popular election or otherwise, to act on their behalf. These models of democracy
assume different types of leadership.

Aggregative (majoritarian) Integrative (non-majoritarian)

Indirect (representation) Pendulum democracy Consensus democracy
winner-takes-all leadership bridging-and-bonding leadership

Direct (self-determination) Voter democracy Participatory democracy
heuristic leadership (dem)agogic leadership

4 The Affinity Between Types of Political Leadership and Forms of Democracy
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Leadership in Assembly Democracy

The early days in the history of democracy were dominated by ‘assembly democracy’, in essence self-government
through public gatherings, assembling often out in the open (Dahl 2000: 12). Keane (2009) argues that this form of
democracy goes back some 2000 years before Athens, although the latter is still the strongest and best-
documented example of assembly democracy.

We have a relatively good picture of how the demos, the free citizens of Athens, have dealt with its kratia, its
government through the People’s Assembly, the Council of 500, the Magistrates, the Law Courts, and the many
rotating offices of the Athenian polis (Hornblower 1992; Finer 1997). This chapter is not the place to go into its
details, but it should be noted that the democratic reforms of Cleisthenes (round about 500 sc) strongly encouraged
the ‘rule by many’, while discouraging the ‘rule by a few’ (oligarchy), let alone ‘the rule by one’ (monarchy).
Offices with power rotated routinely and were in most cases staffed by lot, a major exception being the military
strategoi, who could in fact be elected year after year. Such election was how, for example, Pericles developed a
strong and long-time leading position (Jones 2008: 126).

In many other ways, however, political leadership could flourish in assembly democracy, which at first sight seems
to have been anathema to leadership. Athenian assembly democracy presented a context in which demagogues
(literally ‘people-leaders’ or ‘teachers of the demos’) could flourish (Finer 1997: 361). Plato’s negative assessment
of ‘mob orators’ in Athenian ‘theatrocracy’ gave demagoguery a bad name. Finley (1977: 21) argues, however,
that these people-leaders were actually ‘structural to the systen’, in the sense that it could not function without
them. On the same grounds, Keane (2009: 41 ff) suggests that Athenian democracy was not really ‘direct
democracy’. Yet, this claimis true only if direct democracy is defined as a political system in which all functions
are performed by the demos as a whole, which is truly impossible.

Here we see direct democracy more conventionally as a system in which not representatives of the citizenry, but
the amassed citizenry itself, has the ‘political primacy’, the mandate, and the tools to make decisions for the polis
(Dahl 2000: 103; Kriesi 2005: 2; Held 2006: 4). In such a system ‘symbolic’ or ‘aesthetic’ representation (Pitkin
1967; Ankersmit 1996) is indeed highly important, but such representation in itself does not bring representative
democracy, as is illustrated by the two types of direct democracy that we distinguish—that is, voter and
participatory democracy.

Leadership in Voter Democracy

The general logic and some of the crucial institutions of Athenian assembly democracy are clearly evident in the
Swiss version of democracy, which has in its turn influenced the Swiss version of referendum democracy
—both highly ‘direct’ in the sense of the conventional definition. At the kantonal level of Switzerland, only two small
Landsgemeinde still decide on the most important public matters through a communal show of hands, but at the
local level no less than 80 per cent of the Swiss municipalities continue to make decisions in this manner. They do
so without representative institutions, but not without symbolic representation or political leadership, of sorts
(Ladner and BUhlmann 2007).

The Swiss system of referendums and initiatives, which has grown strongly since the nineteenth century, can be
seen as a continuation of a tradition of direct democracy with new and additional means—the small-scale, low-tech
show of hands of assembly democracy being turned into the large-scale, more refined way of aggregating votes in
plebiscites. Referendums and initiatives are truly directin the sense that the amassed voter, and no one else,
ultimately decides about substantial issues. The decision is not delegated to politicians or parties. As Kriesi (2005)
has convincingly shown, however, members of the political elite are nevertheless crucial in providing the heuristic
cues (who is for/against?) and arguments (what is for/against?) that form the basis for the collective decision. This
finding suggests that, in voter democracy, leadership studies must focus less on formal positions and competences
and more on heuristic and definitional powers of elites. With its New England Town Meetings (a version of assembly
democracy not at all confined to the American East coast) and its initiatives and referendums in many states, the
United States has been called Switzerland’s ‘“Twin Republic’—much bigger now, but impressionable earlier on (Arx
2002). There are, however, differences, many of which have to do with the fact that voter democracy is combined
with a dominant consensus democracy in Switzerland, and a dominant pendulum democracy in the USA. In the
Swiss context, leadership roles are more often assumed by ordinary citizens, committed journalists, alarmed
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scientists, retired civil engineers, or anyone else with an aptitude for political organizing. In the American context
private money plays a much bigger role. The (Californian) referendum democracy is even said to be led by an
‘initiative—industrial complex’ (Broder 2002; Zakaria 2003), in which direct legislation is written under the auspices
of private interests, paying for the collection of individual votes.

Whether they actin a more ‘commercial’ context (California) or in a more ‘public’ context (Switzerland), leading
actors in voter democracy are expected to be effective and responsive brokers of political movement in settings
that are fundamentally horizontal and individualistic. The Californian organization that initiated the recall that was to
bring the downfall of Governor Davis and was to usher in former movie actor Schwarzenegger went by the name of
‘People’s Advocate’—and that is perhaps the best job description of a political leader in voter democracy.

Leadership roles that would suit consensus democracy or pendulum democracy will not be accepted ‘just like that’
in voter democracy. People who act patronizingly or high-handedly (‘just listen to me’) will meet with resistance
here. Voter democracy, in contrast to participatory democracy, does not cultivate aversion to people who take the
lead per se, if only they lead in a way deemed appropriate by assertive individuals who define voter democracy.

Leadership in Participatory Democracy

There is a line that runs from ancient Athens and assembly democracy more in general, to the more aggregative
forms of voter democracy that we dealt with in the previous subsection. But there is also a line that—via Rousseau,
Marx, and others on the Old and New Left—runs to more transformative or developmental forms of participatory
democracy (see Pateman 1970; Held 2006: 187 ff). Traces thereof can be found in many times and places: in the
Paris commune, in the Israeli kibbutzim, in the New Social and Political Movements that have grown since the
1960s, in the experiments with communicative and deliberative democracy, with participatory planning and
budgeting, with mini publics, and with citizen committees that have developed later on (Barber 1984; Dryzek 2002;
Fung 2004; Goodin 2008; Hendriks 2010: 109 ff).

One of the most powerful reproaches that Schumpeter (1934; see also Brooker 2005) made to participation thinkers
like Rousseau is that they lack a proper understanding of the leadership function in democracy; present-day
discourse on deliberative, discursive, or communicative democracy is also notably silent on leadership. In all
strong versions of participatory democracy, authority does not descend from the top down, from competing
leadership, but rises up from the bottom, from an in essence undivided base (Gutmann and Thompson 2004; Gastil
and Levine 2011). In the practice of participatory democracy, less strict than the theory, leadership roles appear to
be feasible but tend to be modelled not on the role of the prominent and decisive leader who makes decisions on
behalf of others, but rather on the role of the inspirational coach or guide who teaches others butis also aware that
these others—the ones at the base—have to walk their own walk. One could think of the way in which inspirational
leaders such as Ghandi and Mandela from a distance coached and guided the movements, which saw them as
their leaders, but which also had to lead themselves for lots of the time.

Participatory democracy is, more than any of the other models of democracy, averse to executive leaders who get
disengaged from the base. All sorts of constructions have been devised to prevent such disengagement from
happening in organizations and movements that are sympathetic to participatory democracy. Decision-making
rules in New Social Movements often demand virtual unanimity, or at least massive majorities, before going along
with those who try to take a lead. The German Griinen like to work with rotating chairpersons, and their political
leaders often come in two (not one in the lead, please!). Michels (1925), however, has shown that oligarchy is
almost inevitable in large organizations, even in those on the Left that adhere to a participatory ideology, much to
their own dismay. Freeman (1980) has revealed that in movements like the American women’s movement the
oligarchization may be hidden, but nevertheless discernible. To prevent an ‘Animal Farm’ (‘all pigs are equal, but
some pigs are more equal than others’) from developing, counterweight is often sought in hyper-accountability: a
permanent state of being accountable to those at the bottom (Hood 1998).

An exceptional leadership role may develop in the more radical political movements inspired by Rousseau, Marx,
or Mao. As an exception to the rule, thus also a demarcation of it, one extraordinary person may be singled out as
the shining example, the personification of the lesson thatis yet to be learned by all other pupils
progressing on the road towards advanced understanding; the one radiant sun shining its light on a cloud of equal
stars orbiting around it. An extreme example would be Mao Zedong, the great helmsman inspiring the cultural
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revolution in the communist ‘People’s Democracy’ of China (Chang and Halliday 2005); or Robespierre, champion
of democracy and participation a la Rousseau as well as instigator of the ‘Great Terror’ following the French
Revolution (Scurr 2006).

The latter examples testify that leadership in the more extreme expressions of participatory democracy can
become highly problematic. This risk might be less apparent in more moderate forms of participatory democracy,
but there the role of leadership tends to be underestimated and understudied.

Leadership in Representative Democracy

Other than the idea of direct democracy, the concept of representative democracy explicitly assumes leadership,
since it rests on the principle of collective political representation of citizens’ interests in the decision-making
process. This, however, does not mean that all representative democracies digest leadership equally well, or that
democratic leadership amounts to the same thing in different representative democracies. In this respect, there are
substantial differences between leadership in pendulum democracies and leadership in consensus democracies.

Leadership in Pendulum Democracy

Of the four models of democracy that we outlined above, pendulum democracy arguably provides the best
breeding ground for strong political leadership. The ‘winner-takes-all’ electoral system fosters competition between
a limited number of political parties, which provides a strong impetus for high-profile political leadership. It
necessitates having a recognizable ‘face’ for one’s political party, especially in a mediatized society (Langer
2007; McAllister 2011; see also Karvonen 2010), not only during election times, but also in between elections.

In pendulum democracy power, executive power in particular is concentrated in the hands of a few; it has a strong
elitist ethos. Decision-making in this type of democracy necessarily means deciding for all the others, including
those who have lost the electoral battle. In pendulum democracy ‘power to’ closely corresponds to ‘power over’
(see Stone 1989). Leadership is vested in the institutional make-up of this type of democracy, which places
research into constitutional powers and competences at the forefront of leadership studies in this field (e.qg. Lijphart
1999; Mouritzen and Svara 2002; McAllister 2011).

The mayors of those cities in the United States that operate under the strong-mayor form of government—such as
Rudolph W. L. Giuliani, former mayor of New York City, or Richard J. Daley, former mayor of Chicago—provide
examples of how prominently leaders are positioned in pendulum democracies. Having won highly competitive,
‘winner-takes-all’ elections, they are the prime political leaders of their local governments, possessing a
considerable amount of statutory, executive powers; they tend to dominate the local political-administrative
system in what Mouritzen and Svara (2002) would label a strong-mayor system. At the same time, Ferman’s
comparative study (1985) shows that leadership styles that US mayors adopt may vary within some ‘feasible
space’. For example, while the then San Francisco mayor, Joseph Alioto, struggled to gain indirect influence
through bargaining and persuasion, the then Boston mayor, Kevin White, managed to accumulate considerable
direct power and to ‘take charge’.

Foley (2000) provides a provocative account of what leadership in a pendulum democracy amounts to, arguing
that Prime Minister Blair's leadership was of an almost presidential nature. This claim should be qualified, though.
Heffernan (2005), among others, reveals how institutional factors significantly constrain the prime minister’s power.
Although pendulum democracy provides considerable room for strong leadership, political offices like that of the
British prime minister, or like that of the American president (Miroff 1993), still operate in complex environments
characterized by various checks and balances. Leaders’ control over decision-making and over resources is not
unlimited (see Yates 1977; Greasley and Stoker 2008). Further, over the last decades the interdependencies
between public actors, and also between public and private actors, have increased considerably (Kickert, Klijn,
and Koppenjan 1997).

One of the main risks of political leadership in pendulum democracies, therefore, is that of a discrepancy between
the public desire for strong public leadership and political leaders’ actual abilities to make a difference in free-
market economies-cum-democracies.
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Leadership in Consensus Democracy

Consensus democracy—versions of which can be found in countries such as Austria, Belgium, Germany, the
Netherlands, and Switzerland—provides an ‘unfavourable biotope’ for strong political leadership. Even the
vocabulary of leadership—‘showing leadership’, ‘being a leader’, ‘leading the way’, and so on—is approached
here with a type of hesitancy thatis not encountered so much in, for instance, Anglo-American discourse (Lijphart
1999: 31-47; Andeweg 2000; 't Hart 2005: 234).

Consensus democracy is characterized by the dispersal and sharing of power, by institutionalized
interdependencies between different public actors, and by practices of consultation and coalition building (Lijphart
1999, 2001; Andeweg 2000; Hendriks 2010). These leave relatively litle room for ‘acting boss’. The President of
the Swiss Confederation is a case in point. Although the President chairs the Federal Council, he or she is a typical
primus inter pares, not possessing any special powers that the other six councillors do not have. The presidency
is vested in the collective of the Federal Council, rather than in a single actor, and is also keptin check by a
system of rotation. As such, the President of the Swiss Confederation has a rather weak position (see Kriesi and
Trechsel 2008: 69-80).

Consensus democracy may be inhospitable to the very idea of strong, individualized leadership (see Kellerman
and Webster 2001: 487) as its institutional make-up of checks and balances, power dispersal, and power-sharing
encages leadership (Lijphart 1999). It does, however, not rule out leadership altogether, especially notin
the collegial sense, for which reason leadership studies in consensus democracy must focus less on the
leadership behaviour of individuals and more on the leadership function of collective entities. Consensus
democracy’s leaders tie interests together in umbrella organizations; they represent particular socio-political
groupings in the integrative process of decision-making; they bond and build bridges, both within and between
interest groups (see Bryson and Crosby 1992; Putnam 2000). Thus, although ‘leaders’ in consensus democracies
are traditionally approached with caution, democratic leadership in the form of ‘keeping things together’ is rather
strongly developed. Former Dutch Prime Minister Wim Kok was renowned for his ability to do this (Velde 2002).
Likewise, former mayor of Amsterdam Job Cohen was highly respected for being able to build bridges between
different communities in the difficult times that followed the murder of filmmaker Theo van Gogh (see Hajer 2009:
76-96).

A classic criticism of leadership in consensual settings is that it lacks decisiveness. An extreme example is the
1699 liberum veto in the Sjem, the representative body of Polish nobles. This principle of unanimity rendered the
Sjem practically unable to pass any legislation (Keane 2009: 257-63). The presumed lack of decisiveness,
resulting from power-sharing and dispersal, has legitimized the call for stronger leadership that can be heard
throughout Western Europe, both at the national and local level (Leach and Wilson 2002; Borraz and John 2004;
Larsen 2005: 208; Back, Heinelt, and Magnier 2006).

An interesting development is the rise of quasi-presidential leadership in previously rather consensual settings (see
Steyvers et al. 2008). An example is presented by the Belgian city of Antwerp, and its former mayor Patrick
Janssens. In a context that is riddled with (institutional) checks and balances, Janssens managed to position himself
as the prime leader of his party and also of the governing coalition (Van Aelst and Nuytemans 2007). A leaning to
stronger, more expressive, and competitive leadership is also evident in countries such as the Netherlands
(particularly post-Fortuyn) and Switzerland (under the influence of Blocher’'s SVP), where consensus democracy
has become mixed with competing (and competitive) notions of democracy.

Developments like these illustrate the hybridization of democracy and the implications thereof for democratic
leadership. As contemporary democracy combines characteristics of different forms of democracy, the nature of
leadership is also bound to change.

5 Hybrid Democracy and the Study of Leadership

The advent of monitory democracy, according to Keane (2009), means that public leaders are under constant and
intense scrutiny by a variety of public and private actors, which makes it ever more difficult to generate,

and especially maintain, authority. Authorities are constantly monitored by a diverse set of forums that can become
very active and inquisitive. 't Hart (2001) speaks of an ‘inquisition democracy’, which evokes images of a ferocious
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pursuit of public leaders. Keane (2009: 857) uses a more gentle metaphor for the ‘chastening of power'—namely
that of Gulliver trapped by the Lilliputians, strapped down by a large quantity of little ropes.

Although the metaphor is forceful, it could easily misrepresent important aspects of contemporary democratic
governance. Boundary-defying, Houdini-like, leadership is far from absent in modern-day society. Former Italian
Prime Minister Berlusconi provides just one example. Moreover, recent structural reforms such as the introduction
of elected mayors have strengthened the position of executive leaders throughout Europe. Neither have
authoritative ways of working been eliminated, even from consensus democracies (e.g. Karsten 2012). The
universal applicability of Keane’s metaphor—the political leader as a trapped Gulliver—can thus be questioned.

What is more important is that we question the validity of Keane’s claim that ‘democracy is morphing into a type of
democracy radically different to that our grandparents may have been lucky to know’ (Keane 2009: p. xxvii).
Conversely, we argue that modern democracy presents a mixture of long-standing models of democracy, rather
than a new type of democracy on its own. The checks and balances that indeed are being installed, in the form of
recall procedures, watchdog institutions, participatory arrangements, and the like, find their origin in longer-existing
alternatives to representative democracy.

While consensus democracy is being spiced up with ingredients of majoritarian democracy of the Anglo-American
sort, Westminster democracy is being supplemented with consensual elements of continental-style representative
democracy; while self-governance is on the rise on both sides (Hendriks and Michels 2011). More generally, there
appears to be an empirical trend towards hybridization of democracies throughout Europe (Loughlin, Hendriks and
Lidstrom 2011). Democratic innovations are introduced into established democratic systems that ‘stretch’ these
systems in directions that may be new to the individual countries, but not to the wider democratic repertoire.
Modern democracy thus mixes ingredients that are not really new, although the cocktail they compose might taste
quite differently.

We posit that this hybridization of democratic models requires a hybridization of leadership styles, and a study of
democratic leadership thatis sensitive to both. The expectations and demands regarding political leadership are
highly diverse nowadays. Leadership has to show a common face on one stage, and superior qualities on a next.
Leadership has to be tough in one arena, and empathic in another. However, different leadership roles cannot be
easily ‘employed’ by a single leader at the same moment. A strong, decisive, authoritative leader can hardly be a
power-sharing team-player at the same time. Leadership that finds the lowest common denominator of different
leadership styles provides no real solution, since, as we have shown, every type of democracy requires a
particular type of leadership. The paradox of hybrid democracies is that they require contradictory ways of
governance and leadership. There seemto be two pathways along which this problem can be resolved,
both variants of what can be called ‘kaleidoscopic leadership’ ('t Hart and Hooven 2004).

First, leadership constellations may arise in which several leaders provide counteracting checks and balances for
each other’s positions and leadership roles. In the institutional make-up of the European Union, for example,
different bodies (the European Parliament, the European Commission, the European Council, the President of the
European Council, the High Representative of the Union for Foreign Affairs and Security Policy) perform different
leadership roles and often compete with each other. Constellations like these, be they leadership tandems, troikas,
quintets, and so on, diverge from consensus democracy in the sense that they do not strive for mutual agreement,
but, more like pendulum democracy, are characterized by contestation. At the same time they diverge from
pendulum democracy in the sense that leadership becomes multilateral instead of unilateral.

Alternatively, the mixed character of democratic leadership may be embedded in single offices. The Dutch mayoral
office provides an insightful example. Dutch mayors are expected to play a wide variety of roles (Karsten, Schaap
and Verheul 2010; Sackers 2010), varying from being a neutral—that is, non-partisan and non-political
—burgervader (‘father of the citizens’), to being the individual, political leader of the municipal governmentin
socially and politically salient fields such as public safety, which means that Dutch mayors are required
successively to adapt their leadership style to varying social and political circumstances. In Dutch discourse this
skill is called schakelen—that is, ‘alternating’ between different leadership styles. The hybridization of democracy
heightens the need for such alternation.

The study of democratic leadership has to follow and evaluate developments critically along the two pathways just
mentioned. To what extent and in which way is the hybridization of democracy connected to the development of
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variants of kaleidoscopic leadership? How is this connected to notions of good democratic governance? Questions
like these need to be posed and answered. The study of democratic leadership is necessarily contextual
(Hernandez et al. 2011). The modelling of democracy matters for the expression of leadership. At the same time,
however, individual agency does make a difference for what leaders are able to achieve in the leader-follower
relationship. The interaction between the modelling of democracy and the expressions of leadership must therefore
always be central to research in this field.
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[-] Abstract and Keywords

For over two millennia, Confucianism has placed great emphasis on the importance of leadership in bringing about
a good political order that not only takes care of the practical matters, but also generates a mutually trusting
relationship between those who govern and those who are governed. To illustrate this notion of leadership, this
chapter explores various aspects of Confucian leadership; it argues that, despite the fact that it is demanding to be
a good leader, Confucianism insists that anyone can become one. All one needs to do is to pay attention to his or
her virtuous nature as a human being and persistently develop in accordance with such nature. This chapter is
divided into nine sections. Sections 1-3 seek to explicate the ideal ruler-ruled relationship and the importance of
leadership relative to other factors such as institution in politics. Sections 4-7 shed light on different aspects of
Confucian leadership. Section 8 briefly explains Confucianism’s view on how political leaders can be identified and
selected. Section 9 offers an overview of the Confucian notion of political leadership.

Keywords: Confucianism, leadership, virtue, institution, ruler—ruled relationship

1 Introduction

conFuciaNisM began life more than 2,500 years ago. What preoccupied Confucius (551-479 sce) and other classical
thinkers such as Mencius (379-289 sce) and Xunzi (340-245 Bsce) was the decay of social norms and disintegration
of order in their times. These thinkers believed that, although the norms, rituals, and institutions that had developed
during the Western Zhou Dynasty (eleventh to eighth centuries sce) had been fundamentally sound, the problem
arose because these norms, rituals, and the virtues began to lose their influence on the corrupt elites who lacked
ethical cultivation and discipline. In response, the Confucian thinkers developed a set of ethical ideas such as ren
(commonly translated as benevolence) and yi (righteousness), which they hoped would bring fresh insight and
appeal to a social vision that had already been developed, perfected, and settled in ancient times. Over the next
two millennia, Confucian scholars and politicians have actively drawn on these fundamental ideas to guide and
justify their thinking about society and politics. Like other time-honoured traditions of thought, Confucianism has
developed into different schools that conflict as often as they overlap. Nevertheless, one common thread runs
through practically all schools of Confucianism—namely, that good leadership is central to good politics.

Leadership is deemed important in many traditions of political thought, but few traditions place such unreserved
confidence in leadership as Confucianism. For the ancient Greeks, the key to a good polis, or city state, was the
constitution; the Romans found their strength in a mixed regime and Roman Law; political thinking in the Middle
Ages was deeply intertwined with theology; political thinking after Montesquieu was occupied with the separation of
power and institutional design; and since the modern era (especially after the Second World War), although
leadership has remained a concern in political thinking, the most invoked concepts for good politics—such as
democracy, human rights, and rule of law—have been related to institutions rather than leaders.
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To Confucianism, however, good leadership is both the originating and sustaining force behind good
politics. Such a position is famously captured by Confucius: ‘Let there be the [proper] men and their good political
order will flourish; but without such men, their political order decays and ceases’ (Confucius 1879a). Therefore the
flourishing of political order depends on the appointment of the proper men. Confucians see good leadership,
rather than well-designed institutions, as the pivot of good political order.

What does Confucianism view as good political order? Other than being the means of securing the material well-
being of the people, good political order is a kind of ideal relationship between the ruler and the ruled. In this sense
leadership is very much part of the good order. This chapter will first explicate this understanding of good political
order, and then discuss the relative importance of leadership vis-a-vis institutions, the characteristic features of
good leaders, the roles and styles of leadership, and the general views of how the politically talented are to be
selected.

2 The Ideal Ruler-Ruled Relationship

The Confucian conception of the ideal political relationship is one of mutual trust and commitment. Political authority
is a kind of relationship or bond between the ruler and the ruled. What makes political leadership truly authoritative
is not just the ruler’s ability to protect and promote the people’s well-being, but the willing acceptance of his rule by
the people. Thatis to say, authority to lead is not merely externally justified but also internally constituted by a
mutual commitment from both sides—the ruler's commitment to care for the people and the people’s willing
acceptance. Early Confucian masters used words such as min fu (that is, the people sincerely follow) (Confucius
1979:bk 2, sect. 19; hereafter Confucius 1979: bk 2.19), and min yue (that s, the people delight) (Mencius 1970:
bk 1B.10) to describe the idea of people’s willing and glad acceptance of political rule. These ideas can often be
found in passages from The Analects and Mencius. The authority of political leaders ultimately resides in the
‘hearts of the people’—true authority can only be accepted, recognized, and willingly complied with by the people.
External forces such as sheer power will not give a ruler true authority. Even an institutional office of authority
cannot guarantee the office-holder true authority.

Precisely because authority is constituted by the attitudes and commitment of the ruler and ruled, early Chinese
thinkers thought that political authority is a precarious and fragile relationship. Any one side of this relationship can
easily harm or undermine it by withdrawing the attitudes that constitute authoritativeness. These thinkers believed
that the ruler rather than the subjects should play an active role in forging and maintaining this relationship—he
should care for the people, gain their trust, and win their hearts. Only leaders who have proper virtues and abilities
can command the voluntary submission of the people, and only they can develop and sustain the ideal ruler-ruled
relationship. In other words, leadership is an important foundation for political order and authority.

3 The Flourishing of Political Order Depends on the Proper Men

The significance of leadership in generating good political order can also be appreciated by considering the
relative importance of leadership to political institutions. Confucians believe that the effectiveness of institutions
depends on the quality of the leaders, not the other way round; some even suggest that empowering statesmen
with wide powers of discretion can bring about better governance than establishing complicated institutions (Gu
1929: bk 11.9, 10). This inclination towards relying on leaders above all else is perhaps best articulated by Xunzi:
‘There are men who can bring about order, but there is no model that will produce order’ (Xunzi 1988: bk 12.1).

Why does Confucianism give priority of place to good leaders? There are two reasons that are complementary to
each other. The first reason, as argued by Xunzi, is that leadership has a comparative advantage over the laws
and methods of governance that sage kings (or any great leaders in the past) have established over time. The gist
of this argument is that the ‘model’ of governance (fa) established by sage kings, however perfect, is only ‘the first
manifestation of order’, and cannot be applied rigidly without noticing the proper sequence of application and
making appropriate adjustments in response to changing circumstances. Only a morally exemplary person cum
ruler with a deep understanding of the moral principles underlying the model knows best how to putit to use. In
another place, Xunzi makes a similar point that it is the morally exemplary person, rather than a good model, who is
the guarantee for order and stability. He says: ‘Although there have been cases in which a good legal model
nonetheless produced disorder’, he has never heard of a case ‘where there was a morally exemplary person in
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charge of the government and chaos ensued...Order is born of the morally exemplary person, chaos is produced
by the small man’ (Xunzi 1988: bk 9.2).

What Xunxi argues is not that the ruler should not be bound by law or institutions, but that moral and political
judgement is essential in politics. Moral principles and rituals, laws and policies, are only general rules; in the face
of changing circumstances they require interpretation, adaptation, revision, or extension, which in turn requires
judgement. On some occasions, principles may also conflict, necessitating further judgement. Principles and rules
can guide us only to a certain point—beyond which lies the realm of judgement. For this reason, the ability to make
sound judgements is essential to leadership. This ability does not come naturally—judgement has to be nourished
and guided by experience, learning, and virtue. Thus we need people with moral and intellectual calibre to assume
political leadership.

The second reason Confucianism gives for preferring leaders to institutions has to do with the limited effectiveness
of institutions in restraining the not-so-virtuous leaders. Confucians understand that institutions are formed by rules
that, in themselves, are nothing but words. Without the faithful compliance of incumbents, and adequate
enforcement, the rules imposed by institutions may be easily circumvented or manipulated. This is the
case no matter whether the rules are simple or elaborate. If the rules are simple, they will provide much discretion
for abuse. Thus, a reliance on rules to curb corrupt behaviour naturally leads to the development of increasingly
complicated rules. Yet, as rules and procedures become more complex, it becomes more difficult and costly for
players to know them and follow them correctly. In such situations, incumbents who have stayed in the system long
enough become expert players; and, should they become corrupt, are thus able to find enough loopholes in the
rules to exploit for their own gain without fear of recourse. Moreover, even if the acts of the incumbents are
ethically wrong, there may be no effective remedy, as their ethical wrongdoing technically does not violate any
rules. Gu Yanwu (1613-82), widely regarded as one of the three greatest Confucian scholars of the late Ming
Dynasty, states: ‘When the institution is complicated, those who are crafty and cunning will be able to manipulate
the rules like traders in the market; even if there are virtuous people, they will find themselves unable to help the
situation’ (Gu 1929: bk 11.10). Consequently, even though Confucians would agree that not all people are virtuous,
they still find institutions secondary in importance to leaders who may not be sages but are nonetheless virtuous.
Thus, the key to good governance is not to focus on refining and perfecting institutions, something Confucians
deem impossible, but to identify, select, and promote virtuous people as leaders and equip them with a wide range
of discretional powers to correct matters as they see fit.

Confucians may be unduly pessimistic about the virtue of institutions and too optimistic about the power of virtuous
leaders. As history demonstrates, misuse of discretion can do far greater harm than institutional loopholes; and
constitutional safeguards have constrained many a tyrant. Nevertheless, Confucians do have a point. After all, the
daily news provides plenty of stories about big corporations that get away with acts of gross irresponsibility with
the help of legions of lawyers; or corrupt politicians and lobby groups that stay technically or legally ‘clean’ despite
behaving in a way that appears morally outrageous. In other words, while Confucians may have underestimated
the role of institutions, they see clearly enough that institutions can never be the full solution. The answer to good
governance is likely to rest with good leadership working with institutions, notin spite of them.

4 The Ordinary Greatness of Confucian Leaders

What kind of leaders do Confucians want if institutions are not the full answer? It is commonly known that
Confucians advocate as leaders those elites who are cultivated in practical capabilities, trained in various arts, and
virtuous in both private and public life. These elites are usually referred to as junzi or ‘superior persons’.
Historically, there has been an unambiguously chauvinistic character to Confucianism that believes that man
and woman excel in virtues differently—that is, according to one influential view on the cosmic order, as
articulated in the Book of Changes, man manifests virtues through leadership while woman through submission
(Legge 2003). This specific understanding of gender hierarchy, however, seems to have little purchase even
among the Confucians in modern society (for detail, see Chan 2000). Thus itis possible for contemporary
Confucians to set aside this gender-based distinction and focus on leadership qualities that can be universally
acquired and manifested by both sexes. Considering the substantive content of leadership qualities proposed by
Confucianism, this superior person does seemto be the most extraordinary; he is expected to be kind (ci),
benevolent (ren), strong (giang), diligent (gin), reverent (jing), agile (min), bright (ming), wise (zhi), sincere
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(zheng), polished (wen), responsive (neng ying), reflective (si), gentle (wen), careful (shen), faithful (zhong),
humble (gian), flexible (bian), righteous (zheng), generous (wei), courteous (gong), courageous (yong), observing
(cha), forgiving (shu), consistent (heng), persistent (yi), appropriate (dong), moderate (jie), magnanimous (kuan),
equanimous (jing), impartial (gong), public-spirited (gong), trustworthy (xin), filial (xiao), and so on (Confucius
1879a; see also Confucius 1879b, 1979).

Despite this long (yet still incomplete) list of qualities, Confucians repeatedly emphasize that the path to great
leadership is open to anyone who has the willpower and persistence to cultivate these qualities. Thus Mencius
explains to the Duke of Wei that the reason why he is not a great leader is ‘due to [his] refusal to act, not to [his]
inability to act’ (Mencius 1970: bk 1A.7). Xunzi also believes that even an unintelligent man, if he begins to learn,
will, within a short time, ‘find the wellspring of humanity and justice and so be able to judge right from wrong, to turn
the world round in the palm of [his] hand’ (Xunzi 1988: bk 8.5). To Confucians, the ability to acquire leadership
qualities is above all else a matter of willpower and persistent self-improvement; it is irrespective of family
background, status, or natural talent, barring the most severely mentally compromised ones. This confidence in the
improvability of people is derived from the everyday experience that human beings can learn or be trained. Itis
also directly linked to the core feature of Confucian leadership: that a great leader is someone who is excellent at
the most ordinary aspects of being human.

This notion of ordinary greatness is best captured by the Doctrine of Mean, which states that

The way of the superior person is at once great and refined. Common men and women, however ignorant,
may have knowledge of it; yetin its full-fledged form, there is something that even the sage does not know.
Common men and women, however unworthy, can practise it; yetin its full-fledged form, there is
something that even the sage cannot practice.

(Confucius 1879a)

Since the qualities of a junzi overlap in kind with those of the commoner, a junzi is in fact only a more developed
commoner. Therefore, a man need not be a genius like Napoleon or Alexander the Great to become a great leader;
he needs only to recognize his virtuous nature, and act upon it with persistence. After all, if we look more
closely at the leadership qualities listed above, they are but adjectives of daily usage, and are qualities of which
almost anyone will have a little bit. The difference between a leader and a commoner is simply that the former
insists on living out these virtues, while the latter does not; and the difference between a leader and a virtuous
commoner is merely that the former assumes public office, while the latter does not. As Ye Shi (1150-1223), a Sung
Dynasty Confucian scholar famous for his practical political perspective, suggests:

As recorded, when the ancient kings gave rise to their enterprise...their intellect was not above others, nor
did their behaviour stand out from others. They saw only that the cosmic order should not be disrespected,
the people should not be treated without fear; they dare not be obstinate, they dare not reject good
advice, they dare not flinch when dangers come, they dare not take credit when deeds are done. All that
they do was to consider carefully the ‘heart of the people’ so as to treat them appropriately...The sages
are those who kept their heart of ordinariness without ever losing it; this is why they are great.

(Ye 1961: 698)

In search of this ‘heart of ordinariness’, leaders must develop qualities that are commonly valued, though may not
always be practised. For instance, qualities such as trustworthiness or faithfulness are generally thought to be
positive; a coward may see courage as a virtue, and even a cruel person may recognize the value of
benevolence. Although, in modern pluralistic societies, people appear to be sceptical about the notion of ‘common
virtues’, Confucianism invites us to revisit this notion. For Confucians, no matter how different people are in terms of
customs, cultural background, or priority of values, there seem to be virtues that no one will seriously challenge; in
other words, there are virtues that are fundamentally human. No matter who you are or, as Confucians putit, no
matter whether you are ‘civilized or barbaric’ (Xunzi 1988: bk 2.6),! love is welcome; caution is advisable; self-
sacrifice for the greater good will be honoured; and humility is the basis for wisdom. People who recognize and
manifest these universal virtues in their daily lives are deemed agreeable to others and worthy of being entrusted
with responsibilities. In this sense, then, leaders are those who win ‘the hearts of the people’.
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5 Inspirational Leadership

Confucians’ faith in the existence of common virtues deeply affects its conception of leadership style. Confucians
not only believe that good leaders will be found agreeable by the people; they also claim that, once
leaders set themselves as moral exemplars, the people will follow their example. At first glance, the Confucian
description of the role-model effect can appear almost magical. Confucius says that the people are like the grass
that bends in whatever direction the wind of leadership blows (Confucius 1979: bk 12.19); the Book of Changes
even claims that, when the sages ‘touch and move’ the hearts of the people, there will be ‘harmony and peace all
under the sky’ (Legge 2003). This description, however exaggerated it may appear, is nevertheless not
nonsensical. From a Confucian perspective, when the people follow their leaders, they are not merely taking orders
from them but also deferring to their judgement; and they do so because they believe that the leaders are more
virtuous than they are themselves. The leaders, therefore, exercise not only an institutional authority over their
followers, but also a moral one. This ethically superior position allows the leaders to influence their followers not
only through administrative command or incentive structures, but also through inspirational demonstrations of
virtue. This notion is not entirely unfamiliar to Western political traditions: the inspiration brought by Henry V in the
‘Saint Crispin’s Day Speech’ in Shakespeare’s Henry V (IV. iii) was echoed by Churchill’s oration in the Cabinet
War Room, while the air of aspiration stirred by the words of JFK was replicated, however short lived, by that of
Barack Obama. Political leaders often exercise tremendous moral authority over their followers, and are hence
capable of inspiring them to act voluntarily for the greater good.

Confucians hold no patent on the notion of inspirational leadership, but they certainly take this notion most
seriously, arguing that, if leaders fail to lead by example, they will lose their followers’ respect and loyalty. In time,
no matter how many institutional arrangements are in place, their political authority will dissipate into thin air. As
Confucius aptly says: ‘When a political leader’s personal conduct is correct, his government is effective without
the issuing of orders. If his personal conduct is not correct, he may issue orders, but they will not be followed’
(Confucius 1960: bk 13.6).

Once a leader’s moral authority has been established, it can be put to two kinds of use. First, leaders may utilize
their followers’ trust to enable the efficient execution of policies. Second, they may use their moral authority to
inspire their followers to improve their own moral character. However, regarding the first use, although efficiency is
important, if itis brought about by coercive measures such as reward and punishment mechanisms, it may be
found to be undesirable and to conflict with a more important concern of politics, which is to improve the people’s
moral well-being. For this reason Confucius finds reward and punishment to be undesirable, because they serve
only as external measures of control. Leaders who lead by example, however, can inspire the people to develop
their inner qualities and virtues. Thus, in the Record of Rituals, Confucians advise political leaders to abide by
standards of personal conduct that are much stricter than those expected of commoners, so that the commoners
can be encouraged to be ‘cordial with each other [mu]’, ‘self-restrained [bu yin]’, ‘reverent [jing]’, ‘loyal [zuo
zhongY’, ‘filial [zuo xiao]’, ‘humble [rang shan]’, ‘non-confrontational [bu zheng]’, and so on (Confucius 1879b).

To summarize, a Confucian leader enjoys both political and ethical authority, with the former grounded on
the latter; this dual but interdependent character of Confucian leadership is best captured by Confucius’s words:

If a superior person loves propriety, the people will not dare not to be reverent. If he loves righteousness,
the people will not dare not to submit to his example. If he loves good faith, the people will not dare not to
be sincere. Now, when these things obtain, the people from all quarters will come to him.

(Confucius 1960: bk 13.4)

Being an ethical leader is essential to being a good political leader.

6 Leadership as Delegation

So far this chapter has emphasized the moral aspect of Confucian leadership qualities; the following discusses the
practical aspects of Confucian politics.

Throughout China’s long history, Confucians have proposed various institutions, governing strategies, and
leadership techniques and styles that are aimed at improving politics in the real world. Many of these
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recommendations have been made obsolete by modernity. What remains interesting for modern politics, however,
is the insight of these recommendations into what constitutes effective leadership.

To begin with, Confucians believe that the most fundamental condition for effective leadership is for government
officials to possess practical knowledge of their own policy portfolios. No matter how important inspirational
leadership is, it is no replacement for technical know-how about policy-making and policy-execution. Confucians
are aware that the difference between policy and fantasy lies in the leader’s knowledge and information about
economics, administrative design, and judicial practice. Only when leaders are practically capable can they devise
policies that are effective and easy to implement. Leaders need not be well-rounded sages in order to count as
capable as The Analects suggests, ‘a [junzi] does not seek in one man talents for every employment’ (Confucius
1960: bk 18.10). Rather, leaders must possess the necessary qualities for the particular positions they are in. The
key to effective leadership, therefore, is to recognize the talents of different individuals and offer them positions
that befit their strengths.

Once offices have been filled, however, Confucians believe that leaders should fall back on the role of monitoring
and give their subordinates the necessary freedom to discharge their duties—the rationale being that sound
judgement must be based not only on knowledge but also on timely and accurate information, which, however, is
almost impossible to gather centrally. Consequently, Confucians believe that, for leadership to be effective,
authority must be diversified, as no one person can ever possess sufficient information to make sound, highly
centralized decisions. Wang Fuzhi (1619-92), regarded as one of the three greatest Confucian scholars
of the Ming Dynasty, makes this point clearly:

For in this world, there are things which are common in general, but also which are diversely different.
Hence, since long ago, this world cannot be accounted for by any single perspective...Within the cosmic
order, there are different climates and timings; upon the land, there are places with different geographical
advantages; among the people, there are talents with different specialties; as for materials, there are
resources for different utilities...What is regarded as hazardous here is exactly what others rely upon for
survival. What is regarded as good here is exactly the reason for others’ failure...If one can understand
this, then let the institutions be left to the previous kings’ establishment, let daily running of government be
left to the hundred corresponding officials, let discretional authority be left to senior local civil servants,
and let decisions be left to the liking and disliking of the commoners. In this case, all things under heaven
shall move into the positions where they belong.

(Wang 2008: 218)

One of the most important aspects of Confucian leadership, therefore, is delegation; but this delegation is effective
only if people who are capable and virtuous are selected to official positions that correspond to their strengths.

7 The Confucian Leader as Visionary Strategist

Although the emphasis on delegation implies that leaders are decreasingly involved in practical matters as they are
promoted to higher ranks, the importance of leadership is undiminished because top leaders are constantly
required to make critical strategic judgements. In any hierarchical structure, although the lower-ranking officials
have access to timely and accurate information, their power and the scope of their information remain significantly
limited. Additionally, as China developed from a confederation of small but essentially independent feudal states
into a united empire, overall strategic planning and coordination were unavoidable. No matter how much discretion
is delegated to local governments, the central government remains irreplaceable in matters of legislation, national
defense, empire-wide taxation, standardization of ritual norms for cultural development, selection of civil service
officials by competitive examinations, planning of national transportation infrastructures, and any issues that
involve empire-wide coordination. These policy issues have one common feature: instead of focusing on micro-
managing the day-to-day operations of different governmental offices, these issues are concerned with formulating
principles, creating institutional infrastructure, and giving strategic directions at the highest level in
support of the empire’s long-term development.

Since tackling such issues usually involves a prolonged period of time and consideration of a number of diverse
factors, the top leaders’ decisions are likely to be more about judgement than mechanical execution. For this
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reason, Confucianism expects top leaders to have strong character and strategic vision. The formulation of this
strategic vision requires a statecraft that can support the long-term development of the state and its society.
Confucians have given many names to this kind of vision: it has been called the ‘great plan [da-you]’ in the Book
of Poetry (Ma 1987: 590), the ‘grand design [hong-fan]’ in the Book of History (Wu 1980: 134-52), ‘models of the
ancient kings [xian-wang-zhi-fa]’ in Mencius and Xunzi (Mencius 1970: bk 4A.1; see also Xunzi 1988: bk 5.6).
These names usually refer to strategic visions that can be roughly divided into two components: (i) strategic
judgements concerning different fields with corresponding policy arrangements, and (ii) the strategic mentality
required for making these judgements. For the first part, Confucians have proposed measures involving
administrative structure, economic planning, adjustments to the agricultural calendar, educational policies, civil-
service examinations, and many other fields. As many of these arrangements have been made obsolete by
modernity, we will therefore focus on the strategic mentality of leaders as championed by Confucianism.

Various versions of this strategic mentality have been depicted in many different essays and books, and even in
government memorandums by Confucian scholars and officials. In all of these versions, however, there are a
number of common and representative features? that deserve to be highlighted: (i) the strategic mentality is
grounded on (but not identical to) the virtues and capabilities that individuals acquire through self-cultivation; (ii)
leaders love the people by putting the long-term interests of the people above private interests (and, if required, by
being willing to give their lives for the sake of public interests); (iii) leaders should prioritize principle over benefits
in decision-making, unless faced with overriding concerns such as impending catastrophe; (iv) leaders should be
principled but not rigid; thus they need to be flexible by acting in the spirit of the principle rather than by following it
to the letter; (v) leaders should be able to foresee major dangers and avoid them by altering the present course of
action; (vi) leaders should be eager to find people with talents that exceed their own and enlist them to work for the
public interest; (vii) leaders should be well balanced in various virtues (for example, determined but willing to listen,
disciplined but not harsh, generous but not indulgent, analytical but not argumentative, tough but not rough, and so
on); and, finally, (viii) leaders must be well versed in the skills and macro-vision needed to organize
social, economic, and political order.

Although such great leaders are rare, they have existed. In the West, there were, for example, Alexander the Great
and the founding fathers of the USA; in China, the emperors who founded their dynasties. When such visionary
leaders appear, they are usually able to prolong the peace and prosperity of a society. If they appear in chaotic
times, they may start a new age, or, in Confucian terms, construct ‘the framework for an epoch’ (Wang 2008: 290).
The most interesting part of Confucianism'’s claim, however, is that such great leaders need not be geniuses or
demi-gods; they need only be ordinary individuals who are willing continuously to improve themselves.

8 Selecting the Leaders

Given Confucianism’'s emphasis on the importance of virtuous political leadership, the next question, naturally, is
how the politically talented are to be selected. It should be emphasized, however, that theorizing institutional
design has never been the focus of Confucianism. Nonetheless, deriving from the most frequently adopted
institutions for selecting those with political talents, one may still identify two major competing Confucian views
about how these talented individuals can best be found. Given the limitation of space, this section can offer only a
brief outline of these views.

First, one popular view is that the selection of those with political talents must rely on local knowledge. In this view,
if political leaders should be virtuous people, then the government should seek to identify people who are already
virtuous in their private conduct. This kind of information, however, cannot be gathered centrally. Therefore, the
initial selection process must be put in the hands of the local elites, such as local officials or local gentry who may
screen and recommend those politically talented people who should be promoted3 (Qiu 1999: bk 11.1).

A competing view among Confucians is that the process of selecting the politically talented should be centralized
for the purpose of fairness and quality control. In this view the recommendations from local gentry and officials are
not reliable, because they leave too many loopholes for abuse and corruption? (Qiu 1999: bk 11.1). That which
counts as virtuous is also too subjective. Therefore, these Confucians advocate that the selection process
should be centralized through periodically holding competitive civil-service examinations in which anyone may
participate. The candidates must demonstrate superior understanding of Confucian classics; this supposedly can
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indicate how virtuous they are. They will also be tested about current affairs so as to guarantee their practical
capability.

Critics of these two views, however, believe that neither way can effectively identify the politically talented. After
all, the examination candidates may simply toe the official line without actually being virtuous. These critics believe
that any selection mechanism can provide only prima facie results; thatis, any selection mechanism essentially
can screen out only the obviously vicious and incapable candidates, but it cannot identify the truly virtuous ones.
They, therefore, suggest that those with appropriate political talents can be identified only through long-term
observation and assessment of a person’s behaviour and contribution in his or her political career. Hence
selecting the politically talented requires a two-step process; first, the seemingly capable ones should be identified
through either of the two ways mentioned above, and, second, the truly talented ones will be promoted in time.> In
fact, these critics are merely pointing out an obvious phenomenon of the daily running of politics; nonetheless, this
perspective also illustrates how Confucians in general hold many reservations about relying on institutions to
identify those with appropriate political talents.

Despite these disagreements among Confucians, there is, nonetheless, a view thatis shared by all: they agree that
deliberate intensive grooming is necessary for generating political talents. This is especially pertinent to the
monarchical political reality facing Confucianism; since the senior political leaders (that s, the emperor and the
aristocracy) are always born into power, the only peaceful way to ensure the quality of the leaders is to educate
them as early as possible. Hence, state education endorsed by Confucianism has been initially set up to cultivate
the governing aristocracy (Confucius 1879d). Yet, as the effectiveness of education has been widely recognized
by all Confucians, promotion of education through setting up schools at both central and local level has also been

endorsed by many Confucians as an important measure of generating political talents (Confucius 1879c).
Nevertheless, except for the selection of the emperor or other hereditary leaders, grooming alone is insufficient,
because it does not entail any mechanism for selecting the politically talented. Therefore, although itis treated as
the foundation for generating political talents, it still requires the supplementation of selection mechanisms such as
those already outlined.

Since theorizing institutional designs (including the ones for selecting those with political talents) has never been
the focus Confucianism, itis difficult to discuss the issue of identifying virtuous leaders in ways more concrete than
the general views laid out above. Beyond these general views, selecting the politically talented, on the whole, has
been treated as a pragmatic matter of which the focus is on arranging the mundane institutional details. Historically,
these institutional arrangements have indeed played an important role in filling the government positions with the
politically talented; but they have mostly been made obsolete by the conditions of modernity.

9 Conclusion

This chapter has sought to demonstrate that Confucianism views leadership as the central factor for good politics
and remains sceptical of the effectiveness of even well-designed institutions. This distrust of institutions, of course,
need not be exaggerated (institutional reforms are after all proposed by Confucians all the time), but there is little
doubt that, in politics, leadership is viewed as being far more important. This emphasis on political leadership is
proportional to Confucianism’s demands on the requisite qualities of a leader: namely, that, for a leader to hold
greater power, he must himself be greater in virtue.

At first glance, this Confucian demand may seem too ideal, almost naive—the rareness of such leaders must surely
mean that institutions are the better safeguard. Nevertheless, in modern times, our world is full of stories about
failed democracies and corrupted rule of law. Institutions that lack proper leaders appear to be empty words on thin
paper. Even for well-entrenched democracies, politics sometimes remain plagued with character assassination,
fear-mongering, and sensational sound bites uttered by political leaders for personal gain. Since the end of the
Second World War, the remarkable success of institutional safeguards such as constitutional democracies in
warding off political catastrophe seems to be marred by an equally weighty failure to generate a political order that
can resolve problems satisfactorily.

Even when social and economic progress takes place, it still seems to be brought about by visionary leadership as
much as by institutions. After all, there were democratically elected leaders who turned a blind eye to grave social
injustices such as disenfranchisement of black people, which was redressed only by courageous and visionary
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leaders who pushed for the Civil Rights Act. In a sense, therefore, Confucianism seems correct to suggest that
‘there are men who can bring about order, but there is no model that will produce order’ (Xunzi 1988: bk
12.1). Although institutions play a certain role in the improvement of political order, the importance of leadership
should not be underestimated.

Confucianism believes that the role of leaders is to gain trust from the people so as to ‘win their hearts’; to inspire
the people towards self-improvement; to select the right talents and delegate power for effective governance; and
to provide strategic vision and judgement to guide the state’s long-term development. What is most important,
however, is that Confucians believe that such leadership is rooted in the moral qualities shared by all human
beings. Historically the ranks of such leadership endorsed by Confucianism were mostly filled with the economically
well-off; this phenomenon, however, should be deemed only as historical contingency. Considering the theoretical
perspective of Confucianism, anyone can become a great leader if she recognizes her own moral nature and is
willing to develop herself into a morally exemplary person.
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Notes:

(1) Xunzi argues that, even if someone is trapped in the ‘barbaric tribes’, as long as he lives by virtues such as
respectfulness, reverence, loyalty, faithfulness, ritual proprieties, and love, he will still be considered an honorable
person (Xunzi 2.6).

(2) These features are drawn from a range of classical texts by early Confucian scholars, including The Book of
Poetry, The Book of History, The Record of Rituals, The Book of Changes, The Zuo Commentary on Spring and
Autumn Annals, The Analects, Mencius, Xunzi, along with some other works of later Confucians such as Qiu Jun
(1421-95), Da xue yan yi bu (that is, Completing the Elaboration on the Great Learning), Huang Zongxi (1610-
95), Waiting for the Dawn, Gu Yanwu, Ru zhi lu (thatis, The Record of Daily Recognition), Wang Fuzhi's major
works (that is, historical commentaries, elaborations on The Book of Changes, commentaries on The Book of
History and The Book of Poetry), Yu, Xin yi Zuo zhuan du ben (2002), Qiu, Da xue yan yi bu (political
interpretation of the Great Learning in The Record of Rituals) (1999), Huang and de Bary, Waiting for the Dawn: A
Plan for the Prince (1993), and Wang, Chuanshan yi shu (the complete works of Wang Fuzhi) (1933).

(3) In its institutional manifestation, it is generally referred to as ‘local selection’. The exact arrangement of this
mechanism varies from time to time, but the most typical form was proposed by Dong Zongshu in Han Dynasty: ‘I
humbly suggests that: the local aristocrat, province governors and local officials should each select the virtuous
ones among the civil servants and the commoners so as to recommend two persons each year as tribute to the
central government...if the recommended persons are truly virtuous, the referees should be rewarded, and vice
versa. In this way, these local officials will wholeheartedly seek the virtuous one, and the virtuous ones under
heaven can be offered political positions to govern’ (Ban 2004: bk 4.26).

(4) As suggested by Qiu Jun: ‘The method of “selection by local recommendation” can no longer be adopted in
later ages; this is because the people have been becoming more hypocritical every day. They dare deceiving
each other for private interests, publicly forming cliques so as to cover up for each other. Should there be no
standards for vetting, policy for scrutinizing, and methods for reporting abuses, employing people only on the basis
of trust and believing their words without suspicion will only lead to a situation in which hierocracy grows daily
while whether one is truly virtuous can no longer be found out’ (Qiu 1999: bk 9.1).

(5) On this point, Wang Fuzhi has given an excellent discussion: ‘If using private conduct as standard to screen in
the virtuous ones does not work, then would adopting knowledge as the basis be successful in getting the virtuous
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talents? This is not what | am saying. The purpose of setting up civil service examination is limited to distinguishing
the educated ones from the uneducated commoners. Even if one has the wisdom of knowing the quality of a
person, he still will not be able to distinguish for sure the vicious ones from the virtuous ones in the beginning of
their political career...Taking these ritual norms as standard, in nine out of ten cases the educated ones can be
distinguished from the uneducated ones. Beyond this distinction, they can only be evaluated by observing what
proposals they say and what contributions they make after they have begun their political career. Only then can

one identify the vicious one and the virtuous ones so as to decide on the matter of promotion and demotion’ (Wang
1933: 879).
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This chapter begins by providing evidence of the sex (male) of most people who hold political leadership positions
and the gender (masculine) of ideal-typical understandings of leadership in global politics. It critiques traditional
interpretations of who counts as a leader, what counts as leadership, and how leaders make decisions. Through
that critique, it makes the case, with feminist scholars on political leadership, that the characteristics that we value
in leaders in global politics privilege masculine characteristics and devalue feminine ones, rendering women
unqualified by default because they are associated with those devalued feminine characteristics. In addition to
making the case that current conceptions of good leadership are gendered, this article critiques the idea of
leadership itself through feminist lenses, arguing that it assumes a reactively autonomous concept of human
decision-making. The chapter concludes with a discussion of feminist alternative frameworks for thinking about and
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1 Introduction

THERE iS @ growing body of scholarship critiquing both theoretical approaches to and practices of political leadership
from a feminist perspective. This scholarship is inspired by the under-representation not only of women but of
femininity in political leadership, and the under-theorization of gender in leadership studies generally and work on
political leadership more specifically.

Women are under-represented in political leadership. In 2011, women were, for the first time, approaching 20 per
cent of the world’s parliamentarians. Women at that time constituted a full 20 per cent of single-house or lower-
house representatives, and 18.5 per cent of upper-house representatives. Regionally, women are best represented
in the Americas (falling at 22.7 per cent, just above the world’s average), and worst represented in Asia (falling at
18.0 per cent, just below the world’s average). There is one woman-majority parliamentary chamber in the world, in
Rwanda. Other countries with more than 40 per cent representation of women come from all over the world:
Andorra, Sweden, South Africa, Seychelles, Cuba, Iceland, Finland, Nicaragua, and Norway. Some countries that
perhaps one would not expect (Afghanistan, Iraq, South Sudan, Ethiopia) have representation of women well above
the world’s average. The United States of America falls below the world’s average, with 16.8 per cent
representation of women. Several countries in the world (Belize, Micronesia, Nauru, Palau, Qatar, Saudi Arabia, and
the Solomon Islands) still do not have a single woman representative in their parliamentary bodies (IPU 2011).

Of 193 United Nations member states, women are currently the heads of government of 22 of them, or 11.4 per
cent. Women'’s representation in cabinets is about the same as parliaments—averaging about 18.3 per cent. There
are two woman-majority cabinets in the world at the time of writing: Finland’s cabinet is 58 per cent women, and
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Norway'’s is 56 per cent women (IPU 2011). While data are available for less than half of the world’s justice
systems, women represent around 27 per cent of the judges and prosecutors in the world, and about 9 per cent of
its police forces (UN Women 2011).

In fact, women’s under-representation in political leadership remains stark in most countries that would be
classified as progressive on other gender issues. Not only women but also femininity are under-represented in
leadership. The under-representation of femininity is evidenced by the fact that even women who do hold positions
of political leadership are often either neglected in discussions of leadership, or treated differently from the men
who hold similar positions. Studies of female political leaders show that, as compared to male leaders, their
personal lives receive significantly greater attention both in campaigns and as they govern (Tickner 2001). If a
female political leader and a male political leader make a similar decision, the woman’s leadership capacity is more
likely to be questioned as a result (Duerst-Lahti and Kelley 1995). Leadership is not only sex-specific but also
gender-specific, where the ideal-typical leader is ‘male in appearance and gender, and masculine in character
traits’ (Sjoberg 2009). Feminists have argued that this is related to particular gendered ideas that we (as political
communities and as scholars) hold of leaders and leadership.

While women remain under-represented in actual leadership positions, both females and femininity remain
neglected in our concepts of what it means to be a political leader. Our gendered narratives about political
leadership ‘reinforce the belief, widely held...by both men and women, that military and foreign policy-making are
arenas of policy-making least appropriate for women’ and limit both women’s access and the influence of femininity
in politics (Tickner 1992). Both news coverage of, and scholarship on, political leadership often contain gender-
biased notions of the processes of leadership and the traits of leaders.

After laying out some key concepts, this chapter begins by providing evidence of the sex (male) of most people
who hold political leadership positions and the gender (masculine) of ideal-typical understandings of leadership in
global politics. Despite these sex and gender disparities in actual leadership, this chapter does not focus on how to
add more women to the ranks of the world’s leadership. Instead, it critiques traditional interpretations of who counts
as a leader, what counts as leadership, and how leaders make decisions. It makes the case, with feminist scholars
on political leadership, that the characteristics that we value in leaders in global politics privilege masculine
characteristics and devalue feminine ones, rendering women unqualified by default because they are associated
with those devalued feminine characteristics. In addition to making the case that current conceptions of good
leadership are gendered, this chapter critiques the idea of leadership itself through feminist lenses, arguing that it
assumes a reactively autonomous concept of human decision-making. The chapter concludes with a discussion of
feminist alternative frameworks for thinking about and studying leaders and leadership, based on relational
autonomy.

2 Women, Gender, and Leadership

The idea that ‘sex’ and ‘gender’ mean different things may not be intuitive, as we read them used interchangeably
all the time, especially on government documents and other data-collection tools. When this chapter uses
the word ‘sex’, it refers to the (perceived) biological sexes of ‘women’ and ‘men’.1 Gender is used to discuss the
social expectations of those we see as ‘women’ and as ‘men’. Simply put, ‘sex’ is used as a rough signifier for
biology, and ‘gender’ for the social world we build around those biologies.

In politics, gender is manifested in the highlighting of certain characteristics of women politicians that conform to
gender expectations, like Queen Elizabeth’s ‘virginity’ (see Moss 2006), as well as the punishing of certain
characteristics of women politicians that defy gender expectations, like Hillary Clinton’s ‘anger’ (see Dowd 2006,
who classified media treatment of her as ‘a she-monster melding images of Medea, the Furies, harpies, and a knife-
wielding Glenn Close in “Fatal Attraction”’). There are certain traits that we see women as (passive, sympathetic,
pure, dependent, emotional, caring, and soft) as opposed to the traits that we see men as (strong, powerful,
autonomous, authoritative, rational, and aggressive). There are also places where we see women (in homes, in
schools) and places where we see men (in militaries, in governments). The exact content of what is expect of men
as men and women as women changes, but gender expectations are salient across widely variant social and
political organizations around the world (Hartmann 2006).

Social gender is often talked about in terms of femininities and masculinities, where femininities are associated with
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‘being a woman’ and masculinities are associated with ‘being a man’. They include behaviour expectations,
stereotypes, and social rules that apply to people on the basis of sex (Enloe 2004). Most of these gender
expectations are subordinating to women and femininities (Rissman 2004; Hey 2006). Feminists have pointed out
two subordinating moves: first, gender itself is a social construction (e.g. Prigl 1999). Biological sex does not make
people into particular sorts of people—'men’ are not naturally rational compared to ‘women’s’ natural propensity
for emotion. Instead, gender is ‘a set of discourses which can set, change, enforce, and represent meaning on the
basis of perceived membership in or relation to sex categories’ (Sjoberg 2007, citing Connell 1995; see also
Gibson-Graham 1994). Second, the social construction of masculinities and femininities subordinate women and
femininity.

That means that, while gender is not natural, it is experienced. Social constructions construct the organization of
social and political life. People live, and live with, gender stereotypes. There is not one experience that ‘men’ have
with gender and one experience that ‘women’ have with gender, but gender is a lens (see Peterson and Runyan
1999: 21) through which we read men as men and women as women. ‘Gender hierarchies’ are socially
constructed hierarchies based on gendered expectations of people (or states). This chapter is interested in
unpacking what that means for the theory and practice of political leadership from a feminist perspective.

A few words about what ‘a feminist perspective’ means might be useful before going forward. Some people
(erroneously) assume that a feminist perspective is necessarily about promoting women over men, or
about assuming that women need help to be men’s equals. This is hot accurate generally, and not how itis used in
feminist scholarship broadly interpreted or in this chapter specifically. Instead, feminism has its roots in a political
movement primarily interested in women'’s rights and gender emancipation, but those interests have led feminist
scholars to look through gender lenses to understand both gender and how gender helps us learn more about the
world more broadly. As such, ‘a feminist perspective’ is ‘neither just about women, nor the addition of women to
male-stream constructions’ (Peterson 1992: 205). Instead, ‘it is about what we see in global politics by looking at
and for [both] women and gender, and what those things tell us about how the world works' generally and how
leadership works specifically (Tickner and Sjoberg 2011). This is not to say that there is just one feminist
perspective. Instead, there are many feminisms, both generally and in my field of international relations. This
chapter focuses on combining a variety of feminist insights to ‘focus on gender as a particular kind of power
relation, [and] trace out the ways in which gender is central to understanding international processes’, particularly
leadership (Steans 1998: 5).

Feminist work on political leadership across academic disciplines has asked important questions about gendered
ideas of leadership as well as gendered expectations of political leaders. Gendered lenses have been used to
examine how women are under-represented in positions of political leadership and to encourage consideration of
‘how the epistemological and ontological bases of conceptual frameworks may misrepresent the experiences of
women as leaders, thereby distorting our specific knowledge of such experiences and our general knowledge of
the phenomena of leadership as gender-encompassing’ (Bensimon 1989: 149). The remainder of this chapter
explores some of those contributions.

3 Gendered Expectations of Leaders and Leadership

Feminist scholarship has identified two places in our understandings of leadership where gendered expectations
are significant: in gendered ideas of what constitutes good leadership, and in gendered stereotypes that dominate
theories of leadership in scholarly settings.

Harry Truman once characterized leadership as ‘the ability to get men to do what they don’t like to do and like it’
(Kets de Vries 1994). In Truman’s account, both the leader and his subject are male. In fact, in most accounts of
the qualities leadership requires, the leader is described as a ‘him’ even in contemporary analysis. For example,
Sadler describes voters’ idea of a good leader as ‘capable of making decisions of his own, strong-willed, ambitious,
energetic, and motivated by power’ (Sadler 2003). In addition to being male-sexed, Sadler’s ‘good’ leader is
typified by characteristics associated with masculinity. Other descriptions of voters’ ideas of good leadership focus
on stereotypically masculine traits as well, emphasizing ‘a facility for abstract or strategic thought’ (Bennis
1999), ‘abstraction’ and ‘result-oriented behaviour’ (Best and Williams 1990), ‘assertiveness, coarseness,
toughness, aggressiveness, sternness, masculinity, activeness, rationality, and confidence’ (Huddy and Terkildsen
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1993: 508), and ‘courage, ambition...[and] decision-making’ (Hogan and Warrenfeltz 2003). These traits have
been consistently associated with not just masculinity (see Connell 1995) but militarized masculinity (see Enloe
2000). In fact, scholars of leadership have noted that voters often value these traits associated with masculinity
over ‘traits representing warmth and expressiveness (warmth, gentleness, sensitivity, emotionalness,
talkativeness, and cautiousness)’ (Huddy and Terkildsen 1993: 508).

The association of ‘good’ leadership with traits associated with masculinity means that the definition of what it
means to be a good leader overlaps significantly with what it means to be a good man (as a man), while there is
very litle overlap between leadership and what we expect of women as women. Still, to say that these are
characteristics traditionally associated with masculinity is not to say either that they are characteristics women
cannot have or that they are necessarily negative characteristics. Women can be (and have been) masculine
leaders, and men can be (and have been) feminine. Gendered understandings of what it means to be a good
leader, however, still affect the sex composition of leadership. This is because men are associated with
masculinity, and therefore assumed to have a number of the positive characteristics we associate with good
leadership. Women are associated with many traits that are opposites, or foils, of those traits we associate with
men. Therefore, ‘the burden of proof to demonstrate masculine capacity is higher on a woman (who is assumed to
be incapable until proven differently, while a man is assumed to be masculine until his masculinity is questioned’
(Sjoberg 2009: 164).

As a result, many women who seek political office emphasize their masculine characteristics, attempting ‘to portray
themselves as women who do not conform to traditional gender stereotypes’ in their political decision-making, even
while living up to expectations of femininity in their appearance and personal lives. Therefore, even when women
are integrated into the ranks of political leadership (which remains statistically rare), their integration is (for now, at
least) maintaining masculine understandings of what it means to be a good leader. Political leadership is not an
area where traditional gender expectations and ideal-types of femininity have disappeared, but one where women
are (sometimes) successfully navigating gendered expectations.

The gendered stereotypes that voters have of their leaders are often replicated in scholarly accounts of
leadership. Briefly, five different kinds of accounts of leadership can be found in the broad scholarly literature on
how leaders come to be and how people select them: trait-based, rational actor, situational, psychodynamic, and
(explicitly) gender-based. The remainder of this section will address themin turn.

Trait-based theories of leadership, ‘also known as ‘great-man’ theories, postulate common qualities and
characteristics of effective leaders’, much like the results of popular surveys already discussed. Trait-based
theories have identified psychological characteristics (technical ability, strategy, capacity for abstraction, strength,
intelligence, and courage) as well as sociological properties (social class; education; gender; and
religious, ethnic, and kinship networks) that make good leaders (Whittington 1993; Dingfelder 2004). These trait-
based approaches both favour masculinities over femininities (Alexander and Andersen 1993: 536) and amplify
pre-existing social exclusions based on (race and class and) gender. Charlotte Hooper described this as
masculinism that ‘justifies and naturalizes gender hierarchy by not questioning the elevation of ways of being and
knowing associated with men and masculinity over those associated with women and femininity’ (Hooper 1998:
31). Trait-based theories of leadership are also, in feminist terms, primarily agential (a product of the person
leading) to the neglect of the structural (a product of those being led) and the intersubjective (the co-constitution of
the leader and the led).

Recent growth in trait-based theories of leadership that builds on the ‘Big Five’ framework of personality traits as
those effective in political leadership might at first appear to have transcended the feminist critique of the
masculinism of trait-based theories, if not the critique of the agent-centred nature of the work. This is especially
true insomuch as these ‘Big Five’ leadership studies find that there is a difference between leaders (and voters’
preferences) on different sides of the political spectrum (Caprara, et al. 1993). While the ‘Big Five’ traits preserve
some of the traditional gender dichotomies (inventive/cautious, efficient/careless, outgoing/reserved,
compassionate/cold, and sensitive/secure), there is some evidence that some constituencies value one of the
traditionally ‘feminine’ traits (compassion) in their leaders, and that leaders then act on compassion. That said,
even this analysis both preserves the gendered dichotomies of traits in earlier work and fails to analyse the
gendered nature both of those dichotomies and of leadership traits more generally.
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A number of international relations theorists impute and assume rather than study leadership, and those theorists
most often think about leadership in terms of the ‘rational-actor’ model. Rational-actor theories of leadership see
leadership and followership as ‘the product of rational calculations based on objective or subjective considerations
of self-interest’ (Edinger 1990: 514). This sort of leadership is strategic, and based on cost-benefit analysis—the
rational leader chooses on the basis of his followers’ interests, and the followers choose him because he does so.
The rational-actor model also understands leadership as ‘highly individualistic, competitive behaviour’ (Tickner
2001). Feminists have argued that, for the rational-actor model to be representative of how and why people choose
leaders, people would have to be fully autonomous decision-makers, rather than the ‘relationally autonomous’
decision-makers that they are (Hirschmann 1989). This disrupts a purely cost-benefit analysis model of leader
selection and leader behaviour. As such, such a model is only possible if we assume that men’s experiences are a
prototype for human behaviour (Tickner 2001). Feminists have also been critical of rational-actor approaches to
leadership because their logic ‘gives normative privilege to self-interest: it argues that selfishness is necessary
and successful’ (Sjoberg 2009, citing Zalewski 1996). This is at odds with feminisms’ fundamental commitment to
see the world from the point of view of the marginalized (Brown 1988). Even were feminist scholars normatively to
embrace selfishness, the rational subject model assumes a homogeneity of those being led that is
misleading (Peterson 1992: 197). Finally, the very idea that rational cost-benefit analysis is possible has been
questioned in feminist theory, where the idea of objective cost-benefit analysis has been framed as partial,
impersonalized, and gendered (e.g. Seidler 1994: 109; Connell 1995: 73).

Unlike trait-based and rational-actor theoretical approaches to leadership, situational approaches to leadership
look more at the political context than at the leader. Situational theories of leadership ‘postulate that leaders may
emerge who have the characteristics and skills to meet the needs to their group, organization, or society ata given
time’ (Gill 2006: 36). While situational theories of leadership pay attention to the ‘structure’ part of the agent-
structure divide, feminists have still raised the criticism that they do not pay attention to intersubjectivity, or the
interdependence of agent and structure. Instead, ‘feminist alternatives...do not promote more universal
abstractions, but demand greater contextin order to map more adequately the complexity and indeterminacy of
agent and structure’ especially since situational analysis still often ‘assumes interpretations of power, rationality,
security, and sovereignty which are gendered’ (True 1996: 229, 233). Also, situational theories of leadership
recognize many of the traits associated with masculinity as being ‘called for’ in a variety of situations (strength in
times of war, rationality in times of peace, and so on), while many characteristics associated with femininity
(emotion, interdependence) are rarely if ever called for. Feminists have also expressed concern that, in addition to
the leadership traits that are needed situationally being gendered, many political situations are themselves
influenced by gender stereotypes and subordinations. In other words, the ‘situations’ that choose leaders do so
with race, gender, and other biases that reflect political subordination in the world(s) where they rise (Sjoberg
2009).

A fourth approach to political leadership common in the literature is psychodynamic in nature. According to Gill,
‘psychodynamic theory, or leader-member exchange theory, explains the effectiveness of leaders as a function of
the psychodynamic exchange that occurs between leaders and group members’ where ‘leaders provide direction
and guidance through influence permitted them by members’ (Gill 2006: 26, 36). While psychodynamic
approaches to leadership break out of the agent/structure dichotomy, feminists have critiqued the power-neutral
position of these approaches. In psychodynamic theories, citizens are represented as having equal influence on
their leader and equal standing among their peers, while leaders are held in equal esteem with followers. In this
view, the difference between leaders and followers is in role rather than constitution. A simple look at the
information on the sex composition of the world’s political leadership at the beginning of this chapter shows that
such a model is oversimplified—the people that leaders lead are not equal in esteem, power, or material resources,
and leaders are not representative of the populations that they lead.

The fifth and final category of theoretical approaches to leadership that this section addresses is those that treat
gender as a dependent variable. For example, Ole Holsti and James Rosenau studied ‘the foreign policy beliefs of
women in leadership positions’ with the expectation that ‘women will tend to have a more benign and optimistic
view of the international system, to give priority to social-economic-humanitarian issues rather than
political-strategic concerns, and to be less inclined toward the use of military capacities’ (Holsti and Rosenau 1981:
328). They found that ‘whatever the differences between women and men among the entire population, their views
converge at the leadership level’ (Holsti and Rosenau 1981: 329). Still, a number of other studies have been
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launched with the goal of figuring out who women leaders are and what they do differently from men. Feminists
have identified two major problems with such an approach. First, ‘the discussion of women qua women implies that
all women hold the same views and that it is possible to view women as a single force in politics’ (Palley 2001:
247). Second, as Bensimon explains, women are still being compared to a masculine concept of leadership in
these studies, ‘because organization frames are based on the experience of men’ (Bensimon 1989: 148-9). The
question ‘do women and men approach politics differently?’ is, in the view of many feminists, the wrong place to
start a study of gender and leadership, given the heterogeneity of women and men and the social construction of
gender. Instead, feminists have suggested that it is important to question the gendered expectations of leaders, the
gendered tools that we use to construct our ideas of what a leader is, and the extent to which leadership is a
gendered concept. These ideas are explored in the next section of this chapter.

4 A Feminist Perspective on Leadership

Feminist readings of leadership have looked to correct a number of the flaws that feminists have critiqued in both
(purportedly) gender-neutral and sex-specific theoretical approaches to leadership. In this section, | will discuss
three of them specifically: the assumption of representativeness, the assumption of leader autonomy, and the
assumption of leader power as power-over.

Representation

As already mentioned, feminists have problematized traditional approaches to the study of leadership for assuming
that leaders are representative of, or randomly selected from, the citizenry of states or other political
organizations, solely on the basis of situational needs, traits, or exchange agreements between leader and
followers. Instead, for example, men are over-represented among political leaders, more so than would be
expected by traits, situational needs, or exchange agreements between leaders and followers. This is because,
feminist theorists might suggest, rather than being randomly selected from among the population or fromamong a
portion of the population with particular traits, leaders are chosen based on preconceived notions of what makes a
good leader and in line with pre-existing organizations of privilege in that society on the basis of race, class,
gender, religion, or other social group.

The very existence of those pre-existing privileges throws into question the assumption of several models
(including the rational-actor and situational models) that rely on the needs or interests of the governed to
understand how leaders are selected and how they behave once they are selected. Feminists have consistently
argued that the idea of a population having homogenous needs is not only flawed, but insidious (Tickner 1992).
This is because, often, the interests of an elite, exclusive portion of the population is made synonymous with the
interests of the population as a whole, when, in reality, itis not only unrepresentative of the interest of the
marginalized citizens of a state but often harmful to the state’s weakest citizens (Peterson and Runyan 1999).

In line with these critiques, feminist studying global politics generally and political leadership specifically have
suggested that it is important to look past the appearance of population unity and leaders as representative. One
important way to do this is to improve the scope of our knowledge about leadership. To accomplish this, gender
theorists might encourage scholars of leadership to use a method that Sandra Harding and Uma Narayan (1998)
call ‘strong objectivity’ and Evelyn Fox Keller (1985) calls ‘dynamic objectivity'. Instead of looking for ‘objective’
knowledge in privileged perspectives about what ‘good’ leadership is and always has been, this perspective would
look to approximate universality of knowledge by collecting as many perspectives about what leaders are or ought
to be and assimilate them without valuing interpretations more because they are uttered by the powerful or fit
neatly in inherited models.

Another tool gender theorists might suggest is a method feminists have called ‘searching for silences’, where itis
important to seek and point out ‘the gendered silences inherent in dominant stories’ (Gibson-Graham 1994: 216).
Hilary Charlesworth pointed out that ‘all systems of knowledge depend on deeming certain issues irrelevant,
therefore silences are as important as positive rules’ (Charlesworth 1999: 381). Therefore, statements on
leadership that ignore gender dynamics are making a statement about gender as clearly as those that are focused
on gender. Feminist research has long looked for meaningful silences about gender as a way to understand
gendered power in global politics (e.g. Kronsell 2006). Such a method is no less important in the study of political
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leadership, where silences about gender as an influence in the selection and behaviour of political leaders is as
loud as criticisms of women politicians’ hair, wardrobe, and body type.

Autonomy

Another area of scholarship on leadership that feminists have problematized is the tendency for theoretical
approaches to leadership to separate ‘agent’ and ‘structure’ and privilege either one or the other. Instead,
feminists have argued that agent and structure are interdependent, both in terms of identity and in terms of
decision-making, which has important implications for both the selection of leaders and the process of leadership.
To understand this, a litde bit of background on the argument is necessary. Several feminists have
critiqued the political science reading of the agent/structure dichotomy as based on liberal understandings of
obligation as voluntaristic. In trait-based and rational-actor approaches to leadership, the ‘leader’ makes
autonomous choices without constraints. In situational models, the ‘situation’ chooses the ‘leader’ as if the leader is
not embedded in the situation. In psychodynamic models, the citizens and the leader interact iteratively and
autonomously.

Feminist theorists have suggested that all of these theoretical approaches rely on a flawed notion of human
relationships, which, relying on social contract theory, define obligation as voluntary. Yet feminist approaches to
politics and political theory have time and time again shown gendered situations in which women incur involuntary
obligations (such as dealing with a pregnancy resulting from rape) (Hirschmann 1989: 1233). Often, in social
relationships, women are obligated by male obligers, an ‘oppressive socialization’ that limits individuals’ available
choices (Hirschmann 2004: 204). This work shows people do not make their decisions in a vacuum, and the lines
between inside and outside of the agent are not impenetrable, but fluid, because ‘factors “outside” the self may
inhibit or enhance one’s ability to pursue one’s preferences, including the kind and number of choices available,
the obstacles to making the preferred choice, and the variable power that different people have to make choice’
(Hirschmann 2004: p. ix). If not all choices are made fully freely and not all obligations are assumed voluntarily,
then decision-making is relationally autonomous, rather than fully autonomous. As Caron Gentry and | once
explained, ‘in a world of relational autonomy, decisions can be made within constraints or with fellow constrainees,
but are never entirely unavailable and never without any constraint...given this interdependence, actors can
choose to use their limited autonomy to act against, around, or with others’ (Sjoberg and Gentry 2007: 194).

As a result, feminists have thought of ‘responsibility in the sense of response’ (Hirschmann 1989: 1241), where
‘relational autonomy establishes identity independence for oneself in and while maintaining relationships with
difficult others’ (Sylvester 2002: 119). This suggests that leaders do not ‘lead’ followers who simply ‘follow’, nor do
‘situations’ dictate ‘leaders’ who lack agency. Leaders do not act and then await a reaction to act again, nor do
followers simply react to leaders’ actions. Instead, relational autonomy suggests that leaders are interdependent
with followers, both in terms of identity and in terms of decision-making. Seeing leaders personally and leadership
specifically as relationally autonomous suggests that it is important to begin to study and understand
intersubjectivity, interdependence, communication, and perhaps affective characteristics of leaders and leadership
as well as social inequalities among citizens (and between citizens and leaders) that produce inequalities in terms
of the number and variety of choices available to those actors.

Power

In order fully to understand the inequalities that exist in terms of the number and variety of choices that leaders
and followers have, it is important to explore the relationship between power and the selection of leaders
as well as the practice of leadership. Feminist work has suggested that itis a key part of the study of leadership to
think about what power is and how it operates. Leaders have varying, though usually substantial, power vis-a-vis
followers, whether that power is bestowed by followers (as in the rational-choice and psychodynamic models) or
not (in the trait and situational models). Existing work on leadership often pays attention to only a part of this power,
the ‘power-over’ a group of followers perceived to be functionally equal.

Feminist theorist Amy Allen has characterized ‘power-over’ as the ability to wield coercive force and ‘constrain the
choices available to another actor or set of actors in a non-trivial way’ (Allen 1998: 33). Feminists have argued that
this view of power is both incomplete and gendered. According to Spike Peterson and Anne Runyan, ‘to ungender

power...we must alter the gendered division of power that established and had continued to reproduce masculinist
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politics. The latter privileges an androcentric definition of power—as power-over—and discriminates against women
as political actors’ (Peterson and Runyan 1999: 213).

As a result of this critique, feminists have been more interested in other sorts of power. In addition to power-as-
domination, feminist work has looked at power-as-empowerment and power-as-the-ability to work in concert, or
power-to and power-with (Allen 1998: 32). In other words, they are looking for power as the ability to work together
or fight against oppression, rather than just to dominate or oppress (Dahl 2000). This sort of power can be seen as
deconstructive of top-down, coercive forms of leadership, and provide direction towards cooperative, empathetic,
bottom-up forms of leadership.

5 Is Leadership Itself Gendered?

These feminist contributions to the study of leadership demonstrate several contributions of gender analysis. First,
feminists have established that our concepts of good leaders are masculinized, and that those masculinized
conceptions of leadership have been naturalized in our understanding of leadership. Second, feminist work
suggests that the ways that we traditionally study leadership need to be seriously rethought, including gendered
assumptions about representation, autonomy, and power. Feminist approaches demonstrate the importance of
inclusive analysis, searching for silences, understanding interdependence, and holding a broad view of power.

These contributions, taken together, suggest that it is not only that our understandings of what a leader is and how
to study leadership that are gendered, but the concept of leadership itself. After all, in practice, the concept of
political leadership entrenches gender (and other) hierarchies among participants in global politics, and is
exclusive of women (and other minorities). These issues may just be in practice, but they may also be theoretical
shortcomings in the idea of leadership and the attraction of studying it. Most feminist work on global politics has
taken a different direction, studying the private sphere and the margins of global politics in order to
understand where politics happens and why. In Cynthia Enloe’s words:

Read forward, ‘the personal is international’ insofar as ideas about what it means to be a ‘respectable’
woman or an ‘honorable’ man have been shaped by colonizing policies, trading strategies, and military
doctrines...the implications of a feminist understanding of international politics are thrown into sharper relief
when one reads ‘the personal is international’ the other way round: the international is personal.

(Enloe 1990: 196)

Enloe suggests that this calls for a ‘radical reimagining’ of how we think about politics, such that we recognize the
role that gender tropes play in the selection and behaviour of our ‘leaders’ but also that we recognize the complex
interdependence between gendered politics and gendered leadership.

6 Conclusion: Looking Forward in the Study of Leadership From a Feminist Perspective

| suggest that such a ‘radical reimagining’ is a good direction forwards for feminist perspectives on political
leadership. Itis important to study not just the gendered characteristics we expect of and are assigned to leaders
and the gendered assumptions made in traditional approaches to studying leadership, but also the gendered
nature of political leadership as an institution. Particularly, as R. W. Connell contends, the fact that most people who
are in power are men is a result, or at least a path-dependent tendency, of expectations of leader masculinity,
rather than a cause. Connell argues that most leaders ‘are men because there is a gender configuring of
recruitment and promotion, a gender configuring of the internal divisions of labor and systems of control, a gender
configuring of policy making, of practice routines, and ways of mobilizing pleasure and consent’ (Connell 1995:
73).

These observations, with Cynthia Enloe’s about the relationship between the personal and the political, suggest
that feminist research on political leadership looking forwards should try to understand the gendered configurations
of recruitment, promotion, and behaviour of political leaders as well as the gendered production of the concept of
political leadership. Asking ‘where are the women?’ (Enloe 1990) in political leadership leads feminist theorists to
explore the gender-based expectations that we have of leaders, the gendered ways in which we study political
leadership, how gendered politics interacts with gendered leadership, and (potentially and hopefully in the future)
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the gendered implications of conceptualizing politics in terms of leaders and leadership.
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In this chapter the argument is that the investigation of political leadership has been central to the study of politics since the
Greeks of classical antiquity. Systematic studies of leadership did traditionally have a more moral than empirical basis until the
development of empirical political science in the mid-twentieth century. Moral considerations have not been neglected but have
been included in the behaviourist-influenced research undertaken, preponderantly in the USA, by students of the American
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1 Introduction

IN Western political studies, political leadership has been under continuous investigation, although not always in the same terms.
In the early years of political philosophy there was a concentration on aspects of character and morality. In the twentieth century
the modern theoretical focus became mainstream only with the so-called Behavioural Revolution in political study in the United
States. This wave of research in ‘political science’ (to use the American term) is systematic and empirical and shifts the focus
onto the way in which the world works rather than on the morality of leadership. What, in other words, is the ‘leadership factor’;
can the ‘leadership variable’ be isolated and what form does it take; and what role does political leadership play? These are the
questions that inform political research into leadership after the 1940s, although other, older questions (moral, psychological, and
structural) have not been neglected.

It must also be added that the ‘political science’ community has drawn from, and embraced, many researchers from other
disciplines and eclectically incorporated concepts and findings into the mainstream of political enquiry. However, political
leadership is not the same as management or military efficiency. In open societies the command relationship is substantially
absent, and political leadership requires a different set of skills and relationships. There is also a difference in objectives, so that,
whereas management leadership can be measured in monetary terms, there is no simple yardstick for the judgement of political
leaders. Thus the main developments in political research have been in model-building and in extending the factual basis for the
study of leadership.

2 Historical Templates

Ends: Moral justification:

Italian Means: Prince’s rule by results, that is,

unity Italy’s sovereignty

Click to view larger

Figure 6.1 The ends justifying the means

In this branch of the discipline, as in others, the starting point, and the framing of the debate, is the classical world (Plato 1941;
see also Keohane, Chapter 2, this volume). Plato, of course, begins the search for the right kind of leader and discusses
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how leaders can be identified; Aristotle, in keeping with the modern mind, classifies and links up the regime type and the form of
leadership that can be identified with each (Aristotle 1984). Aristotle separates democracies from the monarchies and
dictatorships, which, in this schema, have different properties.

It is with Machiavelli (1469-1527) that the political theory of leadership comes to maturity. If philosophy is a footnote on Plato,
leadership study is a footnote on Machiavelli. Machiavelli starts lines of research that continue to inform politics and, in fact, many
other disciplines, and it is no surprise to find Machiavelli cropping up in management and in organization theory. But there are
caveats. Machiavelli is subject to varying interpretations and to disputed readings. There is a sense in which Machiavelliis a
modern empiricist and a modern objective and amoral reader of the political world (perhaps by accident), and Renaissance Italy
was a brutal and callous milieu with litle room for the institutions of the open society now regarded as basic.

One reading of Machiavelli is as an ends—-means moralist. That is to say, Machiavelli sets aside the ‘common good’ and argues in
terms of basic state functions. In particular, there is the sine qua non of security. Machiavelli's direction of vision away from the
moral considerations, and towards the questions of how political ends are to be accomplished, however, is crucial to subsequent
studies of leadership in politics. Machiavelli is the theorist of means and of the object, although the moral implications are
(perhaps) assumed and not made explicit enough. It was left to subsequent theorists to consider these problems. Thus,
Machiavelli sets up a debate, provides a racy commentary, and turns leadership theory in a distinctly modern direction. But there
is also Machiavelli's under-explained notion of ‘respect’ that could separate the leadership of The Prince from mere gangsterism
(see Figure 6.1).

The ‘Great Man’ Thesis

Before the establishment of ‘political science’ as a discipline, there were numerous thinkers whose contributions to leadership
studies have to be acknowledged. Most notable among these is Carlyle, whose (Hegelian) On Heroes... sees history as the
history of the Great Leaders, as stated on page 1 (Carlyle 1927). Ultimately this view stands or falls by the identification of the
undefined ‘Divine Idea’ and Carlyle’s notion that leaders appear as the conditions of the political era demand. Carlyle
brings to attention the contrary Tolstoyan view that, whatever individuals do, the course of history is unaltered by particular
leaders. But there is also the view that, although the tide of events moves in its own way, if itis taken at the flood it may, for the
individual who rides it, lead on to fortune. Carlyle is at one end of the range, describing politics as leadership, and the social
theorists (Marxists at the fore) are at the other. In this discussion, most modern researchers have been at the opposite pole to
Carlyle (Tucker, 1995). A satisfactory synthesis between these poles has not been agreed, but the trend was towards political
leadership as the dependent variable, and this was the thrust of Marxist analysis. However, this field is now burgeoning and as a
subset includes the projection of personality and other political arts (King 2002; Aarts 2011). Yet neither the varied Marxisms, in
their more mature theorizing, nor the wider social sciences have developed a consensus view about whether or not leadership is
the cork bobbing on the water.

Bringing Social Context in

Max Weber provides the groundwork for future developments with ‘charisma’—a small corner of his sociology (Weber 1958).
Typologies are one of the objects of contemporary leadership study, developing classifications that in turn can become
containers of data and make comparison between individuals meaningful.

Weber's understanding of ‘charisma’ is something attributed to a leader in times of crisis and is radical leadership that sweeps
away old restraints and makes new systems. Because it makes predictions about the likely developments of this type of leader, it
is attractive to researchers. ‘Charisma’ depends on the perception of the leader and requires a more than normal devotion from
followers. It has been difficult to study empirically for this reason and it has had to be adapted to be usable. In the 1960s and
1970s there was a good deal of interest in the concept, as it appeared to provide a key to the emergence of the striking
leadership of post-colonial societies. ‘Charisma’ as an operational concept of leadership has never fallen into disfavor, and the
development of the study has continued. Most recently in Europe the emergence of ‘populist leadership’ has been evident, and
the typologies engendered from ‘charismatic’ leadership are far from exhausted.

As part of the argument with Marxism, the American philosopher Sidney Hook distinguished in The Hero in History between
‘eventful’ and ‘event-making’ leaders (Hook 1943). An ‘eventful’ leader is one to whom things happen, but an ‘event-making’
leader changes the course of events. In the last category are the leaders who create a new route in a social crisis. Conditions
provide opportunities for leadership—Sidney Hook details these—and the imaginative politicians find creative ways to move and
shape political life. H. D. Lasswell, realizing the importance of leadership study, issued a call for the development of this field and
for recognition of its importance (Lasswell 1962).

3 Contemporary Research

In the present condition of ‘political science’ there are several streams that feed into the study of political leadership. In
leadership studies the scene is more a limestone plateau than a river system making its way to the sea in well-defined channels.
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Thus the various streams run with apparent force only to disappear and re-emerge in unexpected places and with renewed
vigour, and then disappear again.

This relationship can be set out in schematic form (see Figure 6.2). Political leadership falls within the general matrix of
comparative politics. There are biographies and individual case studies, but, with rare exceptions, they are not comparative
studies. Comparative research is the principal means of building up transferrable generalizations in the social sciences. This is,
therefore, a conspectus of comparative propositions developed and tested in empirical studies and based on the widely
discussed issues of political leadership in open societies. Thus there is continuity, but also, on all fronts, progress.

In the middle and late twentieth century the American ‘science of politics’ became the predominant academic mode, and with that
the search for the empirical and verifiable in political research became imperative. One product of the new lines of research, and
somewhat subsequent to the ‘behaviouralist revolution’, is G. D. Paige’s The Scientific Study of Political Leadership. Paige
establishes one framework for the systematic and empirical study of political leadership that (Paige 1977a) provides a research
strategy. The Korean Decision: June 24-30, 1950 analysed the leadership decision-making and (using the approach of Richard
C. Snyder) detailed the process and leadership, but it is more concerned with decision-making than leadership per se (Paige
1977b). Behaviouralism moves from the identification of the features of leadership to the way in which political leaders react to
events and situations, and that appreciation remains pertinent.

It was J. MacGregor Burns, working on this problem area, who provided the conceptual tools for advancing the study of political
leadership (Burns 1978). Burns’s compendious summa is an overview of leadership as a political phenomenon. However, Burns
weaves into the consideration of political leadership the ethical and psychological aspects that are usually thought essential but
that are rarely part of the political analysis. Burns was influenced by Abraham Maslow’s Theory of Human Needs, which was then
used to provide the psychological foundations for the view that there were different levels of values on which

Theory Ethics Psychology Social Anthropology Methodology Models/Skills Rhetoric
Aristotle Aquinas Freud Weber Goldberg Lasswell Hargrove Atkinson
Plato Hampshire Erikson Burns Bailey Blondel/ Bunce Skowronek Edelman
Machiavelli Wolfers Owen Tucker Goldberg Berrington Greenstein Gaffney

leadership drew. There is a very big agenda in Burns’s work, but the distinguo: ‘transactional’ and ‘transformational’
leadership is crucial for subsequent research and pervades the current work on leaders. For Burns, political leadership is based
in the competing interests of society and in their transformation through a political resolution. Burns directs attention to the
relationship between the political leader and their followers, and the balance (or otherwise) of this relationship (Burns 2003).
Transactional leadership is utilitarian, needs based, and provides goods depending on the bargain between the leader and the
follower. By contrast, transformational leadership is more demanding and requires a higher purpose, with, in most cases, a strong
moral component. Transformational leadership, particularly given the problems in moving mass societies, has attracted great
attention and is a widely used category (Burns 2003). As Burns defines it, ‘transactional leadership’ is when ‘one person takes
the initiative in making contact with others for the purpose of an exchange of valued things’ (Burns 2003: 19). This is political
leadership typified in the exchanging of demands for votes and is based on self-interest and basic needs. It also moves into the
territory of power which ‘is the probability that one actor within a social relationship will be in a position to carry out his own will
despite resistance’ (Burns 2003: 12).

‘Transforming leadership’, however, is when one or more persons engage with others in such a way as to raise one another to
higher levels of motivation and morality (Burns 2003: 20). As a concept this has affinities with ‘charisma’, but the problems with
that concept have led Burns to seek a new formula. This conceptis carefully separated from the idea of a dictatorial leader, and
this need for consentis also a Weberian theme. Transformational leadership is a type of political leadership that moves society
and achieves collective goals that are long term, and works through the leader’s understanding with the followers. Thus Burns’
pointis that: ‘Essentially the leader’s task is consciousness-raising on a wide plane...The leader’s fundamental act is to induce
people to be aware or conscious of what they feel—to feel their true needs so strongly, to define their values so meaningfully,
that they can be moved to purposeful action’ (Burns 2003: 43-4). This is a formulation of a type of leadership that has its origins
in political action but that has become a widely used category in management and other disciplines (Bernard Bass, for example).
Transformational leadership points in the direction of contemporary concern. Leaders who inspire are the leaders who catch the
imagination, but how this is done and how the inspiration relates to the values, needs, and goals of the followers has been
researched by a variety of works in different fields—not just politics. ‘Transactional leadership’ has also been fleshed out in
further studies (Bass 1990). These categories are important, and their development and testing make the comparative enterprise
possible, as does the increasing sophistication of typologies.
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4 Models of Leadership Action

As is well known, the late nineteenth century also saw the revolution in the study of the human psyche in the development of
modern psychology. There was a postulated irrationality in behaviour that could, it was asserted, be traced only to the
psyche, but at this time there was little study of the psyche with respect to political leadership. In the study of leadership Freud
identifies leadership as key to political activity; however, political leaders are, in Freud’s analysis, able to stand apart: they do not
need the psychological support of the crowd and they are self-sufficient (Freud 1921).

Freud’s ideas and concepts have been imported into political studies as they have into other branches of study. Freudianism
starts the exploration of the psychological springs of leadership and is continued by mainstream political analysts. Lasswell takes
this Freudian postulate and identifies a desire both for power and for deference in leaders, but in political leadership this is
transformed into a social involvement in their society (Lasswell 1962: 38). But the upheavals of the twentieth century and the
emergence of murderous dictators placed the less flamboyant and rational leaders in a research siding while the century’s
monsters were investigated. Karen Horney and others have shown that much can be said about political leadership in Western
societies, and clearly research is needed, although mainstream political analysis has been tardy in this line of investigation ('t
Hart 2010). By the same token, Erikson has used Freudian concepts to look at phases of human development as well as at the
place of leadership in the psychological make-up of top politicians (Roazen 1976; see also Renshon, Chapter 9, this volume).
Particular psychological aptitudes might make someone suited to some particular circumstances, but not to others, and a
psychology that might be seen as incapacitating in some circumstances might be fitting in another. Thus W. S. Churchill was a
crisis leader who, in wartime, imparted a sense of optimism and resolution that was at odds with the objective situation and that
depended on unknowable future developments. One study of British prime ministers reveals not a calm, rational, unflappable, and
gregarious political leader but a general tendency to a personality of a rather different type (Iremonger 1970; Berrington 1971).
Studies on more psychological or medically structured lines ‘have also raised doubts over whether the abilities required to take
the helm, and those required to steer in a rational direction, are in many cases actually at odds with one another’ (Weinberg
2012). There is also the well-worn problem of how illness impinges on leadership and on leadership decision-making (Owen
2007). This attempts to answer the central question of the link between the character of a leader and his or her subsequent
actions. F. |. Greenstein’s research on personality and politics has been pioneering and has extended to political leadership in
three leadership styles: crusaders, strategists, and pragmatists (Greenstein 2009).

5 Rhetoric

There is for political leaders the need to win over and to enthuse (not to say enrapture) an audience (Edelman 1988; Jamieson
1990; Gaffney 1991). This branch of the study of political leadership takes research into the methods of linguistics,
communication, and, most importantly, discourse analysis (see also Uhr, Chapter 17, this volume). More recently the
world economic crisis has brought the problem of leadership to the fore, and the rhetorical reaction to uncertainty has been
studied in comparative research, showing that there were clear stages to the collective reaction to economic meltdown ('t Hart
and Tindall 2009).

Political leadership depends on the ability to persuade, much as did the lawyers of the classical world, and there are textbook
primers on how to make presentations. Atkinson’'s Our Masters’ Voices is not free standing and is accompanied by a large
literature on the use of discourse and the analysis of symbolism in political leadership. Much of this is American-oriented, given
the importance of the presidency in the United States (unlike Europe, where the party organization has predominated), but it is
not American-centred and has insights, typologies, and concepts of universal applicability. In the view of many the political world
is one of non-rational or subrational symbols (both language and images or signs) that are manipulated by political leaders.

In the social sciences, the investigation of these symbols is an important aspect of political leadership, in particular, where the
unconscious and non-rational impulses in the politics of mass society are recognized or, more pointedly, where the rational actor
of the political/economic model is not accepted as a sound generalization. This is a useful corrective to the view that the politics
of leadership is a straightforward calculation of advantage and disadvantage and the automatic translation of public opinion into
acts (these public forces in turn are assumed to transmit underlying political/economic interests). These findings are
controversial (especially Edelman’s framework of interpretation), but the concern about the subliminal aspects of political
leadership—and manipulation—is enduring (Edelman 1988).

6 New Methods

Some of the work on leadership pushes the factual material into the field where statistical data can be gathered. However, studies
of political leadership are primarily qualitative, and this has been a problem with leadership research, although there are attempts
to make this a more mathematically manipulable configuration. In the first place there are works by Blondel and Thiebault that try
to find statistical regularities in the patterns of political leadership worldwide (e.g. Blondel and Thiebault 2010). These put the
study of leadership in a frame so that it can be compared with the other social researches, even though leadership is a very
discrete set of roles and not easily comparable. Bunce, in another statistical study, takes the problem of leadership transition to
show that new leaders do have a measurable impact—in other words, that there is a leadership variable in politics (Bunce 1981).
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In more recent studies the impact of leadership in elections has been examined with reference to the European party
competitions (King 2002). This is an under-exploited field, perhaps because of the need for conceptual clarification before
categorization can be developed, butitis one area where modern techniques in research and categorization can be exploited.

In contemporary debate, one of the key questions is why leaders are men (see also Sykes, Chapter 45, this volume).
This generalization holds across societies, systems, and time. In this branch of the study of political leadership the facts are less
disputed than the reasons behind them and, following from that, the implications for policy. This question has led to research into
the content and creation of ‘gender stereotypes’ in political systems and in political communication in several countries.
Comparative work has looked at the construction of social expectations and the barriers to advance that they make for potential
political leaders (Murray 2010).

The idea of the rational self-interested actor in politics has been imported from the study of economics. Many studies of
leadership involve an element of rational-choice analysis, but the study of political leadership includes a number of research
works explicitly using the rational-choice analysis approach: thatis, viewing the political leaders as the ‘rational actor’
maximizing power, and the followers maximizing self-interest (Frohlich, Oppenheimer, and Young 1971). In this view political
leadership is the essential part of a Namierite paradise—with no Burke to interrupt the free flow of self-interest. Leaders can be
seen in this theory as ‘entrepreneurs’ providing public goods that are indivisible and provided to everybody (Schneider and
Teske 1995). Competition between political leaders results, and hence the construct becomes amenable to the mathematical
models of behaviour that are the central feature of economics (Jones 1989). It has to be said that these have become rather arid
and theoretical and the models somewhat detached from political life as it is experienced, despite the elegance of the
mathematics.

Riker's work on political manipulation, although not a study of leadership itself, is a handbook for the modern political leader and
has proved impressively fruitful (Riker 1986). Riker sees politics at the top—or leadership—level as the domain of manipulation
where no outcomes are predetermined. This so-called heresthetic (manipulation) is intrinsic to the art of political leadership, and
its moral value depends on the end that it is intended to achieve Thus Lincoln’s famous question to Stephen Douglas—a sort of
Morton’s fork—on the issue of slavery manceuvred the Senator into pleasing or displeasing one sector of his support. Leaving
aside the contention over this example, the ‘heresthetic’ enabled Lincoln to divide the Democratic Party and to prepare a winning
ground for the Republicans. It has been argued by some commentators on political leadership that misleading—or lying—is
inevitably part of the armory of the leader and is an inescapable part of politics. Riker does not take that view and sees the
‘heresthetic’ as a form of political action that is universal in an open society and is a legitimate ordering of needs and values in a
bargaining situation.

In the field of legislative research there have been notable advances in leadership studies. Thus Barber’s study of the lawmakers
and the presidential personnel is at odds with Lasswell and others in their assumptions about the personalities that are at the top
of the leadership scale (Barber 1965). Barber’s division of the presidents into active doers and inactive bystanders, and into
those who liked the job and those who hated it, is revealing. Most presidents are assumed to be like F. D. Roosevelt in their relish
for the job of leading the world’s one superpower, but this appears to be far from the case (Barber 2009). Barber
provides an observation that the leadership position is not often relished and frequently is disliked, but does not provide an
explanation, although the suggestion is that an emotional deprivation in childhood is the motivating force for certain US
presidents, as perhaps Berrington (based on e.g. Iremonger’s work) elaborates. Psychologists of the political like Renshon have
taken this study further and have looked at the nature of ambition and background personality in political leaders (Renshon 1996
and Chapter 9, this volume; 't Hart 2010). In some ways, Renshon returns to the idea of the political leader with reliable
judgement and the contrast with leaders who have conflicted personalities and consequently erratic or troubled personalities.
Lipman-Blumen, meanwhile, investigates and develops the category of the leader who leads to disaster—the ‘toxic leader'—and
why he or she is followed (Lipman-Blumen 2004).

There is an under-investigated aspect here to political leadership—more commonplace in popular studies and in biographical
studies—and that is the close associates of the leader or the informal entourage. However, the motivation and control of these
close followers is an important—not to say essential—part of the art of political leadership and a necessary part of the process of
leadership at the top level. How a leader manages and motivates this group is under-researched, and yet itis an essential part of
political leadership. Some of the study of the followers of political leaders (and others) has drawn on psychological work to
explain relationships between leaders and close associates, and there is substantial doubt about how these small ‘sofa groups’
are controlled (Bailey 1988).

As would be expected, much of the work on leadership is conducted in or derived from the United States. Richard Neustadt,
through the study Presidential Power, is one of the most influential of political leadership theorists in the post-war world. There
are a series of profound insights in Neustadt's work on the American presidency that are highly relevant to today’s political
studies. To start with, the theory puts to one side the idea of leadership in what is apparently the most commanding of institutions
—the US presidency—as one of giving orders to be carried out. Presidential leadership depends on the ability to persuade and to
bargain, and, where the presidency falls back on the use of power—like the heavy-handed intervention in the steel mills crisis by
President Truman in 1952—then this is a sign that leadership authority has failed and not a sign of strength. This is more evident
in the US situation, where the separation of powers demands a continuous negotiation with different institutions, each with its own
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remit, competence, and constituency, than in the European fused legislature/executive parliaments. However, the central
postulate remains powerful: that political leadership is not a command relationship but one of persuasion and influence rather
than an isolated site of decision-making. Neustadt places the emphasis on the skill of political leaders in this bargaining process
of government, and this is a firmly political emphasis.

One point, made by Skowronek, is that the Neustadt depiction of the presidency is of the mid-twentieth-century position and
confined to a particular era in history. Leadership, like political power, is situational and that has to be taken into accountin any

general theory of political leadership. Skowronek’s conceptual framework in The Politics Presidents Make is intricate
and dense. His book is a study of the US presidency, but it provides a basis for comparative research on a number of different
fronts. Skowronek makes the point that the approach delimited in The Politics Presidents Make enables a comparison across time
and through different political eras without assumption of a linear or sawtooth development of the presidency. Thus particular
presidents can be putin specific categories for assessment, and the theory deals elegantly with the problem of the political
situation that leaders find themselves in. It has always been difficult to abstract the situational element from the political
leadership type: what would have happened had Hoover been elected after Woodrow Wilson, rather than after Coolidge, and
what would Eisenhower have done in another Great Depression? Skowronek’s theory enables advances in the understanding of
the situational aspects of leadership in modern societies.

Skowronek’s theory depends on the idea of ‘political time’'—that is, of the political situation as the leader finds it—but the book
develops a somewhat abstruse vocabulary thatis often difficult to disentangle. There is the use of the term ‘regime’, for example,
that in this work has to be carefully handled, and other aspects of the conceptualization need careful exposition. There is also a
problem of the categorization that Skowronek uses, and there is the problem of the residual category, which intrudes into the
pattern and in the depiction of the various stages. Itis also unclear whether Skowronek’s pattern is detected in hindsight or
whether the political actors in leadership positions are aware of their place in the cycle—they would seem to need this awareness
(though not in Skowronek’s terms) if the theory is soundly based.

Another development that draws together threads of mid-century ideas in political research is Greenstein’s The Presidential
Difference: From FDR to Barack Obama. This sets out another of the research agendas on the US presidency, but has a
comparative dimension that makes it important as a set of general postulates. Greenstein enables the researcher to walk around
political leadership, as with a Henry Moore sculpture, noting its cadences and distortions, but also its solidity and substance.
Greenstein’s conceptual framework is a sound basis for the evaluation of leadership, and leads to the consideration of a range of
ethical implications.

7 Ethics in a Turbulent World

Ethical and moral studies are also crucial in politics, because they are inseparable from the study of leadership, and in the
investigation of political leadership they are a core concern. These moral considerations are also something that the general
public looks for when judging leaders, but the judgement of political leadership is also an academic study. Leaders, whether of
organizations or of states, have ethical outlooks and are judged by moral yardsticks, and these are illuminated by academic
research (Hampshire 1991; Gane 1997).

Political morality is the part of the study that depends on the philosophical tradition of Western societies (Uhr 2005). In
discussion about what political leaders ought to do and how they should be judged, the discipline has no fixed answers, although
this is—as would be expected—a public concern, and judgements made are based on existing traditions. There have been
surges of moral theorizing about leadership in response to major conflicts from the Vietham War and subsequently until the
invasion of Iraq. Itis impossible to encapsulate these intricate arguments in a narrow compass (Garrett 1994; Ciulla 2002).

Stuart Hampshire’s (1978) work and the case of the Iraq War have made urgent the problems of the status of international law
and of international organizations. Leaving aside the argument that there is no way of ethically judging political leaders, there are
proponents of diverging views. In the first place is the Kantian argument that the moral law applies across the board to all people
—Ileaders included—and in the second is the view advanced by Wolfers. This is the difficulty that any action by a leader will be
morally ambiguous—the so-called clean and dirty hands problem. In Wolfers’s view, this dilemma can be resolved, because the
art of political leadership is one of finding moral solutions to weighty problems in a substantially different setting from the domestic
(Wolfers 1967).

8 Paradigm Regained

Model-building is one of the more recent developments, and here appreciable advances have been made. Although models of
leadership are frequently the constructs of disciplines such as management studies, the political leadership models have needed
to bring together the circumstances of political life and the skills of the leaders. In The President as Leader, E. C. Hargrove
develops a model of presidential leadership, synthesizing research on political leadership and providing a dynamic set of
relations (Hargrove 1998). This model integrates the skills that are required of a leader in Western societies with the situation
within which they have to work. Itis an ambitious formulation, but it is one that can be transferred from the American presidency
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to other societies. However, political leadership also requires an appreciation of the cultural resources upon which a society can
draw, and how these can be put to use in different situations from the dramatic (war) to the domestic (sometimes quotidian).
Although the emphasis is on skills such as manceuvre and personality, the model uses the social background to enable the
development of a leadership style and to judge its effectiveness, so that the discussion is in part at least an extended
contribution to the idea of transformative leadership (though transactional leadership is given its due).

There is a central moral core evident in the ‘teaching of reality’ that depicts the task of a leader as being to understand and
communicate to their followers the realities of the world as they experience them, not just ‘develop a vision’ some desire future
state of the world (Hargrove 1998). However, the anti-social side is not explored, and self-serving Machiavellian politics
are rejected in Hargrove’'s formulation, although the components of the model and its articulation are used in the discussion of
the American presidency, and the model has been applied elsewhere to other countries’ political leaders.

9 Conclusion

In the social sciences, the disciplinary boundaries are porous. Although the challenge of finding a route to the understanding of
political leadership has been fraught, the research itself remains a work in progress. However, the study of political leadership
has moved away from the speculative, the biographical, and the impressionistic, and has gained a solid grounding in research
and theoretical understanding (Masciulli et al. 2009). There remains a danger in the social sciences of reductionismin the models
of political leadership that are constructed to deal with an intractable reality, but they have evolved to include the many
intricacies of political action and environment. In the discussion about the very weighty bag of political leadership, it is tempting to
grab it by the handle; it is tempting, and easier, to write about the handle, because thatis what you have the best grip on. This
reduction to a single factor or force is not a trap that the models of political leadership have fallen into. By contrast, the study of
political leadership has retained its eclectic outlook and has depended on many insights from disparate sources. This, however,
has led to corners of the subject being lit by the light of research, while the whole picture has still to be uncovered in its entirety
(Elcock 2001; Derfler 2012).

For this branch to grow there needs to be both an expansion of the partial theories that have enabled the understanding of
particular leaders and situations, and more of the model-building theoretical groundwork on which the social sciences rely. In the
flourishing state of political leadership studies, both of these routes are likely to be followed to the benefit of the subdiscipline.
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The article begins with a brief historical survey of instrumental and institutional leadership before turning to the
distinctive contributions to the study of administrative leadership by students of public administration. It focuses on:
leadership theory, the study of bureaucratic elites, ethnographic studies of bureaucrats, life histories of
administrative leaders, and network governance and collaborative leadership. | argue for a broader analysis than
the instrumental view of leadership, suggesting we encompass fiscal retrenchment, the ‘dark side’ of administrative
leadership, and interpretive approaches. For each topic, the article identifies and discuss key texts. Three
questions recur: whether public servants should be leaders; how to resolve the dilemmas between discretion and
accountability; and how to reconcile the conflicting demands for better management with the constitutional and
political role of public administration in the polity.

Keywords: Instrumental leadership, institutional leadership, administrative conservatorship, cdlaborative leadership, bureaucratic elites,
ethnography Administrative Leadership

1 Introduction

pusLIc administration is an irredeemably multidisciplinary field, which draws on theories, models, and methods from a
wide range of disciplines. Much work in public administration on leadership is derivative, drawn mainly from political
science and organization theory. | do not cover the literature on leadership in the private sector or the generic
leadership literature that claims to cover all organizations. This chapter focuses on the distinctive work about
administrative leadership from individuals recognized as scholars of public administration and political science
writing mainly for and about public organizations and practitioners.

The term ‘administrative leader’ covers ‘the front-line supervisor...to the non-political head of the organization’
(Van Wart 2003: 216). This positional definition of a leader is narrower than the increasingly popular term ‘public
leadership’, which encompasses not only the holders of formal leadership positions in public organizations but also
elected political leaders and civic leadership (Morse and Buss 2007: 4-5). Morse and Buss (2007: 4) see
leadership as ‘a process of influence where a person or group influences others to work towards a common goal’.
Cleveland (2002: p. xv) prefers ‘bringing people together to make something different happen’. After that, we are in
the land of developing vision, mission statements, and ‘challenges’ to everyone. Leadership eludes a short, simple
definition.

In the study of public administration, not only was leadership hard to define but studies of administrative leadership
were also hard to find. The dominant view was that the task of senior bureaucrats was to apply top-down authority;
they were cogs in the machine, not leaders (Weber 1947). Times changed as recognition grew that senior
bureaucrats also manage conflict, power, values, and change (Burns 1978: 298). So, the question of
whether public servants should be leaders is at the heart of the public administration literature on reinventing
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government, the new public management, the entrepreneurial public servant, and public value. All confront
recurring dilemmas between discretion and accountability, and responsiveness and efficiency.

| begin with a brief historical survey before turning to the distinctive contributions to the study of administrative
leadership by students of public administration. | focus on: leadership theory, the study of bureaucratic elites,
ethnographic studies of bureaucrats, life histories of administrative leaders, and network governance and
collaborative leadership. For each topic, | identify and discuss key texts. Finally, | argue for a broader analysis than
the instrumental view of leadership, suggesting that we encompass fiscal retrenchment, the ‘dark side’ of
administrative leadership, and interpretive approaches.

2 Two Traditions in the Study of Administrative Leadership

There are two distinct traditions in the study of administrative leadership: the mainstream account of instrumental
leadership, which draws its inspiration from the literature on organizational leadership; and the institutional
leadership school inspired by the work of Philip Selznick.

The Mainstream: Instrumental Leadership

The textbook account of the history of leadership theory in public administration parallels mainstream histories
(see, e.g., Henry 2009: ch. 5).

The history of leadership studies begins with the ‘great man’ theory of history followed by the study of leadership
traits. When it became clear there was no one set of leadership traits, the study of leadership switched to the
relationship between leaders and followers in small groups (see the articles in Gibb 1969 for several examples).
Such situational theories evolved into contingency theory (Fiedler 1967) and transactional approaches (Blake and
Mouton 1985), which stressed the variety of leadership styles and the need for style to ‘fit' the managerial context.
However, the field became mired in inconclusive micro-studies, and doubts grew about the suitability of these
theories for the study of large organizations and political institutions. The ‘New Leadership’ approach (Bryman
1986: 280) came not from mainstream leadership studies but from political science. Interest shifted from small
groups and transactional approaches to transformational leadership (Burns 1978). The debate about the relative
efficacy of transactional and transformational leadership dominated the literature for two decades. It was
still lingering in the literature in the 2000s, although there was by then a much greater concern with integrated
leadership approaches (see, e.g., Bass 1985; Van Wart 2005, 2013).

Students of public administration contributed little to this story. They ‘translated’ private-sector theories of
leadership to the public sector. Overall, mainstream studies ‘have failed to create a critical mass of scholarly work
on public sector leadership’ (Kellerman and Webster 2001: 487).

Van Wart (2005) provides the best public administration example of work in this idiom. He seeks a model of
leadership that integrates previous approaches. Itis said ‘to be useful in training and applied settings’, treating
leadership as ‘competency based’, with his concepts forming a ‘scientific causal chain’ determining the leadership
style or mix of styles (Van Wart 2005: 392; see also Van Wart 2013). Like all the work in this idiom, it retrofits
private-sector theories to the public sector. Itis instrumental in seeking to improve managerial practice and
modernistin that it is ‘imbued with the rational model of organizational thinking’ (Bryman 1996: 289). This
instrumental idiom constitutes the mainstream in the study of leadership in public administration.

Philip Selznick: Institutional Leadership

Doig and Hargrove (1987: 2 and n. 9) note that Selznick’s work, although seminal, was ignored in public
administration for many years (see Selznick 1984a and 1984b). Selznick was not a scholar of public administration
nor of political science, but he exercises a pervasive influence in this subfield. There are too many case studies
drawing on his work to cite here (see Boin and Christensen 2008 for a review). The key texts include Lewis (1980),
Doig and Hargrove (1987), Wilson (1989), Hargrove (1994), Moore (1995), Boin (2001); the best commentaries are
by Heclo (2002) and Krygier (2012).

Philip Selznick’s work on leadership builds on his distinction between an organization, which is ‘a rational
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instrument engineered to do a job’, and an institution, which is ‘a responsive, adaptive organism’. An organization
becomes an institution over time; ‘to institutionalize is to infuse with value beyond the technical requirements at
hand’; and ‘the executive becomes a statesman as he makes the transition from administrative management to
institutional leadership’. The role of a leader as statesman is to ‘define the mission of the enterprise’; ‘the
institutional leader...is primarily an expert in the protection and promotion of values’; and ‘the problem is always to
choose key values and to create a social structure that embodies them’. Institutionalization also involves
‘organizational character formation’, which ‘aids the organization to adapt itself to its internal and external social
environment'. Leaders not only define the mission but they also protect its distinctive character, defend institutional
integrity, and manage internal and external conflict. In sum, leadership is seen as a set of tasks, and an institutional
leader is a statesman presiding over a polity, seeking to win consent for the institution from internal and external
interest groups (all quotations from Selznick 1984b: chs 1 and 2; all emphases in original). Thus, in his
study of the Tennessee Valley Authority (TVA), Selznick (1984a argues that the agency used the myth of
decentralization to grass-roots partnerships to co-opt local interests into its decision-making in an effort to win over
a suspicious and conservative community. Unfortunately, he argues, this strategy backfired because it led to the
larger agricultural interests capturing the agency’s goals (and see Hargrove 1994 for an account of how the TVA
leaders became prisoners of their grass-roots myth). This focus on the tasks of leadership, statesmanship, values,
and managing internal and external conflicts underpins subsequent analyses of administrative entrepreneurs.

3 The Contribution from Public Administration

What has public administration contributed to the study of leadership? The short answer is not a lot (Terry 1995: 2);
although Van Wart (2011: 89) claims that ‘public sector leadership is slowly becoming its own specialized area of
leadership study’. In this section, | suggest that public administration has made a distinct contribution on
administrative leadership in five areas: leadership theory, the study of bureaucratic elites, ethnographic studies of
bureaucrats, life history, and network theory and collaborative leadership. Admittedly each had limited impact
outside the study of public administration.

Leadership Theory

The defining debate in public administration’s contribution to leadership theory is between proponents of the public
servant as entrepreneur and the supporters of the administrative conservator. The debate has its roots in the work
of Selznick, and its most recent incarnation can be found in the contributions of Terry (1995) and Frederickson and
Matkin (2007).

Terry is critical of public administration scholars (e.g. Doig and Hargrove 1987; Moore 1995) for borrowing from the
private-sector leadership literature. He sees that heroic model of leadership with the great man radically changing
the organization and disdaining its existing traditions as a threat to ‘institutional integrity’. An institution has integrity
when ‘it is faithful to the functions, values, and distinctive set of unifying principles that define its special
competence and character’ (Terry 1995: 44). The task of administrative leaders is to preserve this institutional
integrity—that is, to conserve the institution’s mission, values, and support. They must balance the autonomy
necessary to maintain integrity with responsibility to elected politicians. Administrative leaders practise
‘administrative conservatorship’. Like Selznick’s leader, the conservator practises ‘a form of statesmanship’, which
‘requires professional expertise, political skill, and a sophisticated understanding of what it means to be
an active participantin governance’. Such skills are deployed to ‘maintain commitment among the executive cadre
to core agency values and sustain support among key external constituents and internal interest groups’ (Terry
1995: 172).

For Terry (1995: 172; 1998: 197), advocates of the public entrepreneur are on a ‘misguided quest’, and he mounts
a vigorous attack on the twin evils of public entrepreneurs and neo-managerialism. Together, they encourage self-
promotion, rule-breaking, power politics, and risk-taking. They undermine democratic accountability and are
‘oblivious’ to such values as fairness, justice, and the public interest (see Lewis 1980 for examples). Behn (1998:
220) seeks a middle ground that envisages a leadership role for public officials on issues ‘for which the elected
chiefs lack either the inclination or the time'. Moreover, their task is also ‘to help the agency not only [to] achieve
its purpose today but also to create new capacity to achieve its objectives tomorrow’. So, they should exercise
initiative, but be subject to checks and balances. Once again, the ever-present elephant in the roomis the
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exercise of discretion and the problem of its regulation.

A decade later, the debate will not die. Frederickson and Matkin (2007: 36-8) are critical of the change agent or
transformative view of leadership. They concede leadership as vision may be appropriate for the private sector but
itis just plain ‘wrong’ for the public sector. Citing Szanton (1981: 24), they compare public leadership to
‘gardening’, requiring time, patience, experience, and political awareness. Public leaders work with available
resources, understand and work with administrative culture, recognizing that change is incremental. They are
realists who know that problems are complex, admitting of no easy solutions. Public leaders are ‘quiet leaders’ who
are in ‘for the long haul’, and their craftis compromise. Much government is about coping, the appearance of rule
and keeping things going (Rhodes 2011). The contrast with the transformative or change agent leader is as sharp
as the parallels with the administrative conservatorship are obvious. Throughout, the debt to Selznick is marked.

The arguments for administrative leadership as gardening are dismissed as ‘the ghosts of PA orthodoxy’. The
ghosts include leadership infringing on politics; unwarranted degrees of administrative discretion; and leadership
without checks and balances (Getha-Taylor et al. 2011: i85). The ghosts, however, are all too real and not figments
of excitable imaginations. It is not axiomatic that ‘public leadership is leadership for the common good, for the
purpose of creating public value’ (Getha-Taylor et al. 2011: i84). This assertion is a value statement, not a given. It
is more plausible to suggest that ‘the tension between bureaucracy and democracy, between efficiency and
responsiveness, will always be there’ (Getha-Taylor etal. 2011: i87). What is indisputable, however, is that the
debate about public entrepreneurs versus administrative conservators is not limited to leadership theory. Itis also
about the role of public administration in the polity; about public accountability and the public interest. Under the
label ‘administrative ethics’, students of Public Administration have a long-standing interest in the ethical standards
governing bureaucratic behaviour (see, e.g., Rohr 1989; Cooper 2000).

The Study of Bureaucratic Elites

Elite studies have a long and distinguished history, and the study of bureaucratic elites is a small subset of this
larger enterprise. Itis considered rarely in reviews of leadership, but most countries have research on the origins,
education, social networks, and behaviour of their top public officials—too many to cite here. There are even a few
genuinely comparative studies as distinct from compendia of individual country studies. For example, Aberbach,
Putnam, and Rockman (1981) conducted a survey of politicians and bureaucrats in seven countries. They
explored their social origins, their roles and styles in policy-making, their ideology, their commitment to democratic
principles, and the interactions between politicians and bureaucrats. They use their findings to evaluate elite
strengths and weaknesses as policymakers. One of the significant findings among many is American
exceptionalism. They conclude that ‘bureaucrats and politicians are less distinct in the United States than in
Europe’, with American bureaucrats acting as advocates, policy entrepreneurs, and even partisans (Aberbach,
Putnam, and Rockman 1981: 244).

Although the socio-demographic features of elites might seem a dry, even sterile, topic, it throws up some
interesting debates. First, it raises questions about the representative nature of bureaucracy; for example, about
the representation of women in the senior post in the public service (see, e.g., Ferguson 1984; Savage and Witz
1992). Second, it raises questions about the changing role of top officials—especially whether they are still ‘frank
and fearless’ in giving advice after decades of administrative reform (see, e.g., Weller 2001). In their study of six
parliamentary democracies, Rhodes and Weller (2001: ch. 9) show that there has been a demand for officials to be
more responsive to political direction, with corresponding fears that advice has been compromised. The verdict on
whether officials still offer frank and fearless advice is, at best, non-proven. There have always been tenured
officials who prevaricated and procrastinated and contract appointees who acted in the great tradition and ‘told it
as it was’. There is no substitute for spine.

Ethnographic Studies of Bureaucrats

Few students of public administration use observation as a research tool. Of course, there are exceptions. There
are a handful of studies of central or federal bureaucrats (see, e.g., Rhodes, 't Hart, and Noordegraaf 2007;
Rhodes 2011), and a growing number of studies of street-level bureaucrats (see, e.qg., Lipsky 1980; Maynard-
Moody and Musheno 2003). In the ethnographic study of both, Herbert Kaufman (1960, 1981) is the pioneer, even
doyen, of empirical studies of administrative leadership.
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In his analysis of central bureaux chiefs, Kaufman (1981) studied six federal bureaux for fourteen months,
including thirty-one full days when he observed the bureaux chiefs sitting in their offices and at meetings. The
conventional wisdom is that bureaux chiefs have much power and independence. Kaufman (1981: ch. 3) highlights
the ‘confines of leadership’. He compares it to ‘stepping into a large fast-flowing river’ and contending
with ‘an array of forces not of his own making that carried him and his organization along—sometimes at an
unwanted rate and in an unwanted direction’ (Kaufman 1981: 134). So, ‘they make their marks in inches, not miles’.
He suggests that, ‘for all the power and influence attributed to their office and for all their striving, [bureau chiefs]
could not make a big difference in what their organizations did during the period in which they served’ (Kaufman
1981: 174, 139; emphasis added). Getting up close and personal changes the angle of vision and leads, as
Kaufman freely admits, to surprises, especially about the confines of administrative leadership.

Although the term ‘street-level bureaucrat’ was notin common currency, Kaufman’s The Forest Ranger (1960)
pioneered the topic. He studied forest rangers and their supervisors in five districts. He visited the first district for
seven weeks and the other districts for one week each; all the rangers’ time was set aside for his ‘conversations’
and observations. There were also social visits to their families in the evening. He diagnoses a tendency to
fragmentation created by hierarchy and specialization in the ways in which, for example, forest supervisors and
district rangers in the field apply policies to concrete situations. Anyone who tries ‘to direct activities on a Ranger
district without going through the Ranger can be sure of swift and vehement objection by the field officer’ (Kaufman
1960: 210). He calls them ‘switchboards’, adapting general directives to specific conditions and areas. Itis a
pivotal position. Itis a classic example of the street-level bureaucrat, only they patrol trails, not streets. However,
local discretion did not fuel conflict with the centre. Rather, the rangers were ‘principled agents’ using their
discretion to further organizational goals (Boin 2001: 9).

The term ‘street-level bureaucrat’ was coined by Michael Lipsky (1980: p. xii) and refers to teachers, police
officers, and social workers and any other semi-professionals in face-to-face contact with clients of state services.
It draws attention to ‘the decisions of street-level bureaucrats, the routines they establish, and the devices they
invent to cope with uncertainties and work pressures’, which ‘effectively become the public policies they carry out’
(Lipsky 1980: p. xii). Lipsky’s main concern is that street-level bureaucrats are increasingly rule bound and are at
risk of losing professional discretion. Maynard-Moody and Musheno (2003: ch. 12) disagree, claiming street-level
bureaucrats ‘actually make policy choices rather than simply implement the decisions of elected officials’. They fix
client identities, often stereotyping them, which, in turn, fixes the occupational identity of the street-level
bureaucrat as, for example, bleeding heart or hardnosed, which, in turn, sets the decision premisses for the street-
level bureaucrat’s judgements. They use their everyday routines for managing time, client demands, and the
pressure on resources. They even evade decisions by rubber-stamping decisions made by other authoritative
individuals, or by referring cases to such individuals. They have to manage the ‘irreconcilable’ dilemmas posed by
clients’ needs, administrative supervision (of rules and resources), and the exercise of state power. They are not
heroes, but they are an example of bottom-up leadership.

The key issue running through this literature concerns the extent of professional discretion and the effectiveness
of managers in reasserting control, mainly through rules. Evans and Harris (2004) suggest that
multiplying rules can create opportunities for more discretionary action, not less. Riccucci (2005: ch. 5) suggests
that managing street-level bureaucrats should rely less on rules and reporting and more on open management with
the participation of professionals, better education, and, on occasion, more micro-management. The exercise of
discretion by street-level bureaucrats is an example of bottom-up leadership and, atits heart, is the same dilemma
that stokes the debate about entrepreneurs and conservators—that is, discretion versus accountability.

Life History

As Lambright and Quinn (2011: 782) observe, the American literature on life history is ‘relatively small’ (but see the
occasional series in Public Administration Review). It is seen as old-fashioned narrative, which is not theoretical or
methodologically rigorous, or explanatory (Roberts 2002: 6-13). The key question is what is the use of life history
in public administration? Is it the traditional biographer’s aim of a chronological history with narrative drive that
uncovers the character of its subject? Or is it the historian’s aim of a better understanding of evolving public
institutions and processes? Or is it the public administration scholar’s aim of answering some broader disciplinary
question about public leadership? Harold Lasswell (1986: 1) suggested that ‘political science without biography is a
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form of taxidermy’. Equally, life history without an explicit use or theoretical stance is mere reportage.

In public administration, there are some fine examples of chronological life histories (see, e.g., Caro 1974; O’'Halpin
1989). There are also single life histories that develop a larger argument. For example, Richard Chapman’s study of
Sir Edward Bridges, Head of the British Civil Service in 1945-56, seeks to show that professional conduct depends
on ethical leadership by ‘outstanding’ civil servants (Chapman 1988: 307; see also Cooper and Wright 1992).
Comparative life histories organized around a single theme have more to offer. A good example of this approach is
Doig and Hargrove (1987). In the introduction, they explain that they want to contest Kaufman’s pessimistic view
that senior officials can introduce only limited incremental change. They want to reclaim individual leadership. So,
they chose twelve individuals who held high-level executive positions in American federal, state, and local
governments. They looked for ‘individuals whose careers at managerial levels were linked to innovative ideas and
to efforts to carry those ideas into effect’. The authors of the individual biographies were asked to focus on a
checklist of activities, including: crafting new missions or programmes, developing external constituencies,
motivating new organizational members, and enhancing technical expertise. They then identify the several
variables that sustained innovative leadership. There are three personal characteristics: capacity for rational
analysis, the ability to see the political logic and new opportunities, and a desire to ‘make a difference’. There are
also four external factors: governmental fragmentation and overlap, public support, new technologies, and political
support from elected officials. The innovative leaders also had significant rhetorical and coalition-building skills. So,
it is possible to conduct comparative life history around a common set of themes and illuminate such
questions as what conditions favour innovative leadership—no mean feat for an approach too often dismissed as
not academic, subjective, and partial.

Network Governance and Collaborative Leadership

Morse and Buss (2007: 9) describe leadership in networks as ‘the most dramatic trend’ in public leadership. They
argue leadership ‘across organizations within government as well as across sectors’ is ‘superseding the traditional
image of government as top-down bureaucracy’. This interest in network governance (see Rhodes 2006) mutated
to embrace working in partnerships and collaboration, and itis this strand that has the most to say about
leadership.

Ansell and Gash (2007: 544) define collaborative governance as a collective decision-making process ‘where one
or more public agencies directly engages non-state stakeholders’ in the ‘formal, consensus oriented, and
deliberative’ implementation of public policy or management of public programmes. The key question is whether
opposing stakeholders can work together in a collaborative way. The answer is a ‘cautious yes’, and a key part of
that answer is leadership, which is ‘crucial for setting and maintaining clear ground rules, building trust, facilitating
dialogue, and exploring mutual gains’ (Ansell and Gash 2008: 547). Such leadership is variously described as
hands-off, soft, integrative, facilitative or diplomatic. The shared feature is that it is not directive, hands-on, or
command and control.

Much of this work draws lessons for practitioners (see, e.g., Huxham and Vangen 2005; Agranoff 2007). It focuses
on steering, on instrumental knowledge. There is little acknowledgement of the problem of accountability. Bovens
(1998: 46) identifies the ‘problem of many hands’, where responsibility for policy in complex organizations is
shared, and itis correspondingly difficult to find out who is responsible. He also notes that fragmentation,
marketization, and the resulting networks create ‘new forms of the problem of many hands’ (Bovens 1998: 229).
Even more troublesome is the frequency with which networks are closed to public scrutiny. The brute factis that
multiple accountabilities weaken central control (Mulgan 2003: 211-14, 225). The extreme examples of such
private governments are the ‘dark networks’ of arms-trading and drug-smuggling (Raab and Brinton Milward 2003).

4 Future Directions

In the mainstream literature, there is a set of ‘perennial debates’ in the study of public leadership. Van Wart (2005:
14-20) itemizes four. ‘What do leaders do? Does leadership make a difference? Are leaders born or made? What is
the best leadership style?’ These debates reflect the mainstream’s ambition for cumulative, generalized,
instrumental knowledge and are not the most germane in the study of administrative leadership. | prefer
to expand the research agenda by considering: the changing context of public administration, the ‘dark side’ of
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administrative leadership, and interpretive approaches.

Fiscal Retrenchment and the Changing Context of Public Administration

The context of leadership has changed dramatically since 2008. Previously, most discussions of public leadership
focused on the issues posed by: globalization; the ‘triumph’ of neo-liberal ideas; the rise of managerialismin its
guises of performance measurement, marketization, and, most recently, service delivery and consumer choice;
and the IT revolution. The 2010s have turned into an age of austerity, with massive public-sector retrenchment,
which will have many specific consequences for public administration. In the ‘hard times’ of the late 1970s and
1980s, we debated whether governments could go bankrupt and whether administrative practice favoured
decrementalism over quantum cuts (Dunsire and Hood 2010). This time around, we know the new austerity will
change leaders’ understanding of their organizational context. Itis plausible to suggest that these understandings
will support centralization, ‘head kicking’ (or the use of threats and inducements rather than persuasion), and
financial retrenchment. Specific examples of such leadership include compulsory and voluntary redundancies,
shorter working weeks, shedding female employees, and unilateral pension cuts. It can also provoke union
militancy and a demoralized workforce. In particular, the European banking and debt crisis will have repercussions
for administrative leaders for years, probably decades, to come. We need to trace the intended and unintended
consequences.

The Dark Side of Leadership

The leader as hero is a common image in the public administration literature. They are presented as unsung heroes
(Doig and Hargrove 1987), innovators (Moore 1995), and bastions of integrity (Cooper and Wright 1992). There is
an unthinking equation of administrative leadership with good leaders, no doubt as an antidote to the incessant
criticisms of bureaucracy. There are far too many examples of corruption, maladministration, and incompetence for
anyone to be comfortable with this equation. Leaders are ‘villains’, adept at ‘humbuggery and manipulation’ (Bailey
1988), who commit bad, sometimes evil, acts. Lipman-Blumen (2004: 19-22) provides a scary portrait of ‘toxic’
leaders. They leave their followers and possibly everyone else worse off. At one end of the spectrum, they
undermine, demean, seduce, marginalize, intimidate, and demoralize employees. At the extreme end, they
disenfranchise, incapacitate, imprison, torture, terrorize, and kill (Lipman-Blumen 2004: 19-20; see also Adams and
Balfour 2004; Nye 2008: ch. 5).

Some of these characteristics and behaviours may seem unlikely for your everyday bureaucrat. The
examples of bad leadership in our newspapers headlines describe venal corporate executives, fanatical religious
leaders, and corrupt political leaders. It would be a mistake, however, to ignore the extent of administrative evil,
whether the example is ‘big’ (J. Edgar Hoover’s ‘inappropriate’ uses of the FBI) or ‘small’ (the cynical ‘outing’ of
British defence official David Kelly for an unauthorized conversation with a journalist, which led to his suicide). If we
turn our attention to common, everyday actions, there are many examples of management practices such as head
kicking and bullying fuelling low morale. Employees are demeaned, marginalized, and intimidated. Unethical
behaviour can lower public confidence and trust in public authority and encourage whistle-blowing.

The analysis of bad public leadership is rare. If we are serious about holding administrative leaders to account,
then we need to know why they failed, why and in what ways they were ‘bad’, why we supported them, and how
they evaded accountability. There is a dearth of studies of the effects of ineffective and unethical administrative
leadership on other bureaucrats, and on citizens.

Interpretive Approaches

The idea of ‘meaning’ lies at the heart of the interpretive approach. An interpretive approach seeks to understand
the webs of significance that people spin for themselves. The researcher’s task is to write ‘our own constructions
of other people’s constructions of what they and their compatriots are up to’ (Geertz 1973: 9). Any organization
‘hinges on the creation of shared meaning and shared understandings’ (Morgan 1993: 11, see also 276-80).
Stories spell out the shared meaning and shared understandings. All organizations have a storehouse of many
stories. This storehouse provides the everyday theory and shared languages for storytelling. As Boje (1991: 106)
suggests, ‘stories are to the storytelling system what precedent cases are to the judicial system’. Leaders use
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stories not only to gain and pass on information and to inspire involvement but also as the repository of the
organization’s institutional memory (see also Gabriel 2000; Rhodes 2011).

The focus on meaning and on telling stories may seem far removed from the concerns of practitioners; thatis not
the case. Leadership is about ‘the management of meaning’ and a way of leaders ‘exerting their influence on
followers’; they ‘educate, inspire, indoctrinate and convince’ (Shamir, Dayan-Horesh, and Adler 2005, 14 and 15).
Itis ‘socially constructed through interaction’, and effective leadership ‘rests heavily on the framing of the
experience of others’ in which ‘language, ritual, drama, stories, myths and symbolic construction...play an
important role’ (Smircich and Morgan 1982: 258, 262). Rhodes (2011) reports that most, if not all, British civil
servants accept that the art of storytelling is an integral part of their work. Such phrases as: ‘Have we got our story
straight?’ ‘Are we telling a consistent story?’, and ‘What is our story?’ abound. Civil servants and ministers learn
and filter current events through the stories they hear and tell one another. Storytelling is not an example
of academic whimsy, but an integral part of the everyday practices of civil servants. Stories explain past practice
and events and justify recommendations for the future. So, research on leadership should also explore the ways in
which leaders construct their own life stories as part of an organization’s storehouse of myths and legends.

5 Conclusions

For mainstream leadership studies, its proponents concede that there is limited cumulative knowledge. Rather, we
have competing theories and eclectic methods. The study of administrative leadership mirrors the general state of
public administration. There is no single way to study administrative leadership.

Although there may be a plurality of approaches, nonetheless there are also shared concerns, most notably
around the recurring dilemmas between discretion and accountability, and responsiveness and efficiency. These
dilemmas lie at the heart of the debate about entrepreneurs versus administrative conservators; the professional
discretion of street-level bureaucrats, the responsiveness of bureaucratic elites to their political masters,
controlling bad leaders, and the problem of many hands in networks. The distinct and distinctive contribution of
public administration lies in its analysis and debates around public accountability and the public interest. Social
science’s leadership theory does not answer such questions of political theory.

The most obvious trend is for studies of administrative leadership to have a broader and broader compass. What
are the merits of increasing the scope of administrative leadership studies? The defining characteristic of
administrative leadership is its basis in the authority of the state. Any action by a person in the administrative
hierarchy that influences another person inside or outside the bureaucracy to work together becomes an example
of administrative leadership. So, street-level bureaucrats are seen as leaders. Local-level, social entrepreneurs in
a collaborative project may be emergent civic leaders, but they cannot be administrative leaders because they
are not bearers of state authority. Leadership is not a given, but socially constructed. A formal organization such
as a public bureaucracy ‘is premised upon shared meanings that define roles and authority relationships’ (Smircich
and Morgan 1982: 259). Civic leaders do not share those meanings. So, studies of administrative leadership seek
to answer questions about leadership in hierarchical organization, even when they are teasing out the contests
over meaning and resistance to the top-down views of leadership.

The study of administrative leadership has a clear core: holders of formal leadership positions in public
organizations. It also has a classic question: how do we hold such office-holders to account? As the boundaries of
the state become more opaque, then roles become blurred and the old certainties are challenged. We must follow
where we are led but heedful of the danger that, if leadership is everything, maybe itis nothing. We must not forget
where we have come from, because administrative leadership is about the constitutional and political
role of public administration in the polity; itis not just about better management.
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1 Introduction

scHoLArs taking a political psychology perspective on the study of political leadership are generally focused on
establishing the linkages between what political leaders are like and the actions and policies of the institutions they
run. They seek (1) to understand the factors that influence who becomes a political leader, (2) to explore what
characteristics of leaders are likely to affect what they do politically, and (3) to examine the conditions under which
political leaders’ personalities and experiences are likely to shape what their political units do. Itis the purpose of
this chapter to overview what has been learned in each of these three areas.

2 Who Becomes a Political Leader?

What kinds of people choose to run, or work to get themselves selected, as political leaders? How are the
decisions of those with the potential to assume such leadership positions shaped by the nature of the political
system, the recruitment process, current demographic trends, and the zeitgeist of the time? Roughly sixty years
ago, members of the scholarly and intelligence communities began wrestling with these questions, intrigued by
some work that argued people become interested in political power and, in turn, positions of political leadership to
compensate for low self-esteem (a lack of self-confidence) (Lasswell 1948). Like the authors of so many of the
guides to becoming a successful leader found in bookstores today, these researchers sought to learn whether
there was a set of traits that distinguished political leaders from their non-political counterparts. Or, if that was not
the case, could they distinguish one group of political leaders from another—for example, those in legislatures and
parliaments from those aiming to be cabinet secretaries or presidents. Armed with such information,
these students of political leadership believed that we would be able to identify people who were born to lead and
foster their careers as well as weed out those without the appropriate characteristics. In the late 1970s, this line of
research was fuelled by Burns’s (1978) description of the leadership traits that characterize transformational
leadership and by Barber’s (1977) description of the traits that define being an effective and not so effective
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president.

In general, however, the results of these types of studies proved contradictory and unsatisfactory. There was little
homogeneity among leaders. Even those who explored the social backgrounds of various political elites (e.g.
Quandt 1970; Rejai and Phillips 1983) were frustrated by the difficulties in finding consistent patterns allowing them
to relate biographical data to accession to positions of leadership. In the process, however, these same
researchers began to discover that who becomes a political leader appears to involve the interaction between
what the leader is like and the context in which the leadership is exercised. For example, they found that
individuals chose to run for offices that facilitated their particular leadership style (Browning and Jacob 1964); crisis
and non-crisis situations catapulted different types of leaders into positions of power (Stewart 1977); and the
nature of the recruitment process appeared differentially to include and exclude certain kinds of leaders (DiRenzo
1977).

At about the same time, students of both political and organizational leadership were coming to terms with the idea
that leadership is a more complicated concept than had previously been thought. Indeed, there are no leaders
without some kinds of followers; candidates are potential leaders. Even terrorist leaders must muster a group of
followers to merit the title. So part of the answer to who becomes a political leader rests with learning more about
those making the choices of who should lead. Moreover, leadership involves the relationship between those
chosen and their followers. It is an interaction or exchange between the leader and those constituents (be they
special interests, the military, party members, or the voting public) to whom he or she is accountable. Moreover,
leadership is exercised in a particular context—point in time, institutional setting, culture. The interrelationships
among these various facets of leadership were studied in different kinds of organizational environments and
evolved into what is called the contingency theory of leadership (e.g. Fiedler and Garcia 1987; Winter 1987;
Hargrove 1989). This theoretical framework emphasizes the importance of the ‘match’ between what the potential
leader is like, what relevant followers or constituents want, and what the setting calls for in understanding who is
likely to become a political leader. Let us consider several examples of what we have learned about this matching
process.

Correlations between type of political system (indicators of how democratic a government is) and national leaders’
scores on responsiveness to the political context over the last three decades are, on average, 0.56 (Hermann and
Kegley 1995; Hermann and Gerard 2009). The data suggest that there is a bias in the selection processes in these
two types of political systems favouring leaders with particular types of predispositions. There appears to be a
push in democratic cultures and institutions for voters to elect leaders who respect and respond to democratic
values, who are not only attuned to public opinion but also inclined to empower people to help shape
policy, and who concentrate their attention on building coalitions through bargaining and compromise. Electoral
politics and the institutional constraints that define democracy reward leaders who pay close attention to what their
various constituencies want and who work to win approval by representing these interests. In more autocratic and
hierarchically organized settings, leaders are more likely to be selected if they espouse and are guided by a set of
ideas, a particular cause, a problem to be solved, or an ideology. Challenging constraints or successfully tackling a
task others deem impossible becomes one way of gaining an audience with potential patrons or those who count,
as well as facilitating the mobilization of followers dissatisfied with their current lives. Political leadership involves
leaders persuading or coercing others to accept their positions and facilitates them in shaping norms and
institutions to achieve their goals.

There is also the question of who can hold a particular leadership position. In other words, what are the formal
requirements for the role (for example, age, training needed, party affiliation, political experience, time involved,
relevant networking) and what are the informal expectations about the position (for example, the amount of
influence the position affords, its flexibility, its usefulness as a stepping stone to higher office). The answers to
these questions begin to narrow the field of potential candidates (e.g. Whitney 2001; Li 2002; Bank and
Shlumberger 2004). Then there is the nature of the selection process itself. Who does the selecting (for example,
party, leader or group of leaders, electorate)? How is selection generally made (for example, cooptation,
conscription, self-nomination)? How complex is the selection process—how many steps or stages are there? What
happens in the selection process indicates the level of control that others have over who can run for the position. If
control is tight, the candidates are likely to be mirror images of those doing the selection. Loyalty, conformity, and
agreement with the political attitudes and motivations of the sponsor become important. With less control and an
emphasis on self-nomination, a wider range of points of view and leadership styles are likely to be represented

Page 2 of 11



Political Psychology

among those who choose to run; unless there are particular beliefs among those doing the electing or selecting
about the kind of leader that is sought (Taber and Lodge 2006).

Demographics and the political zeitgeist of the moment also affect who is recruited as a political leader. For
example, consider what will happen in European countries as the median age of their populations goes from 40.6—
in 2012—to the predicted 52.7 by 2050 and the percentage of their population over 60 goes from 24 per cent to 40
per cent (Economist Intelligence Unit 2011)? If this older group participates in elections in numbers even roughly
proportional to their size, they will increasingly influence not only the nature of issues given priority in party
platforms but also the types of candidates who will be viewed as viable. Large demographic groups, if they can be
mobilized, have the ability not only to set the issue agenda but also to define who can become a political leader
(Kotkin 2010).

Furthermore, research has indicated that, as we move from times of peace to those of crisis, from periods of
relative stability to those of rapid change, and from times where resources are plentiful to those when
they are scarce, different types of leaders are required of those involved in both the recruitment and the selection
processes (e.g. Hargrove 1989; Strategic Assessment Group 2003; Hermann and Gerard 2009). In more turbulent
times, constituencies as well as those playing the gatekeeper role in the recruitment process seek leaders who
have the skills needed to keep the political unit afloat—to take charge and provide the public with some sense of
security if not optimism. When the situation is less turbulent, we find both constituents and gatekeepers wanting to
be part of the process and quick to complain when their interests are not taken into account. Leaders who are
good at day-to-day politics, at listening and building consensus, become more in demand. The elections and
defeats of Winston Churchill and Charles de Gaulle are often used as examples of the relevance of the nature of
the situation for who is chosen to lead. Both men were elected to positions of power during periods of turmoil and
‘unelected’ during times of relative peace. Both were ‘take-charge’ kinds of people who were less comfortable with
the politics of consensus and compromise.

3 What Personal Characteristics of Leaders Matter?

A second question of interest to political psychologists studying political leaders focuses on which characteristics
of leaders are likely to affect what they do politically. Here we are interested in what political leaders are like. A
search of journalistic and scholarly writings on political leaders suggests five pieces of information that are
important to learn about leaders. We want to know: (1) their basic political beliefs and views on politics, (2) their
leadership style, (3) their motivation for seeking a political leadership position, (4) their reactions to stress and
pressure, and (5) certain background factors (for example, their previous political experience). In effect, leaders’
rationality is bounded by their beliefs, what they want, the ways in which they process information and define
problems, and their experiences (Simon 1985).

Beliefs

One of the most direct means of understanding the relationship between what political leaders are like and what
they are likely to urge on their followers comes through learning about their basic political beliefs—in other words,
how they view political reality. Beliefs indicate how leaders are likely to interpret their political environment and help
them chart and map the political terrain in which they are operating. Indeed, as Abelson (1986) has observed,
beliefs are like possessions and have implications for the goals and strategies that leaders will adopt as well as
what in the political environment is likely to capture their interest. Furthermore, their beliefs can become
embodied in the norms guiding the political institutions they are leading, framing what is ‘right’ and ‘wrong’
behaviour and difficult to change (e.g. Hagan 2001; Feng 2006).

In 1969, George proposed that leaders are generally guided by an ‘operational code’—a set of philosophical and
instrumental beliefs that set their parameters for action. These beliefs help to define whatis viewed as a problem
and which options are seen as viable within that particular political orientation. For instance, consider what might
be the differences in the proposals of leaders who believe that conflict is endemic to politics and those that view
conflict as generally temporary and the result of misunderstanding. For the first type, the world is full of threats,
vigilance is necessary as control and predictability are limited, and all other actors are potential rivals; whereas
with a misunderstanding, there is an opportunity to change the other’s view and, thus, to control any escalation as
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well as to establish a climate that can foster negotiation (Walker 2004). In effect, ‘instead of passively reflecting
reality’, beliefs ‘shape leaders’ perceptions of reality, acting as mechanisms...that [can] distort, block, and recast
incoming information from the environment’ (Schafer and Walker 2006: 5). Translating what George (1969)
proposed into an assessment-at-a-distance tool has allowed those studying political leaders to learn more about
the impact of a leader’s general view of political reality on leadership behaviour as well as the effects of beliefs
focused on a particular issue or target and those involved in the interaction between leaders and followers during a
crisis.

In addition to learning about what leaders believe, we need to learn how strongly they hold such beliefs. Are the
leaders so persuaded of a particular belief or world view that it becomes a dominant force in their lives, acting as a
lens through which all external events are interpreted, or are they more responsive to the environment, letting
events shape and change certain beliefs? Leaders’ beliefs have more direct impact on the leadership setting the
more resistant they are to outside influences (Thies 2006). Like the crusader of old, the leader with a strong belief
or world view seeks to convince others of his position and is likely to view much of what is happening as relevant
to the cause. Leaders whose beliefs or world views are less firmly entrenched are likely to be more pragmatic. The
nature of the situation will generally determine how firmly—and whether—such leaders press their case.

Leadership Style

Leadership style can also influence what political leaders do. The influence, however, is more indirect than that of
beliefs. Whereas political beliefs can directly impact policy, leadership style sets the tone and pattern of
leadership: how the leader interacts with those he or she is leading and how he or she acts when representing
those being led. For example, does the leader emphasize personal diplomacy and face-to-face meetings or does
he or she prefer to work through intermediaries? Does the leader tend to work with other people or does he or she
prefer to ‘go it alone’? Is there an emphasis on political rhetoric and propaganda? Does the leader have a flair for
the dramatic? Is the leader interested in studying problems in detail or satisfied with general information?
Is secrecy essential during the policy-making process? Each of these questions focuses on an element of
leadership style.

Since the beginning of the twentieth century, there is growing evidence that there are differences among leaders in
whether they respect (work within) or challenge (go around) the constraints in their environments (e.g. Keller 2005;
Kille 2006). Two recent presidents in Iran represent this difference: Khatami, president until 2005, though
charismatic, was concerned with working for change within the constraints of the political system in which he found
himself; Ahmadinejad, president from 2005 to 2013, tackled the constraints that he had to work within head-on,
willing to challenge the outside world and his own people. Data suggest that leaders willing to challenge constraints
often come to their positions with an agenda and seek ‘true believers’ as advisers to help them implement that
agenda. They are interested in controlling the flow of information; issues and events are not perceived as
important or relevant unless they pertain to or affect the implementation of their agenda. On the other hand,
leaders who focus on respecting constraints often seek out others’ perspectives, are interested in diverse
opinions, work well in a team, and focus on building consensus and working towards compromise. In effect, leaders
who focus on working within the constraints that are found in their positions of leadership are sensitive to the
context and define as well as respond to problems on a case-by-case basis, while those who challenge constraints
do so based on what they want or need—their personal predispositions.

Leadership style can have limiting effects on those working with the leader in at least two ways. First, those around
the leaders tend to cater to their stylistic preferences in order to keep open access to them. Second, there is the
doppelganger effect: thatis, political leaders tend to surround themselves with people who are their doubles—
people with similar stylistic preferences or complementary styles. They select advisers and staff with whom they
feel ‘comfortable’ and ‘compatible’ (Preston and Hermann 2004). It may mean that at times they look for a ‘team of
rivals’ while at other times a group that is loyal—all depending on their own leadership style (Greenstein 2009).

Motivation

What are a leader’s reasons for seeking a leadership position? Among the motives attributed to political leaders are
the need for power, a cause (a problem they want to fix, a philosophy they want adopted, a crisis), a sense of
obligation, the need for approval and esteem from others, the challenge of the position, the need for status and
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recognition, and the need to compensate for personal shortcomings (Winter 2002). These motives have
implications for what political leaders will do. In studying Connecticut legislators, Barber (1965) found that different
motives for becoming a member of the state legislature were associated with different kinds of legislative
behaviour. Some legislators were interested in status and recognition and used the legislature as a forum for self-
advancement; others were motivated by the need for approval and were essentially submissive in the
legislative process; still others were in the legislature out of a sense of obligation and became the moral compass
for what happened in that arena; and some were challenged by the position and became actively involved in
initiating legislation and in committee work. Studies have found similar relationships between motivation for
leadership and political behaviour in revolutionaries (Winter 2011).

In addition to influencing what they will do, leaders’ motives can drive them to seek political leadership positions
that provide them with the opportunity for satisfying their needs. Indeed, several studies have reported a match
between leaders’ motivation and the demands of the leadership role they occupy; moreover, those with the
strongest motivation tend to seek out leadership positions with the greatest likelihood of satisfying their needs (e.g.
Hermann and Gerard 2009; Winter 2010). In effect, there often appears to be a fit between what the leadership
position will enable a leader to do and what the leader wants to do.

It is tempting at this point to suggest that political leaders fail or leave their positions at least partly because their
motives are no longer compatible with the leadership position. The needs and interests of important constituents
may have changed; the leader may have misperceived an opportunity; the situation may have changed with time;
or the leader’s own needs may be different. Winter (1987) found that American presidents were more likely to be
elected if their needs matched those of the public’s at that pointin time as assessed through the mass media.
Moreover, others have found that those in leadership positions are often forced out of these positions when their
motivations and those demanded by the situation differ (e.g. Hermann and Gerard 2009; Hermann, Sakiev, and
Smith 2010).

Reactions to Stress

Leadership positions are often stressful because the situations leaders face generally involve uncertainty and high
stakes, depend on the cooperation of multiple groups and organizations, and force value trade-offs. To achieve
such positions, political leaders have had to learn to deal with stress. What happens when stress becomes higher
than usual or in situations when leaders become particularly vulnerable to stress?

A large literature has developed on political leaders’ reactions to stress (e.g. Boin et al. 2005; Hermann 2008). As
stress increases, leaders tend to reach conclusions more quickly, to focus less on the consequences of their
actions, to see the presentin terms of the past, to rely only on close associates whose opinions and support can
be counted on, and to want to take direct control of the decision-making process. These reactions resultin a
reduction in the number of options as well as the amount and kinds of information that are considered and enable
leaders to focus more on searching for support than on dealing with the situation—that is, they permit leaders to
deal with the stress by avoiding facing all the ramifications of the problem.

Not all leaders react in this fashion, however. As Robert Kennedy (1968: 81) observed about the group that
composed the ExCom during the Cuban Missile Crisis, the quality of the performances of these advisers
and cabinet members was quite varied. Some were highly creative and resourceful while others were erratic and
‘even appeared to lose their judgment and stability’. As Kennedy’s comment suggests, some leaders find stressful
situations motivating and rise to the challenge, others experience some distress in such situations and respond as
the literature indicates, while a few become debilitated and unable to act. These various types of responses have
implications for the leadership that the individual leader will provide. Thus, it is important to ascertain how a leader
usually responds to stress.

Learning how leaders are likely to respond to stress becomes particularly relevant in situations where the stress is
no longer something threatening only the group, organization, or government but is also threatening the leaders
personally—that is, they internalize the threat and their own self-esteem becomes involved. Internalization can
occur in situations that pose a threat to the leader’s position as leader, to a policy in which the leader has invested
time and political capital, to those immediately around him or to issues over which the leader has little control but
for which he will be held accountable. The Iranian hostage crisis, 9/11, and the meltdown of Wall Street in 2008
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have posed such situations for American presidents, the Arab spring to political leaders in the Middle East, and the
tsunami in the spring of 2011 to the leadership of Japan. When internalized, these situations and problems can
become all-consuming for the leaders and those they lead. Other issues are forgotten or set aside and attention
becomes riveted on dealing with the ‘life-or-death’ issue. All resources are directed towards coping with the
problem. Political leadership becomes focused, drawing the attention of all in the political unit to what is now the
leader’s problem. By studying how leaders have handled other potentially stressful situations, we gain some idea
about which threats they are likely to internalize and how they will deal with the resulting stress once the threatis
internalized.

Background Factors

Information about leaders’ backgrounds can also provide insights into the kind of leadership they are likely to
exercise. In particular, information on their first political positions, on the nature of their political experiences, and
on the political climate into which they were socialized can help us in understanding what they will do.

Barber (1977) has argued that knowledge about a political leader’s first political position provides clues about later
leadership behaviour. The nature of the position, the means by which it was acquired, and the ways in which the
leader behaved while in the position have implications for future leadership activities. In effect, in future situations
leaders fall back on the rhetoric and practices that helped them succeed the first time. Because it is the first, this
experience is often given added significance in memory and remains especially vivid. In talking over the initial
political experiences of women members of the US Senate, Whitney (2001) learned how their first political
interactions shaped not only how they considered politics but also the ways they chose to actin exercising
leadership. ‘Don’t get mad, get elected’ became their motto.

What kind of experiences have political leaders had in the kinds of positions they now hold? How similar
is the present position to others they have held? How long a tenure have the leaders had in their present positions?
The answers to these questions provide us with some ideas about the repertoire of behaviours the leaders are
likely to have as well as how concerned they will need to be with consolidating and legitimating their power as
opposed to getting on with the task at hand, how much influence the leaders will have over policy, and how much
they will have to learn on the job. With experience, leaders gain a sense of what will work and not work and also
which cues in the environment need to be taken into account and which are superfluous in specific situations
(Beer, Healy, and Bourne 2004; Preston and Hermann 2006).

Just how did the leaders acquire their present positions and why? Did they work their way through the system;
were they advanced by a patron; were they co-opted because of certain expertise or a particular set of beliefs?
This information tells us how much the leaders know about the individuals, groups, and organizations with which
they must work; how likely they are to be imbued with the organization’s norms and goals; how dependent they will
be on certain other individuals and groups; and how broad a mandate they will have to institute change. Consider
the difference between being an elected versus an appointed official.

In addition to their experiences, leaders are also products of their times. What was going on when the leader was
growing up, seeking that first job, and assuming responsibility? What were the events and ideas shaping young
people during the time that the leader was moving from adolescence through early adulthood, often the time when
political socialization is occurring most rapidly? What were the problems and issues with which people were having
to cope? As Schlesinger (2007: A23) has observed, leaders, like historians, ‘are prisoners of their own
experience’; they bring with them ‘preconceptions’ of how politics works that are characteristic of their age. In
effect, common generational experiences have an effect on those who become leaders, helping to shape the
norms and beliefs of both leaders and their constituents about the nature of the political environment. If not
completely imbued themselves with the ideas that have shaped their generation, leaders have to deal with these
ideas in their constituents to retain their positions of leadership (e.g. Strategic Assessment Group 2003; Jennings
2004).

4 When Do Leaders Matter?

The third question that political psychologists have explored with regard to political leadership focuses on the
conditions under which the characteristics of political leaders just described are likely to shape what their political
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units do. In effect, are there certain times when it becomes critical to know something about what leaders are like to
understand what is happening in the governing process? Several conditions that have received attention in the
literature revolve around (1) the ill-structured nature of most political problems, (2) the tendency for
authority to contract to leaders during crises, (3) turnover in government, and (4) the experience of the leader.

Most political problems are ill-structured and invite interpretation. As ill-structured problems, they have no ‘correct’
answer, often are laced with uncertainty regarding the nature and salience of the problem, provoke in the
policymaker a need to provide some structure or frame to what is happening, and usually involve value trade-offs
(Sylvan and Voss 1998). How policymakers define and represent the problem may or may not match how an
outside observer might view it. In fact, research (Beasley et al. 2001) has shown that, on average, around 70 per
cent of the time policymakers involved in dealing with such ill-structured problems disagree about the nature of the
problem, the options that are feasible, or what should happen. Note how the same event—11 September 2001—
was framed by leaders differently in Britain and in the United States. Tony Blair announced at the Labor Party
Conference just hours after the Twin Towers had collapsed that we had just experienced a crime against
civilization—the police and the courts were the instruments for dealing with what had happened with justice as the
goal; George W. Bush framed the event as an attack on America and pronounced a war on terror engaging the
military and calling forth nationalism. Here is where leaders’ beliefs can become like possessions, as noted earlier;
the stronger said beliefs, the more likely they are to shape any interpretation (Taber and Lodge 2006). Moreover,
how policymakers view the problem—as being a loss or a gain (things are going poorly versus well)—can shape
how risk prone or averse they are likely to be in the options and solutions they pursue (McDermott 2001).
Rationality becomes bounded by the leaders’ perceptions of reality and problems become structured in a particular
way (Chollet and Goldgeier 2002).

Research has also shown that there is a contraction of authority to those most accountable for policy in crisis
situations—to the leadership (Boin et al. 2005). Such a contraction appears to happen in decentralized as well as
centralized political organizations (Hermann and Kegley 1995). Crises are considered to involve a serious threat to
the values and interests of the political unit, provide little time for making a response, and come as a surprise (Stern
2003). Leaders and their interpretations of what is happening become important in these situations. Indeed, in a
study of eighty-one crises that were identified as such by journalists, historians, and those involved, how leaders
viewed the amount of time available to them and the degree of surprise in the situation led to different decision-
making processes (Hermann and Dayton 2009). When they viewed themselves as having little time and were
surprised (an 11 September 2001 type of event), leaders pushed to frame the event quickly; to reach consensus
rapidly on what to do; and to implement their decision with little interest in, or reaction to, feedback regarding what
they were doing—either positive or negative. They engaged in path-dependent behaviour. However, when leaders
perceived themselves to have a little more time in which to respond to what was happening, even if they were
caught by surprise (the US reaction to the Iragi invasion of Kuwait, for example), they became more innovative—
searching for information and expertise that could help them ascertain what was happening and trying to think
outside the box. Leaders’ general reactions to stress and how likely they are to internalize the crisis
situation and make it their own suggest which of these two types of decision-making processes they will pursue.
Moreover, leadership style often shapes how fast contraction of authority occurs and who becomes involved with
the leaders in dealing with the crisis (Preston 2001).

Leaders of governments often change, and with each change can come a difference in perspective regarding
politics that has the ability to influence what governments do. Consider the change froma George W. Bush to a
Barack Obama, a Sarkozy to a Hollande, a KimJong Il to a KimJong Un, a Tony Blair to a Gordon Brown. At the
least, leadership style and level of experience are different between these leaders (e.g. Kaarbo and Hermann
1998; Dyson 2006). Now note the fact that, between 1998 and 2008, the 29 Asian countries bordering the Pacific
Rim had 133 governments—on average each had 4.6 governments during this time period (Dayton et al. 2009).
Examining the leadership styles of those who came to positions of power as a result of these changes in
government, we learn that 60 per cent of those who came to their positions with a specific agenda and the
intention to control the policy-making process—they were prepared to challenge constraints—Ilost their positions
after a short period of time through votes of no confidence, calls for early elections, parties withdrawing from a
coalition, or coups. Interestingly, only 21 per cent of leaders who believed in the use of informal power and
preferred to work behind the scenes to make policy experienced such an irregular loss of power—when regime
change occurred for these leaders, it was through a regular and planned process. Furthermore, the first leadership
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style was associated with the use of repression and diversion in dealing with opposition to government policies,
while the second leadership style was associated with bargaining and accommodation (Hermann, Sakiev and Smith
2010). In effect, leadership style and strategy affected longevity in office as well as how influential the leaders’
views were on what was considered a problem and who was involved in making policy.

Experience also appears to count as an important influence on how political leaders interpret and respond to
events (e.g. Preston 2001; Beer, Healy, and Bourne 2004; Dyson and Preston 2006). With some expertise, they are
more likely to rely on their knowledge and background and to engage in situations on a case-by-case basis.
Indeed, such leaders are increasingly willing to assert, and actively advocate for, their positions in the policy-
making process, even as they quickly integrate new information into their previous knowledge base, differentiate
between relevant and irrelevant information, and make decisions using analogies based on past events. Without
expertise, leaders are more affected by their personal predispositions such as their beliefs, motivations, or
leadership style as well as led to depend on those whom they trust who have such experience. Moreover,
policymakers feel more comfortable and confident dealing with domains in which they have some expertise and
often drift towards these arenas. Consider, for example, the effects that Dick Cheney had on American foreign
policy under the two Bush presidents. President George H. W. Bush had extensive experience in the foreign policy-
making process and could differentiate between relevant and irrelevant information as well as recognize
inconsistencies in the information provided to him and exceptions to the rules—he could say ‘no’ to Cheney based
on his own knowledge and expertise. His son, President George W. Bush, came to office with litde
foreign-policy experience and very little international travel. By necessity, he viewed Cheney as an expert and
relied on his advice as well as on his own beliefs regarding the importance of the United States and democracy in
the world in making policy (Preston and Hermann 2006).

5 In Conclusion

To understand leadership, political psychologists have argued that it is important to learn not only what the leaders
involved are like but also what those they lead want and the nature of the context in which they are operating.
Leadership can change as these factors change, with consequences for who is likely to become a political leader
and for when gaining knowledge about what leaders are like will matter. From a political psychology perspective,
leadership is an umbrella concept that can be understood only be examining these ingredients in combination. As
this chapter suggests, we are currently more involved in exploring what leaders are like and are justin the initial
stages of examining the effects such characteristics can have on who becomes a political leader as well as their
impact on what the political organizations, institutions, or governments they lead do. Our challenge is to tackle the
interaction among the ingredients of leadership. The studies overviewed here suggest the payoffs that may result
from accepting this challenge.
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[-] Abstract and Keywords

Psychoanalytic theory occupies a paradoxical place both within psychology and as a theoretical framework with
which to analyse political leaders and leadership. Within psychology, the theory has evolved and deepened
considerably since it was first formulated by Freud and his immediate disciples and is now far more reflective of the
diverse range of motivations that shape and give purpose to people’s lives. On the other hand, excesses
committed by its more enthusiastic, and sometimes untrained adherents, have led to errors of reductionism
especially when applied without theoretical nuance or evidentiary prudence to political leaders. This analysis takes
the position that modern psychoanalytic theory, even when applied carefully by those trained in its use, is no
panacea for explaining every aspect of political leaders and leadership. However, it is essential for analysing some
of the central questions that have traditionally motivated this area of research. What motivates leaders to seek high
political office? To what purposes do they wish to use the power they seek? What skills and traits are instrumental
for successful leadership? When and how in a leader’'s development do they arise and become part of his or her
psychology? Finally, if leadership consists of the ‘fit’ between what a leader offers and what the public wants, then
a theoretical framework that allows us to open a window into the public’s psychology, as modern psychoanalysis
does, would seems to be not only necessary, but substantively instrumental. This chapter analyses these
theoretical and substantive issues with the context of the comparative study and ‘at a distance’ assessment of
leaders and leadership both in the presidential system of the United States and the parliamentary system of
Australia.

Keywords: psychoanalysis, psychoogical assessment at a distance, leadership, leaders.

psycHoaNALYTIC theory is unalterably associated with the seminal work of Sigmund Freud, as it should be. It was Freud,
after all, whose decades of work, spanning the years 1886-1938 and embodied in the 24 volume Standard Edition,
conceptualized, defined, refined, and applied psychoanalytic theory. Freud saw his theory as providing an
understanding of the nature of individuals’ emotional lives and the impact of these experiences on the
development of their characters and psychologies.

Freud also came to believe that his theories could provide a set of theoretical tools by which some parts of social
and political life might be better understood. He himself explored these links with papers on the use of
psychoanalytic theory in legal proceedings (Freud 1906), Social Anthropology and the nature of group emotional
ties (Freud 1913), war and peace (Freud 1915, 1919, 1933), leadership and group emotional dynamics (Freud
1921), the psychological costs and benefits of civilization (Freud 1930), and presidential and political leadership
(Freud 1939; Freud and Bullitt 1966).

Given this history and the debates that have accompanied the theory, it is not surprising that the lineage of
psychoanalytic studies of political leaders and leadership has had a long and controversial history. That history
began in 1912 when Freud himself criticized one of his followers for using his theories to ‘psychoanalyze’ an
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American presidential candidate (Prince 1912; McGuire 1978: 500), characterizing that effort as ‘absolutely
inadmissible, an infringement on privacy’. Yet, Freud himself later co-authored a controversial book on Woodrow
Wilson (Freud and Bullitt 1996) that was published after his death. Those who followed Freud and used his theory to
study leaders have sometimes descended into the abyss of absurd reductionism (deMause 1977: 28) while others’
efforts have provided illuminating insight (Lasswell 1930, 1948; George and George 1956).

Controversy some of it well deserved, notwithstanding, the premise of this chapter is that psychoanalytic theory,
generally and including a number of its variants, has a critical role to play in understanding political leaders and
leadership. Paradoxically, however, that role is limited. Not every aspect of political leadership is advanced by the
application of psychoanalytic theory. Indeed, one can say quite bluntly that there are some elements of leadership
analysis that are not amenable to it at all.

Therefore, this chapter contains no clarion calls for the automatic or obligatory application of
psychoanalytic theories to studies of political leaders and leadership. Indeed, it contains quite the opposite, a
suggestion that psychoanalytic theory be used only sparingly and in the areas in which it is theoretically and
substantively suited.

As it happens, however, these areas are central to understanding individual political leaders and how they carry
out key aspects of their leadership responsibilities. They are, as well, central to understanding the nature of
political leadership, the relationship between those who aspire to lead and those toward whom leaders’ efforts are
directed.

The psychoanalytic study of political leaders and leadership, therefore, is in the paradoxical position of having
limited utility and being absolutely essential.

1 The Psychoanalytic Analysis of Political Leadership: Structural Barriers

Any essay focused on the relationships between psychoanalytic theory and the study of political leaders and
leadership must begin by acknowledging two complicating, but nonetheless true, facts. First, the term
‘psychoanalytic theory’ is a bit of a misnomer. In reality, there are a number of quite different psychoanalytically
based theories, some of which are more useful in the analysis of political leaders than others.

Even while Freud was alive his followers expanded his theory, and that continued at a rapid pace after his death. A
partial listing of theories that qualify under this rubric would include: attachment theory (Bowlby 1969, 1973);
‘borderline’ personality organization (Kernberg 1984); culturally framed psychoanalytic theories (Fromm 1941; see
also Horney 1939); ego psychology (Hartmann 1975); identity and adulthood (Erikson 1986); interpersonal
relations (Sullivan 1953); object relations (Greenberg and Mitchell 1983; Klein 2002), narcissism (Kohut 1971,
1977); and the psychology of emotional environments (Winnicott 1986) to name but a few (Makari 2008).

Fred Greenstein’s (1969) early, prudent warning to political scientists seeking to borrow from psychology more
generally still applies more specifically to psychoanalytic theory and political leadership. Those looking for answers
to their questions about the psychological sources of a leader’s behaviour, as well as those who support him or
her, will find rival theories and unanswered questions rather than easily borrowed solutions.

Second, real training in psychoanalytic theory is time and effort intensive as George and George (1956: viii) noted
early on and is, in my view, best accompanied by personal experience with the operation of the theory in practice.
Early pioneers, and those who followed, did get first-hand training—Harold Lasswell in Vienna, Alexander George
as a fellow in Stanford’s Department of Psychiatry, Arnold Rogow as a training candidate at the New York
Psychoanalytic Institute, and Graham Little both at the Yale Political Psychology postdoctoral programme and as a
student at Chicago’s Institute for Psychoanalysis. The field has drawn, and continues to draw historians
(Loewenberg 1971a, 1971b), psychiatrists (Volkan and Fowler 2009; see also, Post 2005), and
psychologists from a number of areas within their larger fields (see Runyan 1984; Schultz 2005), yet their numbers
remain small. In its early days the small number who used psychoanalytic theory to study leaders and leadership
had had some training and/or had the familiarity that comes with having been psychoanalysed. Most of those who
made use of psychoanalytic theories, however, did not themselves receive training nor have therapeutic first-hand
experience. They were, rather, consumers and translators of Freud’s theories—with mixed results.
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Training in political psychology is now much more widely available than it was even two decades ago. There are
several full-fledged programmes providing training and an international summer institute in political psychology. Yet
almost every single political psychology programme, including the summer institute, stresses social and cognitive
psychology to the near exclusion of psychoanalytic theory. Therefore, given what is required to be really
conversant with those theories, users are more likely to borrow disparate undigested parts of psychoanalytic
theory than to be actually trained in it. These circumstances mitigate against psychoanalytic theory aspiring to
anything more in the foreseeable future than a critically important, but nonetheless niche framework to analyse
some core psychological aspects of political leaders and leadership.

Myths and Misconceptions

Since psychoanalytic theory has always held a minority position within political science, the familiarity that most
political scientists did acquire was framed though larger cultural views of it and the small number of trained
colleagues whose work they read or were aware of. This did not result in either indepth or sophisticated knowledge
of the theory, its development, or its usefulness for leadership analysis.

As a result, some of what is said about psychoanalytic theory is more caricature than fact. Perhaps the three most
common misconceptions about Freud'’s theories are that they were and remain mostly about sex (but see Adler
1927; Horney 1937; and even Freud 1914), that they are only about unconscious motivation, and that the only
important causes of adult behaviour are to be found in childhood. These mistaken assumptions often function as
‘conventional wisdom’ and are the theoretical equivalent of intact prehistoric mammoths that are excavated
periodically from the frozen tundra of Siberia. They are perfect specimens of a theoretical past that no longer
exists, and hasn’t for some time.

2 Psychoanalytic Theory and Political Leadership: The Basic Model Revisited

As refined as psychoanalytic theory became during Freud'’s lifetime and as refined as it subsequently became,
there are certain basic tenets that are accepted by almost all who are conversant with the theory. All
psychoanalysts accept the existence of unconscious motivation. All accept the importance of early experience as
a foundation of an individual’s psychology, but not its sole determinant. And all psychoanalysts accept the view
that individuals develop stable and understandable patterns of adult functioning which reflect how they have been
able to integrate into their psychologies and identities their experiences, skills, and circumstances beginning in
childhood but extending across adolescence into early and later adulthood.

The Character Patterns of Political Leaders: Ambition Observed

The development of psychological patterns is a particularly important core tenetin psychoanalytic theories. Itis
the basis for being able to observe patterns in a political leader’s behaviour that are accessible to direct
observation and that have their origin in basic elements of character. Character, as | have noted (Renshon 2008b),
is a vertical psychological concept, not solely a horizontal one. That s, the effects of character are evident
throughout an individual’s individual’s psychological functioning.

Character is not only found in the deepest recesses of an individual’s psyche, but in the everyday world of
accessible and observable behaviour. An individual’'s values and ideals that help provide a guide through life and
the capacity to sustain fidelity to them (the domain of character integrity), the level and means by which persons
pursue their life purposes (the domain of ambition), and how individuals organize their interpersonal relationships
(the domain of relatedness) are often manifestly evident, even to untrained observers, although theory and training
helps us to make sense of what we might see.

Consider the character element of ambition. In ordinary life, ambition is the fuel that powers self-realization and that
in turn is a key building block of self-regard and self-confidence. Itis also the life’s blood of leadership
performance, providing the motivational foundation of the purpose and direction that underlie a political leader’s
policy choices. That much seems obvious regarding leadership ambition, but that said, just what, exactly, can
psychoanalytic theory contribute?

Its major contributions here lie in providing the theoretical tools for mapping and understanding the ways in which

Page 3 of 13



Psychoanalytic Theories

leaders exercise political power, the nature and especially the purpose of their policy and political initiatives, and
the relation of their ambitions to their core political identities.

Why Do Political Leaders Seek Power?

Why leaders seek power, and what they do with it once they get it, are among the oldest and most important
questions that can be asked of political leaders. Harold Lasswell’s early answer (1930; see also Lasswell 1948)
drawing on work by Alfred Adler (1927) was that the relentless pursuit of political power reflected an
effort to overcome a leader’s low estimates of self. Such leaders became specialists in accumulating power, though
not necessarily successful in exercising it. George and George’s detailed study of Woodrow Wilson (George and
George 1956) suggested that when such leaders invested heavily in particular policies and were thwarted by
opposition, they tended to take it very personally and become rigid and ultimately politically self-destructive.

Yet, while political power can provide some compensation for low or labile self-esteem, the demanding rigours of
reaching the top tiers of political life would seem to make this enormous effort problematic. After all, at this level,
opponents are legion, major victories rare, and easier more rewarding pursuits readily available. These caveats
raise the question of whether most, or even many political leaders fit Lasswell’s ‘political man’ type and formulation.
Research is accumulating that they do not.

Itis increasingly clear for example, that some political leaders to seek power to validate high estimates of self
rather than compensate for feelings of low self-esteem. Presidents in this category, like Bill Clinton (Renshon 2008a)
and Barack Obama (Renshon 2012) grew up and accumulated a record of achievement, whether earlier (Clinton)
or later (Obama) in their developmental histories, in which their skills were mostly equal to, or even outmatched,
their circumstances and they gained the legitimate expectation of success. In these cases, the attainment and
exercise of political power is viewed as a natural and legitimate consequence of their talents.

Yet, even those who gain and feel they deserve their political power must figure out what to do with it. Bill Clinton for
all his intelligence, policy knowledge, and political skills had no driving ambition to bend the country’s domestic and
foreign policy premises (paradigms) to his singular ambitions. Indeed his whole governing strategy, triangulation,
was a method for preserving left-centre policies in the context of public fatigue with ‘big government’ solutions. His
famous characterization of his stance towards affirmative action (‘mend it don’t end it'), abortion (‘safe, legal, and
rare’) and large-scale government programmes (‘the era of big government is over’) make this abundantly clear.

President Obama on the other hand, whose ambition blossomed late, made repeatedly clear during his campaign
and his first four years of office that he wanted to ‘transform’ America, and he meant it (Renshon 2012: 75-98).

At the start of the Obama Presidency, the country’s economic circumstances had improved a litde from dire to
extremely difficult. The public uniformly wanted the president to focus on the economy and specifically on creating
jobs. However, Mr Obama had other plans including passing an historic healthcare plan, putting into place far-
reaching environmental legislation (cap and trade), regulating the financial sector, reforming education policy, and
passing comprehensive immigration reform.

Some of the president’s closest advisors, among them Secretary of the Treasury Timothy Geithner, urged him to
delay his transformative initiatives and focus on the economy to which the president replied: ‘That’s not enough
for me’ (Calmes 2011, emphasis added).

The president’s pursuit of his ambitions resulted in a calamitous set of Democratic Party losses during the 2010
midterm elections. Having won reelection, the major question of his second term is whether he will still see
transformation as the key to his historical legacy and standing, or whether he will chose to find common ground
with a still powerful Republican House majority that will result in more bipartisan, incremental deal making.

Leadership’s Real Ambitions: Hidden in Plain Sight?

The psychoanalytically inspired search for leaders’ conflicted power motivations (compensation or validation) may
well have obscured a far more common one—the desire to simply do a good job (Renshon 2014). Such leaders are
not primarily motivated by the effort to overcome any personal inadequacies. They are not motivated primarily by
the desire to demonstrate their unique, and superior, qualifications for office. They are instead motivated by a
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combined desire for public service, a wish to leave their mark, and a sincere, but not grandiose set of convictions
about why their leadership would matter. In the United States, their names are found among the modal ranks of
presidential leadership: Dwight D. Eisenhower, John F. Kennedy, Lyndon B. Johnson, Richard M. Nixon, Gerald Ford,
George H. W. Bush, Jimmy Carter, Bill Clinton, and George W. Bush.

Some of these leaders were more successful politically than others, taking into account the basic metric of
reelection. Some might even be considered transformational in one specific arena, domestic (LBJ) or foreign policy
(GWB), but even these two presidents did not begin their quest for the presidency with the ambition to be
transforming. They became transformative in responding to unusual political circumstances. In Johnson’s case, the
political opportunity that arose after the tragic death of John F. Kennedy and in Bush's case America’s dire
circumstances after the 9/11 terrorists attacks.

Some scholars, like Burns (1966), deride presidents and leaders like those in the larger list above as transactional,
comparing them unfavourably with transformative leaders. However, having a keen eye for political common
ground while retaining personal principles and a capacity for building specific and perhaps shifting policy coalitions
has the virtue of allowing mature capitalist/democratic societies to bridge the many elements—cultural, economic,
ethno/racial, and political, of which they consist in the search for balanced and effective progress on the issues
leaders now face.

Psychoanalytic approaches to political leadership, while being concerned with compensatory and validating
ambition, may well have overlooked the more usual and perhaps equally important core contributions of leaders
with a preference for getting things done rather than building grand policy monuments to their ambition.
Furthermore, psychoanalytic approaches may also have underestimated how changes in political circumstances,
for example, a more diverse citizenry, provide one illustration of the ways in which the times set the psychological
stage for the kinds of leaders who can be successful—in this case those who can find common ground with those
they seek to lead.

Psychoanalytic Theory and the Adulthood of Political Leaders

Sceptics may legitimately ask: if psychoanalytic theory offers a paradigm that extols the crucial importance of
childhood, how is it useful for the study of political leadership which, after all, takes place almost
exclusively in adulthood? The answer to that question lies in the post-Freudian development of psychoanalytic
theory, and more specifically the work of Eric H. Erikson. Erikson’s major contribution was to develop a theory of
the eight stages of man, which stretches from early childhood though the very last stages of adult life. Important for
our purposes here is that he illustrated the power and importance of adult life with two major biographies of
important political leaders—one of Martin Luther (1958) and the other of Mahatma Gandhi (1969).

Erikson’s study of Luther is entitled Young Man Luther (1958) (emphasis added) that immediately propels the
analysis into early adulthood. Luther’s historical stature came about not because of his intra-psychic conflicts, of
which he had many, but rather because his emotional and religious doubts reflected ‘a political and psychological
vacuum which history had created in a significant portion of Western Christendom’ (Erikson 1958: 15). In short,
some of his conflicts were in part an embodiment of the larger conflicts surging through the culture in which he was
born. The solution to his identity crisis came in the form of a new and paradigm-breaking theology and led to a
transformative moment in Western history, The Reformation. Itis thus that psychological conflict, historical
moments and the possibility of transformation, and the determined, resilient, and creative response of singular
individuals can become a recipe for ‘greatness’.

Erikson’s (1969) Gandhi focuses on The Event, a local labor dispute in Ahmedabad in 1918 when Gandhi was
forty-nine years old. That strike marks the beginning of Gandhi’s use of fasting and non-violent resistance as tools
of moral leadership. In using this event as a springboard to explore Gandhi’'s past and his future as an iconic leader
of historical stature, Erikson pushes psychoanalytic theory directly into mid-life adulthood. He also demonstrates
again the ways in which intra-psychic conflicts, though very real, are not crippling impediments to creative
leadership solutions that bridge a historical gap between status quo politics and major unresolved political
problems like decolonization.

However, we see the importance of adulthood not only in the lives of transformational political leaders like Luther
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and Gandhi, but also in more ‘ordinary’ political leaders as well. Thatis because every successful political leader
must forge a personal and political identity to help them navigate the swirling currents of public life and to help the
public know where they stand. Of necessity, this critical leadership element is the work of adulthood.

James David Barber (1992: 7-8) called our attention to the importance of a future president’'s ‘first independent
political success’. Barber defined this term somewhat broadly as the period when a future president ‘found himself’
and ‘moved beyond the detailed guidance of his family, then his self-esteem was dramatically boosted; then he
came forth to be reckoned with by other people.’

However, a leader’s political style can sometimes take a long period to develop and consolidate. This is in parta
function of career choices. President Obama did not run for and win political office until 1997 by which time he was
34 years old. Moreover, based on the evidence, Obama’s political style did not really develop and consolidate until
he had served several terms as a state legislator.

In any event, the fusion of a leader’s ambition with a style that reflects a core personal and political
identity is at one and the same time a character element occupying a central place within a leader’s core
psychology and one thatis inescapably tied to adulthood. And of course, that style has implications for the kinds of
political leadership that a person does and can provide, and its fit with the views and needs of those who will help
him gain office or power.

Political Leaders: Psychoanalytic Theory and Embedded Patterns

There is one more element needed to complete our analysis of the basic psychoanalytic model. Thatis the
understanding that psychological traits and characteristics are layered and also embedded within a leader’s
overall psychology. The concept of ‘layered’ refers to the fact that psychological characteristics have an origin
and then develop over time. They often mature with the addition of developing skills and learning experience.
Political leaders, and their psychologies, therefore are not essentially children dressed up in adult clothes.

The concept of embedded patterns is a critical but often missed aspect of psychoanalytic theory. No
psychological characteristic stands alone. Trait theorists subscribe to a form of binary psychology. They write as if
a leader’'s characteristics are either there or not, causally important or not, always consistent in their operation and
effects or not. As a result, trait theorists often treat specific personality elements of political leaders as if they exist
apart from and unconnected to other psychological characteristics. They do not.

Consider the leadership skill of intelligence. Itis a well-founded view that some level of ‘intelligence’, the capacity
to assemble, understand, and have the good judgement to choose fitting courses of action, is a desirable
characteristic for political leaders. There is even empirical research (Simonton 2006) supporting the idea that
intelligence in presidents is correlated with other desirable political characteristics.

Let us leave aside the substantial measurement issues that affect such studies. Let us also assume that
independent data and verification are available to confirm the lists that many make of our ‘most intelligent
presidents’, and also those who have been seen as ‘dim bulbs’. If we took as examples two presidents frequently
ranked as highly intelligent, Bill Clinton and Barack Obama, what would we discover?

Our first obvious discovery would be that intelligence is a trait in the service of ambitions, ideals, and the
willingness to take risks to reach one’s political goals. Bill Clinton knew a great deal about policy and politics but
had a great deal of difficulty coming to a conclusion and sticking with it (Renshon 2008a). Nor is intellectual
capacity synonymous with good judgement. Clinton’s putative intelligence did not keep him from taking up a
presidency-altering dalliance with a young vulnerable White House intern.

The same mismatch between reputed intelligence and good political or policy judgement can be found in President
Obama (Remnick 2010). His intelligence did not keep him from pursuing his transformative policy ambitions in the
face of widespread public opposition to them and the public insistence that he concentrate instead on
the economy. Indeed, a case could be made that it was exactly Obama’s own confidence in his intellectual abilities
and judgement that led him to disregard public sentiment and plunge full speed ahead.

In short, leadership traits and characteristics do not existin a psychological or political vacuum. And it is
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psychoanalytic theory thatis uniquely positioned to help make sense of their relationships.

3 Unconscious Motivation and the Analysis of Political Leadership

The role of unconscious motivation is central to Freud’s theory and certainly to the therapy that bears his name.
This puts those who wish to use psychoanalytic theory to study political leaders in an odd position. On one hand
unconscious motivation is a key element of the theory. On the other hand, the search for unconscious motivation
in the behaviour of political leaders has more than occasionally led to rampant and, as | will argue below,
unnecessary speculation. The unconscious motivation of political leaders therefore occupies a paradoxical and
ironic position. It obviously exists. Political leaders are not exempt from the general consequences of
developmental psychological experiences. On the other hand political analysts, even if they are trained in Freud's
theories, have no psychotherapeutic access to a leader’s unconscious. If they are untrained itis even less
legitimate to attempt uniformed speculations. What then to do?

The answer begins with uncovering the patterns of a leader’s choices, over time and across circumstances. Each
significant choice reflects a distillation of a leader’s ambitions, understanding of the circumstances, risk
assessment and comfort with risk, and the patterns of successful strategies that they have developed for use in
similar circumstances in the past. There is nothing mysterious about the development of observable behavioural
patterns in political leaders. They develop because they are consistent with the leader’s skills, aspirations, and
experiences. And in politics, as in other walks of life, these must reflect some assessment of circumstances’
requirements for success.

Leadership style is related to personal and political identity and they too develop out of individual ideals and past
successes. They too become consolidated and stable over time, even if that includes the capacity for a certain
amount of situational expediency. And patterns of policy understanding and conviction also develop in political
leaders over time.

Itis likely that all these leadership elements are influenced to some degree by unconscious motivations. Certainly
the sources, development, and meaning of ambition owe some portion of their nature to emotion-laden experiences
and choices in a person’s past, of which he or she may not be aware. The same might well be said of the style that
a leader develops to reflect the personal and political identity he or she prefers and which has proved
successful. Itis also likely that a leader’s policy outlook owes something to the emotionally-based assumptions or
attachments that have become fused with a leader’s basic worldview, identity, and style. These too are likely to
have deeper emotional roots than the immediate requirements of political circumstance.

How then should one inquire about the ‘deeper’ sources of these leadership elements? The answer is with extreme
caution. Those who use the theory should be amply conversant with it as they assemble a hopefully wide array of
documentable facts with which to support their inferences and interpretations.

Political Success Among the Ruins: A Cautionary Tale

The need for extreme caution when inquiring into the possible unconscious motivation of a political leader is
necessary for several obvious reasons. Among them is the fact that in real life, that kind of material becomes
evidentin the interplay between an analyst and his or her patient only over a long period of time, as they both
grapple with the nature and causes of the patterns that have led the patient into treatment in the first place. The
origin and nature of these issues are often very complex because they are intertwined with other emotional and
motivational issues, and of course with other important parts of a patient's character elements or the psychological
traits associated with them.

Unconscious motivation per se, in and of itself, is not necessarily detrimental to overall well-being or capacity. It
depends on what those conflicts are, how central they are to the person’s psychology and what other ‘balancing’
factors have been developed. This means that a political leader’s inner emotional conflicts and maladaptations,
whatever their nature and origin, often exist side by side with enormous skills and accomplishments. After all, these
leaders would hardly be in a political position to merit our attention if that weren’t the case.

Of course political leaders can and do make motivated mistakes, sometimes very large ones. And these often
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reflect patterns that can be directly traced to aspects of their psychology and the developmental experiences that
helped to consolidate it. Even so, scrupulous care must be taken in such analyses to take account of motivational
complexity, to develop carefully the observational basis for patterns across time while being sensitive to
circumstance, and while doing so to build a solid evidentiary case.

There is probably no better example of the virtues of this kind of analysis than the Georges’ book on Woodrow
Wilson (1956). In that meticulously-researched analysis, the Georges detailed Wilson’s prodigious ambition,
intelligence, and skills that led him to become, in short order, president of Princeton University, Governor of New
Jersey, and President of the United States. They are equally painstaking in detailing how, in each of those positions,
for all that Wilson accomplished, he became enmeshed in a fight to the finish, which he lost, over his insistence
that each and every aspect of his plans be accepted as is, without qualification.

The Georges link this pattern of Wilson’s demands for absolute and complete compliance to his proposals with his
difficult relationship with his father, who demanded no less of young Woodrow Wilson. There is ample
evidence presented regarding the nature of that relationship and the ways in which the principal setbacks in each
of the three stages of Wilson’s illustrious career featured men at the head of the opposition to his plans who
resembled his father in important ways. This apparently triggered in Wilson an insistence to have it done his way,
or else. And in the case of the Graduate School design and location at Princeton, and the ill-fated League of
Nations initiative this insistence led to the political defeat of these plans.

Yet Wilson was no psychological automaton helplessly acting out his inner compulsions. He was a smart, skilled,
and accomplished person who held major intellectual and political positions before becoming president. And he
accomplished much of significance in each of those positions, along with his self-generated major setbacks. As
George and George note:

While burdened with serious, at times crippling temperamental defects, Wilson was capable in many types
of situations of behaving expediently in pursuit of his political objectives and of acting creatively and
constructively in political life. The impressive success that Wilson was able to achieve as President of
Princeton, Governor of New Jersey, and President of the United States, it emerged, were due in no small
measure to the fact that he was able to adapt the driving ambition and energy engendered by personal
maladjustment into an effective pattern of leadership.

(George and George 1956: 318)

Wilson’s success, like his failures, were related to the nature of the political time and circumstances in which he
operated, an important point. For example, the Georges note that his ‘hard driving, essentially autocratic
leadership’ seemed suitable for a period ‘which favored political reforms and strong leadership’. That formula
worked better for Wilson as Governor of New Jersey than it did for him as president, and in fact his expectation that
he would be able to replicate his political successes with the same authoritarian style may have been part of the
problem.

Is the Analysis of Unconscious Motivation in Political Leaders Necessary?

It is always possible to attribute an unconscious motivation to a political leader, butis it necessary? Consider the
earlier analysis on Barack Obama’s transformational ambitions and his clear choice to focus on grand policies
consistent with them at the expense of a more prosaic focus on a stumbling economy and jobs. Itis certainly the
case that Obama willfully disregarded repeated warnings from his advisers and public opinion data that the broad
American electorate did not share his ambitions, but he went ahead anyway.

Obama was certainly aware that in pursuing transformational ambitions in political circumstances that were not
hospitable to them was the cause of his father’s similar failure in Kenya. Indeed, Obama had said of his father that
he ‘had returned to his native Kenya bursting with intellect and ambition, only to devolve into an
embittered bureaucrat because he couldn't find a way to reconcile his ideals with political realities’ (quoted in
Secter and McCormick 2007, emphasis added; see also Obama 2004: 39, 344).

Based on this evidence, one could speculate that the president had an identification with his father and his failed
transformation efforts and sought, unconsciously, to replicate it. That's one way to understand what Obama chose
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to do during his first two years in office, but a moment’s thought leads to the conclusion that while that idea may be
possible, itis not particularly plausible.

First, there is no evidence of this pattern when Obama served in the lllinois House of Representative and the United
States Senate. That may be because the presidency was the first executive office that Obama occupied, but still
the lack of some indication of this dynamic earlier in Obama’s life is inconsistent with its supposed unconscious
power.

Second, there is a formulation that better fits the facts as they have been developed and which has a great deal
more evidence to support it. That is the hypothesis that part of Obama’s transformative ambition was an effort to
redeem his father’s failed legacy. Among the evidence for this is Obama’s (2004) moving narrative of his
relationship and graveside reconciliation with his real father and the myth he had been fed while growing up, the
many conversations he had with those close to him about the weight of his father’s failed legacy on him (NPR 2004;
see also Mendell 2007: 40), and Obama’s view repeated over many years with different people that, ‘Every man is
either trying to live up to his father’'s expectations or making up for his mistakes’ (Obama 2006: 11).

In reality, the trajectories of Obama and his father do resemble each other. They do so, however, because of some
very basic psychological similarities and not because of unconscious motivation. Both men were extremely smart
and accomplished and had extraordinary confidence in their own abilities. Both men strongly desired, and believed
they were destined, to leave their mark on their respective countries. Both undertook transformative initiatives
without building the necessary public or political support for them. In consequence, both suffered politically
because they had done so.

The above analysis is an illustration of using a political psychology theory that relies on observable, not
unconscious, character elements embedded in visible political circumstances. It does not rely on unconscious
motivation; it does rely on accumulating patterns of available facts.

4 The Internationalization of the Psychoanalytic Analysis of Political Leadership: The Australian
Dimension

We live in a globalized age, and it is fortunate for the psychoanalytic study of political leaders and leadership that
we do. In this age of globalization it is not surprising that scholarship, as well as people and capital, migrate.
Ironically that may just be one of the modern developments that help rescue a venerable, threatened,
but essential intellectual tradition.

The ease of global travel, the instantaneous transmission of papers and commentary, and the increasing ease and
global range of scholarly collaborations have all widened the playing field for a variety of subjects and the
psychoanalytic study of leaders is one of them. Small groups of scholars can now more easily develop their own
networks both within their own countries and worldwide. The United States, which was the home of many
psychoanalytic theorists of political leadership, no longer needs to be or is the sole incubator or centre of such
work.

We can see this in the career and leadership theories of Australian Graham Little. His mentor, Alan F. Davies (1966,
1981), introduced him to ‘political psychology’, and this then led to a trip to the United States to gain more training
and undertake his own psychoanalysis (Brett 2009). Once home he was sustained in his interests, throughout, by
the Melbourne Psychosocial Group and the support of his own academic department, Political Science, at the
University of Melbourne.

His formulations on leaders and leadership (Little 1970, 1973, 1985, 1988) are unique in taking quite seriously the
relationship between the two terms. His formulation of leadership begins with his three leadership types—strong
leaders, group leaders, and inspiring leaders. The first and third correspond roughly to their general meaning—
decisiveness in the service of ‘getting things done’ is the hallmark of the first (1985: 3), while communication, ‘of
his own gifts and ideas,’ ‘energy and hopefulness’ is the essence of third (1985: 4). Between inspiration and
accomplishment lies the group leader whose raison d’étre is ‘establishing or deepening solidarity’ (1985: 3),
presumably in societies whose common ground is fraying or otherwise in danger.

Two of these three types have long intellectual pedigrees. However, the more novel formulation and appearance of
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the ‘group leader’ may well reflect a new development in large multi-racial, multi-ethnic Western liberal
democracies in which finding common ground for civic and political solutions to pressing problems is becoming
increasingly difficult regardless of the inspiration or determination of political leaders.

One important contribution of Little’s theory of leadership is that it shifts the focus to the psychological
underpinnings of leaders’ support. The basic connection is a similarity of purpose. In Little’'s words, ‘like finds like...
the leader attracts followers and is drawn to a following because their projects are the same’ (1985: 10). Little’s
theory makes leaders and their supporters (my preferred term) partners, not exactly equal, but not wholly
hierarchical either. Moreover, supporters themselves are aware of this common enterprise, both with regard to the
leader and to like-minded supporters. This represents a useful advance beyond Freud’s hierarchical view (1921)
that followers were individually connected to the leader, but not with each other.

Although Little relies extensively on Wilfred Bion’s (1961) classic work on groups, another way of understanding his
formulation is that every successful leader, of whatever type, is in Kohut's (1971) terms, a selfobject for his or her
supporters. That is, the leader’s essential purpose and his or her capacity to achieve it provides a possible answer
to as yet unfulfilled aspects of the supporter’'s psychology, hopes, or fears.

Little’s innovative theoretical efforts lead us to a new and more useful understanding of the emotional
compact that exists between leaders and their supporters. That compact, based on supporter’s hopes and the
leader’s capacity to successfully engage them, is the often unseen foundation of what we are accustomed to
thinking of as the normal give and take of political life—parties, issues, demographic groups, and so on. Implicit in
this formation is that those more familiar themes have, in their underlying origin, a powerful emotional foundation.

5 Conclusion

The future of psychoanalytic theories of leaders and leadership seems destined to occupy an important but
indirect role. Mastering the theories requires no less training than before, limiting the number of scholars who are
likely to undertake it. Still, as the examples cited herein suggest, theoretical entrepreneurs with an interest in what
lies beneath the easily observable and measureable behaviour of leaders and their supporters can gain the
necessary theoretical and practical experience to develop our understanding of the patterns that shape both.

The core insights of psychoanalytic theory—the importance of experience in developing consolidated patterns of
behavioural choice, and individual psychology as a reflection of dynamically interrelated elements are now firmly
embedded in most political and social scientists’ understanding, even if they themselves are not trained or
conversant in detail with psychoanalysis’ particular theories.

However, the importance of these theories does not lie solely in the acceptance of their basic premises as part of
legitimate conventional wisdom. The power and importance of political leaders means that it is legitimate on the part
of those who are affected by their actions to wish to understand just who, really, these people are, and not just to
be satisfied with accepting who they claim to be.

What kinds of leadership are they are likely or able to provide? Can they live up to public wishes for strong,
principled leadership? Do they have the skills to get things done? Do citizens and leaders share common
purposes?

These important questions are difficult to answer without analysis that looks to a leader’s psychological patterns,
their development, and the ways in which they manifest themselves in the context of actual political leadership. Nor
can these core questions be answered without closely attending to what citizens, be they supporters or opponents
of a leader, hope that their country’s politics and policies will reflect.

Certainly, the use of psychoanalytic theories for such analyses is no guarantee of success. On the other hand,
asking such large and central questions and not making use of the variety of theories that might well provide
important substantive traction on themiis likely to be a recipe for failure.

Analysing political leadership without psychoanalytic theory is tantamount to deciding to build a house on
quicksand. The superstructure may look good when it is finished, and its specifications may appear
exacting, butits usefulness is likely to rapidly sink.
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[-] Abstract and Keywords

This chapter reviews a range of social psychological approaches, such as transactional models, transformational
models and social identity models, which analyse leadership in terms of the interactions between leaders and
followers. Following the social identity approach, the authors show how leadership needs to be understood as a
relationship between leaders and followers within a social group, and hence that effective leadership is a form of
social identity management. They then dissect the various dimensions of this management process. Skilled
leaders need actively to construe themselves as embodying the norms and values of the group, they need to
construe their acts as being in the interests of the group, and they need to be effective in translating group norms
and priorities into practical realities. The authors conclude by arguing that the relationship between leadership and
democracy depends upon the relative weight accorded to leaders and followers in defining the group identity and
hence the priorities for group action.

Keywords: Leadership, leaders, followers, transactional leadership, transformational leadership, social identity

1 Introduction

THROUGHOUT history, leaders and leadership have been viewed with both fascination and revulsion. On the one hand,
as Freud wrote, leaders seem to have ‘a mysterious and irresistible power’ sometimes called ‘prestige’. He
continues: ‘[plrestige is a sort of domination exercised over us by an individual, a work or an idea. It entirely
paralyses our critical faculty, and fills us with astonishment and respect’ (1949: 21). He further notes ‘[plersonal
prestige is attached to a few people, who become leaders by means of it, and it has the effect of making everything
obey them as though by the operation of some magnetic magic’ (1949: 22). In this period, Freud was but one of
many—the great German sociologist, Max Weber, amongst them—who looked to such strong dominant leaders as
heroes who would save society from a dull, mechanical lifeless future.

One should be careful about what one wishes for, however. In the middle of the last century the strong leaders
came and, far from saving us, dragged us into the abyss. Fascination gave way to revulsion. Strong leaders began
to be seen in terms of psychopathy rather than heroism—as individuals whose desire to dominate and subjugate
others must reflect some psychological disturbance (see, for instance, Pick (2012) on allied speculations about
Hitler's psyche). As so often happens, however, a dramatic shift on the surface concealed important continuities
beneath.

On the one hand, even if leaders were pathologized rather than glorified, the relationship between the leader and
the led was still viewed as one of domination. Indeed, one of the signs of pathology was precisely the desire to
dominate over others. This leaves us with the question of whether strong and effective leadership is necessarily at
odds with democracy. Is ‘will' necessarily a zero-sum game such that the more a leader exerts his or her will, the
less say the masses have? Or is it possible for each to facilitate the other? This question, one of profound
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psychological and political significance, of course, is one to which we will return once we have
discussed the various social psychological approaches to the study of leadership.

Leadership, on the other hand, whether for good or for evil, continued to be conflated with the leader. That s, the
ability to sway the masses—in more mundane terms, to exert influence—was seen as deriving entirely from the
nature of the source. This led to a quest to isolate the (remarkable) qualities which allow some (remarkable) people
to move other more ordinary people. There may be differences as to what those qualities are. There may be a
difference in the value set on those qualities, but there is agreement as to where to look for these qualities. So, for
a very long time the study of leadership remained restricted to the study of eminent men (and the occasional
woman or two).

Indeed this is an approach that goes back millennia, to Plato and beyond, and to the idea that society should be
run by that tiny minority of exceptional individuals who excel in intellectual, moral, and even physical qualities
(Plato 1993). Originally such notions were illustrated by biographical and historical anecdotes. The psychometric
techniques of the twentieth century allowed for more systematic investigations of the quality of leaders, and this led
to an explosion in the amount of research. An influential review by Ralph Stogdill in 1948 examined 148 studies.
Another review by Richard Mann in 1959 encompassed over 500 studies. Both came to a similar conclusion. There
is precious little evidence that there are any qualities which mark out leaders. Overall, the highest proportion of
leadership performance explained by any characteristic (that being intelligence) was 5 per cent—and recent
research suggests that even this may be a generous estimate (Judge, Colbert, and llies 2004).

This impasse led to a relative decline in the quest for general leadership characteristics, although in recent years
the field has been reinvigorated by two developments. The firstis a shift away from intellectual and moral to
emotional qualities. Although the issue remains fiercely contested, there is some evidence that the ability to
understand, to care about, and to empathize with others—to demonstrate ‘motional intelligence’—is an important
quality of leaders (Antonakis 2003; Rosete and Ciarrochi 2005). The second is a shift from measuring the qualities
of leaders to measuring perceptions of leadership qualities. Thus, for instance, a leader may not need to be
intelligent, but it helps to be seen as intelligent (Lord, Foti, and De Vader 1984; Rubin, Bartels, and Bommer 2002).

Even as this work revives personality approaches to leadership, however, it marks a subtle but critical shift away
from them. It begins, at least implicitly, to broaden the focus of leadership research beyond the leader alone. Thus,
empathy may well be a quality, but it is about the ability to form relationships with others and hence necessarily
brings these others into the analysis. These others move even more to centre-stage when one deals with
perceptions, for here the focus shifts from how the leader relates to his constituency to how the constituency
relates to the leader. At this point, if any quality is essential to leadership, it is the ability to shape the way others
see you—or, as the British comedian, Bob Monkhouse, quipped, ‘[T]he secret of success is sincerity. Once you
can fake that, you've got it made.’

Nonetheless, despite both the empirical problems and the conceptual problems, there was still a great
reluctance to give up on the search for those qualities which make for great leaders. If it proved hard to find any
quality (or qualities) which make for effective leadership in any situation, the obvious fallback position was to argue
that the qualities which make for effective leadership differ from situation to situation. The search then became
modified and researchers began to ask what qualities are demanded in which situations. Such so-called
‘contingency models’ dominated the field for some three decades from the 1950s. There were many such models,
the best known of which was Fielder’s (1964, 1978) ‘least preferred co-worker’ (LPC) theory. The model is rather
complex, and the exact meaning of some of its constructs is open to debate. Its essence, however, is that
unambiguous situations (where everything is good or everything is bad) demand leaders who are focused on the
task, whereas ambiguous situations (in which some elements are good and some bad) demand leaders who are
focused on people. Again, however, evidence for this model (and indeed contingency models more generally)
proved elusive. Although Fiedler himself produced data that are consistent with his model, others were less
successful. A meta-analysis which included studies of over a thousand groups provided only limited support
(Schriesheim, Tepper, and Tetrault 1994). Evidence from real world (as opposed to laboratory) studies was
particularly weak.

In brief, contingency theory, like ‘great men’ theories proved to be a cul-de-sac. Only once that became apparent
did it become possible to argue for a new direction of research. Only then was it possible to discard entirely the
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notion that leadership is the study of leaders. Only then could the focus widen so as consistently to encompass
followers as well as leaders. Only then could leadership studies be understood clearly as the study of a social
relationship. This was the true starting point for a social psychology of leadership.

2 The Leader-Follower Relationship: Transactional and Transformational Models

Theories of leader—follower relationships come in a wide range of varieties, but can be grouped into two broad
strands. The first consists of transactional models which essentially conceptualize leadership in market terms—as
an exchange in which each party provides something that is valued and needed by the other.

Some transactional approaches focus on the equity of this exchange, showing how problems arise when one side
is seen to benefit far more than the other (Hollander 1985). This has strong contemporary relevance insofar as a
host of studies in different domains (academia, sports, politics, industry) show that when the highest paid members
of an organization get disproportionately more than the lowest paid, then a sense of inequity will arise
which undermines the influence of those at the top and the commitment of those at the bottom (e.g. Cowherd and
Levine 1992; Hollander 1995).

Other transactional approaches, notably leader-member-exchange (LMX) theory, focus on issues of quality. Thus,
the more each party believes that the other is genuinely concerned with their interests—as opposed to simply
being part of a contractual relationship—the more effective that leadership will be (Graen and Uhl-Bien 1995).

Yet other approaches focus upon on the different forms of power which allow leaders to satisfy the needs of their
followers (Kerr and Jermier 1978; Bailey 1980) and the conditions under which leaders are able to use some forms
of power (for example, the ability to provide rewards) as opposed to others (for example, providing respect). The
key premise is that the more a leader is able to amass resources and to deploy them appropriately, the more
effective he or she will be.

At root, though, the strength of these approaches is also their weakness. An analysis of leadership in terms of a set
of cost-benefit analyses by the various parties involved clearly chimes with a much more general attempt across
the human sciences to explain behaviour in terms of economic rationality. As with all such approaches, however,
the problem lies in the ability to define a priori what constitutes a cost and what constitutes a reward, especially as
the different parties may have very different perceptions of these things. Without being able to define these terms,
any explanation is in danger of becoming tautological.

This problem becomes all the more acute if one acknowledges that the things that people value or else fear (and
hence what constitutes a benefit or else a cost) may not be static but actually evolve through the interaction
between leader and follower. This takes us back to an argument we have encountered before: leadership is not
simply about providing what people already want and desire. It is about creating new needs and desires and hence
creating new motivations. Leadership is not locked into the status quo, it is fundamentally about change. To ignore
this, is to explain the phenomenon at the cost of paring it down to something barely worth studying.

One of the originators of transactional theory, Ervin Hollander, was well aware of this issue and sought to address
it. Hollander (1958) suggested a temporal process whereby leaders need to start off by doing what their followers
already want. In so doing they build up a stock of ‘idiosyncrasy credit’ which then allows them to innovate. Change
is possible, but only through conservatism. Over time, however, innovation has been rather overlooked by
transactional theories. This explains the rise of a second strand of leader-follower analysis: transformational
theory.

In his original outline of the transformational approach, Burns (1978) mounts a sharp critique of the contractual
approach. Along the lines outlined above, he argues that leadership is about much more than satisfying wants and
needs in exchange for support. Indeed it is not only about changing wants and needs. Using hierarchical concepts
derived from theorists such as Kohlberg (1963) and Maslow (1963), Burns sees leadership in terms of encouraging
a progression from lower-level needs (for example, fulfilling bodily urges) to higher-level needs (for example, for
self-actualization and sociality).

More fundamentally, though, Burns notes that the very notion of a contract sets leaders apart from
followers and sees them as bound together through constraint. People follow a leader because they have accepted
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an obligation to do so whether they like it or not. Yet, he argues, an effective relationship depends upon people
following because they actively want to and because they believe in what they are doing.

So how do leaders transform the desires of their followers? Transformational theory has little to say about this and
focuses more on the ‘who’ than on the ‘how.” What is more, when it comes to identifying leaders, the assumption is
that certain people have the gift and others do not and that, using the right measurement technique (specifically,
Bass and Avolio’s 1997 Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire, or MLQ), it will be possible to pick out those with the
capacities (for example, charisma, inspiration, intellect, and consideration for others) to transform anybody and
everybody.

This, however, sounds dangerously like a reintroduction of ‘great man’ theories through the back door and it brings
us back to an old impasse. Thatis, how can we accord some autonomy to the leader in terms of being able to
shape the ideas and visions of followers without suggesting that leaders are able to mould followers at will? How
can we theorize the active nature of leadership without rendering followers entirely passive? The problemiis, that
as long as we limit our analysis to the leader-follower relationship, then necessarily the two parties are set against
each other in a zero-sum game. There is nothing else to regulate or constrain leaders but followers. There is no
possibility of the two coming together to facilitate each other in advancing a common cause. Itis time to broaden
the focus once more.

3 Leaders and Followers in Social Groups: Social Identity Models

Leaders are never just leaders. To describe them as such is always a shorthand, an abstraction from the particular
context in which they lead. Leaders are always the leaders of a particular social group: a nation, of a political
party, of a religion or sect or organization. Correspondingly, the relationship between leaders and followers is
always a relationship within a particular social group. Itis a ‘we’ relationship. Leaders gain influence precisely to
the extent that they are not speaking for themselves or telling followers what to do, but rather speaking for the
group and clarifying what forms of action best accord with shared collective understandings and interests.

These insights are at the core of social identity models of leadership which, in recent years, have reignited interest
in the topic within social psychology (Hogg 2001; Reicher and Hopkins 2001; Haslam, Reicher, and Platow 2011).
These models develop one of the core premises of the social identity approach and, more specifically, of self-
categorization theory (SCT) (Turner et al. 1987). Rather than regarding the group as coming together through an
aggregation of inter-personal relationships, SCT asserts that the psychological underpinning of
collectivity lies in acts of self-definition. It is when a set of people come to see themselves as members of the same
social category (‘we are all Americans’, ‘Catholics’, ‘socialists’, or whatever) that they begin to act together as
group members. This happens through a process of self-stereotyping. Upon identifying with a particular group,
people seek to elucidate the position of the group and to conform to it. This means that anyone who is in a position
to provide information about the group position will be able to exert influence over his or her fellow group members.
This will be true in particular of those who are seen to exemplify what makes the group special and distinctive from
other groups—in the jargon of SCT, prototypical group members who are then in a privileged position to exert
leadership.

Over the years, there has been a substantial amount of research to support this premise. Prototypical group
members exert more influence. They inspire group members to invest more thought and more effort in advancing
their projects. They are seen as more charismatic (see Haslam and Reicher 2012; Hogg 2001; Platow, Mills, and
Morrison 2000).

What is more, there are no set qualities which lead people to be seen as prototypical and as having leadership
potential. The qualities which are associated with what makes ‘us’ special will be different for different groups and
for the same group in different contexts. For instance, when confronted by an unintelligent outgroup we may well
favour intelligence in our own group and its leaders. However, when confronted with a highly intelligent antagonist,
we may prefer a leader with warmth and dedication over one with intellect (Reicher, Haslam, and Platow 2007).

These findings are highly relevant and may help explain why Bush beat Gore in 2000 despite the fact that most
Americans thought Gore to be the more intelligent and that even a good proportion of Bush supporters (28 per
cent) accepted this to be the case. The fact was that far less of the Bush constituency valued intelligence in a
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president compared to those supporting Gore. They valued the fact that he was (or at least, that he presented
himself as) a regular guy—an image he carefully nurtured through his cowboy hats, his leather jackets, and
perhaps even his ‘mis-speaking’. Those who condemned him could then be dismissed as sneering intellectuals at
odds with ordinary Americans. As Weisberg (2004) putit: ‘elitist condescension, however merited, helps cement
Bush’s bond to the masses’. In this group context, then, stupidity not only trumped intelligence, but intelligence—
insofar as it distanced people from the group prototype—was a positive impediment to influence and leadership.

The social identity approach to leadership is not limited to an analysis of prototypicality, however (see Haslam,
Reicher, and Platow 2011). First of all, as the above examples suggest, leaders do not simply wait around until they
happen to be seen as prototypical of the group. Rather, they actively define the nature of the context, the
character of the group and their own selves in order to render themselves representative of ingroup identity.
Leaders, thatis, are ‘entrepreneurs of identity’ (Reicher and Hopkins 2001). Bush was, of course, the privileged
son of an East Coast dynasty, and his populist all-American image was a skillful portrait devised by the President
and his advisers. Without seeking to draw broader parallels, just as Goebbels admitted to creating a wholly
fabricated picture of Hitler's personality as symbolizing ‘the indestructible life-force of the German nation’
(Kershaw 1987: 72) and also claimed that the ‘Hitler myth’ was his greatest propaganda creation, so it might be
argued that the Bush myth was the greatest contribution of Karl Rove, the President’s long-term adviser and
sometimes dubbed ‘Bush’s brain’ (Moore and Slater 2004). Itis important, though, to note that while the self of the
leader need not be a fabrication, nonetheless it is always a construction in the sense of being a selection amongst
many possible elements designed to link the leader to the group. Augoustinos and de Garis (2012), for instance,
analyse the way in which Obama used the very complexity of his background to position himself as someone who
embodied the very diversity of American society—and hence with the ability to overcome the destructive divisions
of previous years.

This takes us to a second extension: leaders do not simply have to promote themselves as prototypical of the
group, but also need to promote their policies and practices as the practical realization of the group interest. In
slightly different terms, leaders must be seen to be acting in furtherance of shared norms and values. To continue
with the Bush example, his all-American performances are designed to persuade his electorate that he
understands and will act on the priorities of ordinary Americans.

Putting these various elements together, it follows that skilled leadership involves creating a consonance between
self, policy, and nation. This is exemplified in the campaigns of Franklin Roosevelt, regularly designated as the most
charismatic of all US Presidents (Simonton 1988). In 1921 Roosevelt was diagnosed with polio or ‘infantile
paralysis’. This was seen as the end of his political ambitions at a time when masculine potency was seen as a
necessary attribute of political leadership. During the election campaign of 1932 he was strongly advised not to
display his physical afflictions to the nation and certainly not to undertake a ‘whistlestop’ train tour across the
country. Yet the tour proved remarkably successful (Rosenman 1952). The image of Roosevelt painfully struggling
from train to rostrum in order to deliver his speeches chimed with his narrative of a nation struggling to overcome
paralysis—most famously expressed in his 4 March 1933 inaugural address: ‘This nation will endure as it has
endured, will revive and will prosper. So first of all, let me assert my firm belief that the only thing we have to fear is
fear itsel—nameless, unreasoning, unjustified terror which paralyzes needed efforts to convert retreat into
advance’ (cited in Haslam, Reicher, and Platow 2011: 150). What is more, in eliding his personal narrative and
political programme with the national narrative, Roosevelt was seen to connect with the experiences and needs of
ordinary Americans—even if their hardships were of a very different sort to the President’'s. Famously, after he
died, a reporter asked one mourner if he had come because he knew Roosevelt. ‘““No” the mourner is said to have
replied, “but he knew me”’ (cited in Haslam and Reicher 2012: 43). In sum, Roosevelt's skilled entrepreneurship of
identity allowed him to turn a seemingly fatal impediment into the pivot around which he could articulate his
relationship with fellow Americans within the nation, and hence proved to be the source of his success. It was as
someone who could endure, revive and overcome paralysis that he was able to speak for America.

There is one further and final element to the social identity analysis. In the longer term it is not sufficient
for leaders to represent themselves as prototypical of the group or indeed to represent their policies as the
instantiation of group values. In the longer term it is necessary for leaders to succeed in transforming the world in
the image of group identity. This clearly involves a number of institutional and organizational factors that are
beyond the scope of a social psychological analysis. It also involves no small measure of luck. Harold Macmillan,
the Conservative British Prime Minister, allegedly once remarked to a journalist that the greatest source of political
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failure was ‘events, dear boy, events’—but he might equally have said the same of the sources of political
success. Nonetheless, the ability to control events, as opposed to being controlled by them, is increased to the
extent that one has the power of a mobilized population on one’s side. Social identity models describe the process
of mobilization, the creation of this social power whereby leaders can act through their followers to shape the world
(see Turner 2005), but it remains to direct that energy in the most effective way to achieve results. Social identity
processes, then, are a necessary but certainly not a sufficient account of successful leadership. Itis important to
acknowledge the limits of any disciplinary approach to the study of this phenomenon.

4 Conclusion: Leaders, Identities, and Democracy

To conclude, let us now reconsider a question which has formed a constant thread through this review. Is it
possible to have strong and effective leadership without rendering followers weak and passive? In other words, is
democratic leadership possible? We suggested that the answer to this question depends upon the breadth of one’s
analytic focus. In particular, we argued that it can only be resolved by viewing leadership as not just about leaders,
not just about leaders and followers, but about leaders and followers in situated social groups.

From the social identity perspective, then, leadership is a process of social identity management oriented to the
creation of a powerful relationship between person, policy, and group. In this relationship, authority derives from
the ability to define group identity and the relationship of phenomena to that identity. In this regard, the leader does
not have completely free rein. The meaning of any given identity may always be open to debate and to situated
interpretation—that is, ‘what does it actually mean to be “us” in this specific context’ (Reicher and Hopkins 2001).
At the same time, the interpretative process is constrained by what people have learned about their identities in
school books, how it is tied to certain cultural and historical phenomena, and how these points of reference have
become part of the material environment (for example, in the form of statues, monuments, street names).

The critical issue, however, is not simply about how the interpretation of identity is constrained by the
weight of past histories, but how leaders and followers work together in actively elaborating identity in order to
shape social action and hence social reality. Who gets to interpret group identity? This could be said to be the core
question not only of political leadership but, indeed, of political life. It is particularly evident where there is a
canonical text which is accepted by all as foundational for the group—a holy book, a constitution, and so on.
Indeed, religious wars have been fought over who should have access to the Bible, many have been killed for
interpreting the holy book into the vernacular and hence giving ordinary people a say in its interpretation, riots
have erupted over the slightest change in the balance between clergy and congregation in making sense of the
text (McGrath 2002; MacCulloch 2010).

The different ways in which leaders relate to followers in the interpretation of identity underpin different forms of
politics. Schematically, we can apply a threefold typology. Democratic leadership involves the leader guiding
followers in a conversation about who we are, what we value, and where our priorities lie. It may involve drawing
on accepted cultural and historical figures, but, equally, it involves questioning which figures should be chosen
and how their significance should be interpreted.

Hierarchical leadership involves the attempt to impose a monologue whereby leaders claim special knowledge over
group identity (often by virtue of their prototypical status), and in which they take certain historical and cultural
references for granted and essentialize their meanings, and whereby they seek to obscure or else delegitimize any
alternative interpretations of identity (see Reicher and Hopkins 2001, for an account of such techniques).

Finally, autocratic leadership involves eliding the leader with the group such that he or she becomes the living
incarnation of the group identity. At this point, what the leader says is, by its very nature, what group members
should do and to stand against the leader is to stand outside of and against the group. This, most often, then
legitimizes severe repression. Here we return to the characterization of Hitler as ‘the purest embodiment of the
German character, the purest embodiment of a National Socialist Germany’ (cited in Kershaw 1987: 30), or else, in
the climactic words with which Hess concluded the 1934 Nuremburg Rally: ‘The Party is Hitler. But Hitler is
Germany, just as Germany is Hitler. Hitler! Sieg Heil!" (Kershaw 1987: 69). Woe betide anyone who criticized Hitler,
then, for they became ‘community aliens’ with all the terrible consequences that flowed from that (Peukert 1987).

As a final word, then, social psychological analyses show that leadership can be democratic. Leaders can involve
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people in determining the bases for joint action. They can facilitate rather than substitute for the agency of their
followers. Indeed, itis only as group members acting together, particularly when coordinated and directed by
skillful leadership, that most ordinary people are in a position to shape their own world rather than live in a world
shaped by others (Haslam and Reicher 2007). Equally, however, leadership is not inherently democratic. Leaders
can exclude people from determining the bases of joint action. They can marginalize or even crush their followers.
So when will leadership facilitate and when will it destroy democracy? The answer to this question
depends upon understanding the social identity processes through which leaders claim and assert authority. By
the same token, such an understanding can give us greater choice and control over our political fate.
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1 The Dog that does Not Bark?

iIN Dennis Mueller’s encyclopedic survey (2003) of the field of ‘public choice’ (or more generally rational choice
theory of politics®) (RCT in what follows) there is no chapter on leadership and no such category mentioned in the
index. There is a section of one chapter dealing with the relations between President and Congress, a brief mention
of ‘political entrepreneurship’, and a chapter on ‘dictatorship’ largely following Wintrobe (2000).2 Writers in the
tradition of ‘rational choice institutionalism’ (see Shepsle 2006) suggest that leadership may be an important theme
in that tradition (see, specifically, Fiorina and Shepsle 1989); but the associated literature is small. Taking a bird’s-
eye view of rational choice literature, ‘leadership’ is, if not a dog that does not bark, at least one that does not bark
very loudly!3

In some ways, the silence is surprising. A primary focus of RCT is democratic electoral competition; and casual
observation suggests that features of rival leaders are significant elements in electoral races. It might be observed
that RCT sets itself to explain the systematic features of political processes—and so the idiosyncracies
of particular leaders (though no doubt of considerable ‘human interest’) do not fit this bill.# In explaining the
‘actions’ of governments (policy outcomes in the broadest sense), ‘biographical politics’ and RCT stand as rival
approaches.

Nevertheless, virtually all democratic systems exhibit a ‘representative’ structure, with political parties, majority
coalitions, and government ‘leaders’, and this structural feature does demand some explanation and justification.
These institutional features are systematic and structural, so they would seem to fall naturally within the RCT
explanatory domain.

There is a further notable feature of the RCT approach to leadership. Within the RCT tradition, and in contrast to
most other traditions in political theory, ‘leadership’ is an (often implicitly) negative category. In Section 2, we seek
to explain and expose this negative attitude.

The explanation/justification of leadership involves two questions: one is the issue of delegation (thatis, why
democracy is representative rather than direct); the other is the issue of hierarchy (thatis, why representative
institutions are organized with ‘leaders’ at the top). In what follows, we shall investigate what the RCT tradition has
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to say on both these aspects of leadership-delegation in Section 3; and hierarchy in Section 4.

Much of RCT literature on leadership involves reference to the ‘principal/agent’ problem and the incentives that
systems of delegation imply. In Section 5 we explore ‘selection’ as another dimension of the ‘agency’ issue. In
Section 6, we offer an alternative view of leadership based on ‘expressive voting’ (the account of voting that we
regard as the uniquely best account of voting within RCT logic). Section 7 offers a brief conclusion.

2 Leadership and the Benevolent Despot

Public choice theory—that variant of RCT associated with Nobel Laureate James Buchanan and his disciples—
began life as an attack on what Buchanan (following Wicksell 1896) termed the ‘benevolent-despot’ model of
government. In standard public economics, the object of analysis was to determine among a set of policy options
that which is best, given certain normative criteria. The public-choice critique of this approach involved two
elements. The first involved insisting that policies should be treated, not as directly chosen, but rather as emerging
from political processes. So the working properties of those political processes must be a core piece of proper
analysis. The second strand involved a rejection of differences in the motivational assumptions used to
characterize policy-makers and policy-takers: individuals should not be assumed to behave differently
in their political and market roles. In particular, if policy-makers were ‘despots’, in the sense that they could make
unilateral decisions about policy unencumbered by electoral (and other ‘political’) constraints, then methodological
principles of consistency required that such ‘despots’ should be modelled in self-interest terms (exactly as their
market counterparts are modelled).

Put another way, RCT regards the appropriate framework for treating ‘leadership’ as involving a broad
principal/agent approach, in which it is assumed that ‘political power will be abused to promote the particular
purposes of the holder’, as J. S. Mill (1861: 505) putit, or as Hume remarked, ‘every man ought to be supposed a
knave and have no other end in all his actions than private interest’ (Hume 1985: 117). Simply put, ‘leadership’
implies some discretion on the part of political agents. Given the methodological strictures on which the public-
choice approach insists, such discretion is a presumptively bad thing!

This negative presumption colours much of the public choice literature on leadership, sometimes more so than is
evident. So consider, for example, the various points in the RCT corpus outlined below where ‘leadership’ enters.

Non-Dictatorship

When Arrow (1951) develops his well-known ‘impossibility’ theorem, he stipulates several apparently simple and
compelling desiderata that any ‘aggregation’ process of individual preferences should meet. Non-dictatorship is
one of those desiderata. Other desiderata, under various descriptions, include: completeness; transitivity; Pareto
postulate; independence of irrelevant alternatives. Arrow’s theorem shows that not all of these desiderata can be
satisfied simultaneously, but that a subset of any four can be (that aspect of his theorem is the ‘possibility’
dimension). The conclusion is that (at least) one of the desiderata (possibly non-dictatorship) has to be jettisoned:
this is what gives the theorem its tragic bite.

Agenda-Setting

A related RCT resultis that, when the policy space has two or more dimensions, there is in general no political
outcome that cannot be defeated under majority rule (or indeed under any decision rule short of unanimity).
McKelvey’s classic 1976 formulation begins by showing that, for any two points in policy space, there will be a
finite sequence of majority approved moves that can take the polity from one to the other (so no policy outcome
under majority rule can be entirely ruled out); and hence that a strategic agenda-setter can secure any outcome
she wants by putting the items on the agenda in an appropriate order.

Of course, the particular sequence of issues on the agenda required for manipulation will be influenced by voters
preferences. In that sense the citizenry’s preferences represent a structural constraint on the agenda-
setter’'s behaviour. This structural constraint is, however, a shadow tiger, because the agenda-setter/ruler is able
to achieve any outcome she desires.
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This is bad news—both for democracy’s credentials as a means of directing political power to citizens’ ends; and
for analytical political science, because where there is no political equilibrium, there can be no robust predictions
as to how changes in underlying parameters will affect political outcomes.>

Principal-Agent Models

As Fiorina and Shepsle (1989) rightly emphasize, leadership is typically modelled in RCT circles as a principal-
agent problem. The ‘problem’ atissue here is how the ‘principal’ (in this case the citizens) can constrain the agent
(political ‘leaders’) to act as far as possible in the principal’s interests. In economic applications, such constraint is
secured by a contract that embodies the relevant set of incentives. In the political case, constraint is usually
secured by some institutional arrangement—but again the focus is on structuring incentives so as to bring agents’
interests into line with those of principals. As Hamilton put it, ‘the best security for the fidelity of mankind is to make
their interest coincide with their duty’ (Hamilton 2012: 210). Strictly speaking, principal-agent theory purports to
explain the type of contract that principals will rationally seek to impose: the ‘problem’ of agent discretion is a
problem for the principal, not necessarily a ‘problem’ in any wider normative sense.

Note that the principal-agent formulation presupposes agency. Itis just taken as given that agents can do things
that principals cannot do for themselves.

Political Entrepreneurship

The notion of political entrepreneurship entered the public choice literature at the hands of Richard Wagner (1966)
in a review of Mancur Olson’s (1965) The Logic of Collective Action. Olson’s ‘logic’ emphasizes the role that
apparently ‘incidental’ private interest must play in any provision of public goods: public goods for a group are
more likely to be provided if they come with incidental ‘selective’ private benefits available for contributors.
Wagner conceives of the political entrepreneur as the broker—the one who conceives and delivers the peculiar
package of selective private (and general public) benefits. Wagner emphasizes (in the Olsonian spirit) that such
entrepreneurs are more likely to be forthcoming if they themselves will receive ‘selective benefits’—either electoral
advantage or rents from office.

Political entrepreneurship tends to interpret ‘leadership’ in a somewhat more favourable light than
elsewhere in the RCT corpus.6 Certainly, entrepreneurship in its market setting receives quite a favourable gloss,
but thatis because there is a presumption that market discipline will channel agent discretion into desirable
activities. In the political setting, whether an analogous presumption is in place is precisely what is atissue.

Political entrepreneurs will broker deals involving provision of public goods to the extent that activity is profitable to
them. Entrepreneurial behaviour will track the incentives prevailing under the existing arrangements. Unless those
incentives favour the provision of public goods specifically, then political entrepreneurship in itself offers no
solution to public goods problems. The chief implication of political entrepreneurship for leadership, then, is, as
Shepsle remarks, that ‘it invites us to scrutinize some of the less obvious motives of those who assume the mantle
of leadership’ (Shepsle 2006: 31).

The general point we seek to underline in this section is that, wherever themes in RCT intersect with issues of
‘leadership’, there is a negative connotation. In that sense, on the few occasions in RCT where ‘leadership’ ‘barks’,
it remains pretty clearly a ‘mongrel’!

3 Why Agency? The Logic(s) of Delegation

Standard principal-agent literature presumes that there is a reason for agency: that the agent has some skill,
knowledge, or locational advantage that the principal does not.” Within the marketplace, such a division of labour
will be a routine feature of economic organization. In the case of pol