Leadership and Management

JOSEPH C. ROST

Confusing leadership and management and treat-
ing the words as if they were synonymous have a
long and illustrious history in leadership studies.
The practice is pervasive in the mainstream litera-
ture of leadership. It is pervasive in all academic
disciplines where one can find the literature of
leadership. As has been shown in the discussion of
the definitions of leadership since the 1930s,
leadership scholars instilled the values from the
industrial paradigm into their understanding of
leadership and equated leadership with good man-
agement. Many scholars and practitioners went
even further and equated leadership with manage-
ment.

Some scholars, including myself, have had seri-
ous conceptual problems with using leadership and
management as synonymous words. These authors
have written books, chapters, and articles in which
they have argued that leadership is not the same as
management, but these works have had little im-
pact on the mainstream of literature or practice of
leadership. The melding of these concepts and un-
derstanding leadership as good management still
dominated leadership studies at the end of the
1980s (see Badaracco & Ellsworth, 1989: Bennis,
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A postindustrial school of leadership must come
to terms with this issue, and that is the purpose of
this chapter. After some discussion of previous
attempts to distinguish between leadership and
management, most of which have not been suc-
cessful, I propose a new framework that uses the
essential elements of the definitions of leadership
and management to make a clear separation be-
tween the two concepts.

Some Attempts to Distinguish Between
Leadership and Management

There were only a few serious attempts to deal
with the leadership is management syndrome prior
to 1978, when Burns rethought the concept of
leadership, and the late 1980s, when a number of
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scholars called for a different approach to under-
standing leadership.

The first such attempt 1 have found was by
Selznick (1957) in his marvelous little book
Leadership in Administration. He wrote:

Leadership is not equivalent to office-holding or high
prestige or authority or decision-making. It is not
helpful to identify leadership with whatever is done
by people in high places. The activities we have in
mind may or may not be engaged in by those who are
formally in positions of authority. This is inescapable
if we are to develop a theory that will be useful in
diagnosing cases of inadequate leadership on the part
of persons in authority. If this view is correct, it means
that only some (and sometimes none) of the activities
of decision-makers are leadership activities. Here
again, understanding leadership requires understand-
ing of a broader sacial process. If some types of deci-
sions are more closely related to leadership activities
than others, we should learn what they are. To this end
in this analysis let us make a distinction between
“routine” and *‘critical” decision-making. (p. 24)

Selznick devoted an entire chapter in the book to
fleshing out the distinction between routine and
critical decision making, between management
and leadership.

Tacobs (1970), in a very thoughtful book that
was not widely read but should have been, devoted
considerable space to distinguishing between
leadership and management. Toward the end of this
book, he wrote: “Perhaps the most important con-
clusion reached in this work is the importance of
distinguishing between the concepts of leadership,
power, and authority and of identifying superordi-
nate role behaviors that constitute each” (p. 341).
Jacobs gave one-sentence definitions of each of the
terms, and they contained discrete elements that an
analyst could use to distinguish among them.
“Authority [management] resides in the relation-
ships between positions in an organization, and is
derived from consensually validated role expecta-
tions for the position incumbents involved”
(p. 231). “Leadership is taken as an interaction
between persons in which one presents informa-
tion of a sort and in such a manner that the other
becomes convinced that his outcomes (benefits/
costs ratio) will be improved if he behaves in the

manner suggested or desired” (p. 232). “Power is
defined . . . as the capacity to deprive another
needed satisfaction or benefits, or to inflict ‘costs’
on him for noncompliance with an influence at-
tempt” (p. 230).

Katz and Kahn (1966/1978) articulated a dis-
tinction between leadership and management that
has had some currency among leadership scholars,
especially psychologists: “One common approach
to the definition of leadership is to equate it with
the differential exertion of influence. . . . We main-
tain . . . that every act of influence on a matter of
organizational relevance is to some degree an act
of leadership. . . . We consider the essence of orga-
nizational leadership to be the influential incre-
ment over and above mechanical compliance with
routine directives of the organization” (pp. 302-
303). Management, obviously, is the mechanical
compliance of people in organizations with routine
directives. A variation in this theme is that leader-
ship is the use of influence and management is the
use of authority. In the 1970s, quite a few authors
actually used this distinction in their works, but
they often failed to remain true to their definitions
in their research and in their discussion of leader-
ship after the definitions were given.

Graham (1988) followed up on this distinction.

Definitions of leader-follower relationships typically
draw a distinction between voluntary acceptance of
another’s influence, an the one hand, and coerced
compliance, on the other (Graham, 1982; Hunt, 1984;
Jacabs, 1971 [sic); Jago, 1982; Katz & Kahn, 1966/
1978). That distinction rests on the degree of free
choice exercised by followers. Specific instances of

obedience which stem from fear of punishment, the !
promises of rewards, or the desire to fulfill contractual

obligations are examples not of voluntary follower-
ship but of subordination, and the range of free choice

available to subordinates is relatively smail. Appro- °
priate labels for the person giving orders, monitoring
compliance, and administering performance contin- .

gency rewards and punishments include “supervisor”
and “manager,” but not *“leader.” (p, 74)

Zaleznik (1977) attempted to distinguish be-
tween leaders and managers in a celebrated article :
published in the Harvard Business Review. In that -
articie as well as his 1989 book, he equates man- :
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agement With managers and leadership with lead-
ers, so his distinction between management and
leadership is based on the personality differences

of managers and leaders. “'W[anagers and leaders
differ fundamentally in their world views. The
dimensions for assessing these differences include
managers’ and leaders’ orientations toward their
goals, their work, their human relations, and their
selves” (1977, p. 69). Using William James’s two
basic personality types, Zaleznik suggested that
managers are “once-born” and leaders are “twice-
born.” He used a trait approach to distinguish be-
tween leaders and managers, and consequently
between leadership and management.

There are contextual indications in Burns (1978)
that he did distinguish between leadership and
management, but they are more or less hidden in
the text. The index in his book does not contain an
item labeled “management” or one labeled “leader-
ship and management.” There is a section titled
“Bureaucracy Versus Leadership” (pp. 295-302),
but the material in those pages is not helpful in
trying to distinguish between leadership and man-
agement (or authority, as Burns called it).

Several commentators, including myself, have
reinterpreted Burns’s model of leadership to be, in
reality, @ model of management and leadership.
This reinterpretation states quite simply that
Burns’s transactional leadership is management,
and his transformational leadership is leadership,
and the difference between the two is the distinc-
tion between leadership and management. Enochs
(1981), in a very popular article in the Phi Delta
Kappan, stated this reinterpretation very well:

- “Transactional leadership is managerial and custo-

dial; it is competent but uninspired care-taking for
aquiet time. Transformational leadership is 2 more
lofty undertaking. It is not a trade-off for survival
between leader and followers during good times,
but rather a process for achieving fundamental
changes in hard times” (p. 177).

The same point was made in a reaction paper by
Jill Graham (1988) to Avolio and Bass’s presen-
tation on transformational leadership and charisma
at a leadership symposium:

The distinction between transactional and transfor-
mational leadership in the Avolio & Bass chapter

" bears astriking resemblance to what is now a well-es-
tablished difference between supervision and leader-
ship. Certainly, a transactional leader’s use of contin-
gentreinforcements is nothing more than supervision.
Research on supervision, moreover, is in the same
conceptual category as theories of organizational con-
trol and the operant paradigm for employee motiva-
tion (Jago, 1982, p. 330). Only transformational
leadership occupies a conceptual category that is in-
dependent of these topics, that is, leadership standing
alone. (pp. 74-75)

In personal conversations with Burns in 1989,
he made it very clear to me that he does not agree
with this reinterpretation of his conceptual frame-
work of leadership. He has continued to hold the
view that transactional leadership is leadership, not
management, and his views on that subject are
quite strongly held.

Dubin wrote a stinging critique of leadership
research in 1979 that to some extent dealt with the
distinction between leadership and management.

Another observation: 3) the ease with which the con-
cept of leadership is treated as a synonym for man-
agement and supervision. This is amazing, My
knowledge of organizational behavior has led me to
the conclusion that effective organization can be man-
aged and supervised and not led, while some ineffec-
tive organizations can be led into their difficulties
without the benefit of management and supervision,

This leads to my first conclusion: Leadership is a
rare phenomenon, not a common one in organiza-
tional behavior. Those who proposed to observe
leadership behavior as their methodology for study to
gain knowledge (an orientation I applaud), will find
that tracking managers to record their every behavior
will produce relatively little data on leadership. . . .
The first cut at such data mass will consist of sorting
it into two piles; the small stack of leadership acts,
and the very large pile of acts of managing and
supervising.

... In my view, the central problem has to do with
the reluctance, or inability, to specify the dimension-
ality of the leadership phenomena. We have even
succeeded in confusing “leadership” with other social
behaviors as my predecessor in this “overview” role,
Miner, did when he boldly proposed to substitute
“control” for the concept of leadership (Miner, 1975).
We have failed in handling the dimensionality prob-
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lem by focusing on some of the wrong dimensions of
leadership and ignoring others.

One major problem that has preoccupied American
social science has been the formulation of leadership
as an interpersonal phenomenon. This has been a
major shortcoming in the study of leadership. . . .
There are face-to-face relations between a leader and
followers. But it should also be evident that there are
situations of leadership which do not involve face-to-
face relations with followers. Furthermore, there are
many face-to-face relations between supporters and
subordinates that do not involve leadership in the
ongoing interaction. . . .

I believe that the primary emphasis of the work in
this volume is on leadership in face-to-face relation-
ships. I will boldly propose: There may be many
significant findings among the studies [in this book],
but in the broad span of human affairs, they are largely
trivial findings because they fail to address leadership
of organization. (pp. 225-227)

Tucker (1981) used the Selznick dichotomy to
distinguish between leadership and management.
Defining a political leader as “one who gives direc-
tion, or meaningfully participates in the giving of
direction, to the activities of a political commu-
nity” (p. 15), Tucker suggested that “one might
argue that even in ordinary, day-to-day group life,
when no great uncertainties exist, groups are in
need of being directed. But such routine direction
might better be described as management, reserv-
ing the term leadership for the directing of a group
at times of choice, change, and decision, times
when deliberation and authoritative decision occur,
followed by steps to implement decisions reached”
(p. 16).

Bennis has long held that leadership is different
from management. In 1977 he wrote: “Leading
does not mean managing; the difference between
the two is crucial. I know many institutions that are
very well managed and very poorly led” (p. 3).
Similar statements appear in many of his other
articles and books. In their 1985 book, Bennis and
Nanus wrote:

The problem with many organizations, and especially
the ones that are failing, is that they tend to be over-
managed and underled. . . . They may excel in the
ability to handle the daily routine, yet never question
whether the routine should be done at all. There is a

profound difference between management and
leadership, and both are important. “To manage”
means “to bring about, to accomplish, to have change
of or responsibility for, to conduct” “Leading” is
“influencing, guiding in direction, course, action,
opinion.” The distinction is crucial. Managers are
people who do things right and leaders are people
who do the right thing. The difference may be sum-
marized as activities of vision and judgment—effec-
tiveness versus activities of mastering routines—effi-
ciency. (p. 21)

Other paragraphs on other pages in the book
deliver essentially the same message.

A persistent theme of the 1980s literature on
leadership is an attempt to label as leadership those
management processes which produce excellence
in organizational outcomes and which leave the
meaning of management to include all the other
management processes that produce less than ex-
cellent outcomes. Leadership is excellence man-
agement; management is doing anything less than
excellence. This distinction, of course, is simply a
restatement of the industrial paradigm of leader-
ship that upgrades good management to excellent
management.

An Evaluation of the Attempts to
Distinguish Leadership From Management

While the attempts to distinguish between
leadership and management listed in the last sec-
tion are admirable, and while a few scholars actu-
ally get at substantive differences, the attempts are
as a whole more or less weak in giving scholars and
practitioners the conceptual ability to make such a
distinction. Generally, the distinctions are perfunc-
tory and poorly constructed, and the criteria given
to make the distinction are often too general and
too ambiguous for people to use with any accuracy
in real life or in research. Another problem is that
many of the distinctions given by scholars are
distinctions of personality traits and behaviors of
leaders and managers, not differences in the pro-
cesses or relationships that get at the nature of
leadership and management. There is a pervasive
tendency among these scholars to equate lead-




ership with leaders, confusing a process with a
person, which, in the end, doubles the confusion
present in the use of the words leadership and
management as synonyms,

The other problem, of course, is that these schol-
ars were swimming against the tide of the main-
stream concept of leadership as embedded in the
industrial paradigm: Leadership is good manage-
ment. These authors had a very difficult time mak-
ing their case. They were generally ignored, and so
the distinctions were not pursued and developed.
They had a difficult time gaining collaborators.
And, it is important to remember that leadership as
a field of study was often a sideline for these
scholars; their main scholarly interest was more
connected to their primary academic discipline.

Worse yet is that most of the authors mentioned
have paid little attention to their own distinction. It
was not uncommon for an author to make the
distinction in an early chapter and then ignore it in
the other chapters of the book. Using Argyris’s
(1976) framework to make sense of such inconsis-
tencies, one could state that these authors devel-
oped theories of leadership that espoused a differ-
ence between leadership and management, but
their theories-in-use reflected the industrial para-
digm, which equated leadership with good man-
agement. Selznick and Jacobs are the major excep-
tions; they were able to use the words leadership
and management consistently throughout their
books.

Bryman (1986) noted the same tendency, and he
criticized leadership scholars for not paying atten-
tion to the distinction.

It would seem important to maintain a distinction
between a leader who is in a leadership position and
who has power and authority vested in his or her
office, and leadership as an influence process which
is more than the exercise of power and authority. . . .
However, . . . a great deal of leadership research rides
roughshod over these distinctions. Studies abound on
the subject of the behavior of leaders in which the
strategy involves discerning the activities of people in
positions of leadership, with little reference to how
these activities might be indicative of leadership per
se as distinct from the exercise of power and authority.
(.4

Unfortunately, Bryman ignored his own critique:
“It is necessary to hold many of these termino-
logical difficulties in abeyance and the remainder
of the book will focus on what, in the author’s
view, is generally taken to be the study of leader-
ship in organizations” (p. 16).

Wilpert (1982) did the same kind of turnaround
in response to three papers at a leadership sympo-
siam.,

What should be noted right at the outset . . . is the
terminological uncertainty in all three contributions
[papers presented at the symposium] with respect to
the use of the terms “leader” and “manager” Al-
though some difference of kind is even implied in the
titles of two of the presentations (Steward; Lombard
& McCall), not one of the three contributions elabo-
rate [sic] the distinctions, in fact, all use the two terms
synonymously. So I will follow suit and assume for
purposes of discussion that managers always perform
some leadership function due to their organizational
position. (pp. 68-69)

Schon (1984) did exactly the same thing in his
presentation at another symposium. “Leadership
and management are not synonymous terms, one
can be a leader without being a manager. . . . Con-
versely, one can manage without leading. . . .
Nonetheless, we generally expect managers to
lead, and criticize them if they fail to do so. Hence,
for the purposes of this essay, I shall treat manage-
mentand leadership as though they were one” (p. 36).

Lombardo and McCall (1982) show how much
the industrial concept of leadership has penetrated
even highly sophisticated centers on leadership.
They worked at the Center for Creative Leadership
in Greensboro, North Carolina during the 1980s.
(McCall left the Center in the late 1980s.) The
Center is a multimillion-dollar operation that em-
ploys some 100 professional researchers and train-
ers “to encourage and develop creative leadership
and effective management for the good of society
overall” (from the Center’s mission statement).

In the early 1980s, Lombardo and McCall pro-
duced an elaborate simulation called *“Looking
Glass, Inc.,” which has been one of the corner-
stones of the Center's leadership/management
training programs. The authors made a presen-




tation at the 1982 leadership symposium in which
they stated:

This chapter is based on a day in the life of a glass
manufacturing company and the 30 leaders who run
it. ...

1t was with this inherent belief-—~that management
or leadership only makes sense when viewed in its
entirety—that a complex simulation was designed for
use in leadership research. lts goals were both clear
and fuzzy: to mirror as realistically as possible the
demands of a typical managerial job in a complex
organization, to have actual managers run the simu-
lated company as they chose, and to bring multiple
methods to bear on learning something new about
leadership. By watching a day in the life of managers
dealing with the complexity and chaos of organiza-
tions, we hoped to develop some more pertinent ques-
tions to guide future research on what leadership is,
and how and when it matters. (pp. 50-51)

Notice the equation of leaders with managers, and
the equation of leadership with what managers
do. Lombardo and McCall clearly state that if a
person studies a day (or several days) in the life
of a manager (or several managers), he/she will
certainly understand leadership better. The indus-
trial concept of leadership has seldom been ar-
ticulated more forcefully.

Actually, the brochures from the Center for
Creative Leadership publicizing the Looking Glass
simulation are considerably more accurate in de-
scribing the simulation.

Looking Glass, a robust simulation of managerial
action, is beginning its second decade and gaining
worldwide use for one critical reason: It teaches the
lessons that matter. What lessons? How managers
react to constantly changing environments. How they
make decisions, set priorities, network and commu-
nicate to get the job done. . . . Looking Glass puts
managers in the middle of the chaos of managerial life
and lets them . . . examine how well they did and how
they might do better. (Center for Creative Leadership,
nd,p. 1)

Notice that the words leader and leadership are
never used in the description.

The same cannot be said about the trainers who
use Looking Glass in the Center-sponsored work-

shops. T attended a one-day, introductory session of
the Looking Glass simulation in 1989, and the
equation of management and leadership was per- ;
vastve. The simulation as I experienced it on that
day had almost nothing to do with leadership as I
define the word. The whole thing was relatively
straightforward and the simulation delivered ex-
actlty what the brochure promised: insights into
enlightened management. However, the trainers
had a different view entirely. They thought that
they were delivering insights into enlightened
leadership (since they were imbued with the indus-
trial view that leadership is good management),
and they definitely wanted the workshop partici-
pants to take home the idea that the Looking Glass
simulation was about leadership. :
Allison (1984) took another strategy in articulat-
ing the industrial view of leadership. He rejected
outright the notion that scholars need to distinguish
leadership from management, and then proceeded
to ignore any definitional problems that position
might have on his understanding of leadership.
After discussing five “leadership” authors who
claimed to have discovered “the essence of the
concept” of leadership, Allison opined that “one
might conclude that ‘administrative leadership’ is,
in fact, an oxymoron—a contradiction in terms”
(p. 215). Then, he concluded: “I find the claims of
these authors to have isolated the ‘real thing’ ulti-
mately unpersuasive” (p. 217). So what does Al-
lison do?

For the purpose of this discussion, I cannot hope to
surmount these formidable obstacles [definitional:
problems]. Thus, this paper will attempt to circum
vent them by taking a less abstract, more simplisti-
cally empirical path: focusing on people playing lead:
roles in administrative settings. . . . Following We
ster I will use the term “lead” to mean “to show th
way by going in advance; to conduct, escort, or d
rect.” Those who lead in administrative settings, I wil
call managers. Again, following Webster, I will u
the term “management” to mean the “purposive org
nization and direction of resources to achieve a d
sired outcome.” (p. 218) :

The upshot of these approaches to the concep!
of leadership and management is a cultural accep
tance in the research community (and ultimately i




the popular press and among practitioners) of
sloppy scholarship and practice, which produce
conceptual frameworks that use different terms
interchangeably. In a very real sense, the culture of
permissiveness goes like this: “Since other schol-
ars and practitioners confuse leadership and man-
agement, since other scholars have not come up
with a definition of leadership that distinguishes it
from management, I am free to do the same thing.
1 will also use the words leadership and manage-
ment, leader and manager, as synonymous terms.
1 will also equate leadership with leader and man-
agement with manager, so there are four terms that
I will equate with one another.”

Some scholars defend this practice by calling it
diversity of thought or academic freedom. I once
challenged Fiedler at an Academy of Management
conference about his view that leaders and manag-
ers are the same, a view he has consistently held
since the 1960s. I asked: “How can you be sure that
the managers you study in your research are actu-
- ally leaders?” His answer went something like this:
‘My definition of a leader is as good as your
efinition or that of any other researcher. I believe
hat managers are leaders and so the managers in
studies are leaders.”

Schriesheim, Hunt, and Sekaran (1982) ended
the leadership symposium of that year with aring-
ing defense of definitional diversity. “We cherish
versity and see it as needed for our collective
endeavor. . . . Our values and beliefs suggest that . .
we are to advance the field . . . we should . . .
encourage diversity. . . . We want to be able to enjoy
I enterprise and, at the same time, to serve con-
tuencies of our own choosing, with products
mpatible with their own needs and ours” (pp.
7-298). While this statement is a stirring defense
g { the free market of ideas, scholarship brings with
e responsibility to critically analyze the ideas
(the free market. It seems that Schriesheim, Hunt,
id Sekaran want to be able to use the words
ership and management interchangeably so as
erve the self-esteem needs of the corporate
ager, who, they seem to think, need to view
mselves as leaders simply because they are
ers. Such a position is equivalent to ac-
ting the age-old assumption undergirding the
arket framework: Let the buyer beware. I

believe that scholars have more responsibility than
that,

So do practitioners. Burack (1979) summarized
the interviews he had with four executives, and the
interviews indicate they had some of the same
difficulties with leadership research.

Past SIU symposia, whatever their academic and in-
tellectual merits, have been so far removed from the
pressure on the practitioner as to be useless to anyone
running training programs or to anyone in leadership
positions, (p. 27)

The implications of this observation [given in pre-
vious paragraphs, that only 25 percent of the people
in any group have leadership skills] should be quite

clear by now. . . . It leads to Moses’ Commandment

which is . . . “Thou shalt study leaders who are first
accurately identified as leaders before attempting to
build theories of leadership behavior.”

. . much of our research is based on available
(translate that to mean the easiest to obtain) mea-
sures. . . . There does not seem to have been a serious
effort to obtain adequate samples of leaders in most
of the research studies purporting to be evaluating
leaders. Rather, one studies what is available. Some-
times these are college sophomores, sometimes these
are managers—rarely, however, are the subjects of
intensive analysis evaluated to determine if they have
the skills we are trying to study. (p. 32)

The leadership research reported in the 1982
symposium did not pass the Bill and Barbara test
developed by Mintzberg (1982) from the feedback
of two practitioner colleagues. What bothered Bar-
bara the most, she wrote, “was the gnawing suspi-
cion that the research was being carried out as an
end in itself. Hence relevance was really a side
issue.” Bill concluded that the researchers “seemed
more interested in studying the subtleties of a par-
ticular research approach—or even worse, study-
ing other studies—than they are in contributing to
a real understanding of leadership itself” (p. 243).

Evidently Barbara and Bill, as well as the four
executives on whom Burack reported, thought that
leadership researchers had a professional responsi-
bility which included more than enjoying them-
selves and serving their own self-interests. At the
same time, they stated very strongly that the prod-
ucts of these researchers did not meet their needs,




which goes to the heart of the argument Schri-
esheim, Hunt, and Sekaran (1982) used to support
the free market of ideas approach to leadership
studies.

Hosking and Hunt (1982) delivered a stinging
critique of leadership literature at the end of

the symposium. “A pervasive . . . theme [of the
speakers at the symposium] concerned the mean-
ing of the terms ‘leaders’ and ‘leadership.’ It was
very apparent that people used them to mean to-
tally different things but on the whole . . . did not
seem to see this as a problem. Indeed we saw
little evidence of any desire to develop a common
language.” On the other hand, a few other speak-
ers “felt it was essential to distinguish clearly dif-
ferent aspects of leadership and between such re-
lated terms as leadership and management”
(p. 280).

Later in this chapter, Hosking and Hunt summa-
rized the approaches of the U.S. scholars to the
study of leadership. First, “there seems very little
interest in developing models or theories of leader-
ship. . .. Second, when theoretical propositions are
tested, they are typically concerned with the distri-
bution of control and decision-making authority
within organizations, little or no reference being
made to ‘leadership.’ Third, there is relatively little
concern with getting down to definitional prob-
lems: by not studying leaders and leadership it is
possible to focus on members of organizations
(usually appointed officials)” (p. 288). The co-
author of these words is the same Hunt who argued
for diversity in leadership studies inthe concluding
chapter of the same book (Schriesheim, Hunt, and
Sekaran, 1982) wherein leadership studies is lik-
ened to an ice cream manufacturer who serves up
different flavors of ice cream to satisfy the varied
needs of the customers. The only trouble with the
metaphor is this: Ice cream manufacturers know
the differences between ice cream and sherbet or
frozen yogurt, butI see no evidence, even by 1990,
that leadership researchers know the differences
between leadership and management. The differ-
ences are in the natures of the processes (such as
the differences in the nature of ice cream, sherbet,
and frozen yogurt) and not in the people—their
traits, styles, and behaviors—who do the processes

(not in the colors and flavors of the ice cream,
sherbet, and frozen yogurt).

Increasingly, however, scholars have insisted
that the old order is not good enough. Foster
(1986b) flatly stated that “leadership is a construct

which must be dismantled and rebuilt. The disman-

tling is necessary because it would appear that the
future of leadership studies in social science re-
search is bleak” (p. 3). In another book, Foster
(1986a) wrote: “The concept of leadership often
receives poor treatment from scholars and educa-
tors alike. Often, it is mistaken for the ability to
manage small groups in accomplishing tasks; at
other times, as a means for improving production.
‘We shall argue that both views adopt a fundamen-
tally mistaken approach to leadership insofar as
they identify leadership with aspects of manage-
ment” (p. 169).

Two British researchers have taken the bull by
the horns, so to speak. Hosking and Morley (1988)
made a serious attemp! to reconstruct the concept
of leadership, as Foster insisted we must do:

Our opening argument was for taking the concept of
leadership seriously. This requires an explicit defini-
tion that can be employed to interpret existing litera-
ture and to direct subsequent research and theory. We
argue for a definition of leaders as those who consis-
tently contribute certain kinds of acts to leadership
processes. More precisely, we define participants as
leaders when they (1) consistently make effective
contributions to social order and (2) are both expected
and perceived to do so by fellow participants. . . . This
conceptualization has three general and important
implications. The first is that we prefer not to follow
the common practice of using the terms leader and
manager interchangeably. . . . In our view, studies of
managerial behavior should not be assumed neces-
sary to inform our understanding of leadership. Of
course they may; however, it is always necessary to

establish that the managers concerned were also lead-

ers in the sense the term is used here. , ..

The second and related point is that the only sure -

means of identifying leaders is through the analysis

of leadership processes. The reason, quite simply, is -
that leaders achieve the status as a result of their

contributions, and the ways these are received, rela-
tive to the contributions of others. . . . In other words,

to study leaders must be to study leadership, that is, -
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the process by which “social order” is constructed and
changed.

Third, and last, our conceptualization recognizes
that significant leadership contributions may come
from a minority, including a minority of one; equally,
they may be expected and contributed by the majority.
(p.90)

By our definition, it is necessary to study the
processes by which particular acts come to be per-
ceived as contributions to social order, and therefore
come to be perceived as leadership acts. . . . Our
conceptualization implies that these processes are
endemic to leadership whether or not there are ap-
pointed managers involved. In other words, the posi-
tion taken here is that leadership, properly conceived,
is emergent. (p. 91)

The entire chapter must be read by anyone inter-
ested in reconstructing leadership by taking it out
of its industrial moorings. This short quotation
shows how differently leadership can be conceptu-
alized when one takes the concept seriously by
distinguishing between leadership and manage-
ment and then putting that distinction to work
consistently in a conceptual framework of leader-
ship.

Denigrating Management to
Ennoble Leadership

In 1985 I wrote a paper (Rost, 1985) called
“Disti@ﬁshing Leadership and Management: A
New Consensus,” in which I suggested that there
was a new consensus among the leadership schol-
ars of the 1980s, namely, that leadership is funda-
mentally different from management and that the
two words should not be used synonymously. Then
I explicated a conceptual model that contrasted
leadership and management according to twelve
different_criteria. In each case, I suggested that
there is a fundamental difference between the two
processes.

I presented the paper for the first time at the
Organizational Development Network National
Conference in 1985, and I received a largely posi-
tive response from an overflow crowd. I gave the
Paper at several other national conventions, and I

received the same positive response. I also used it
in my leadership classes, and the doctoral students
generally approved of the model, many of them
using it in their own training activities in various
organizations.

Unfortunately, the paper was problematic on
both of its major points. As the 1980s wore on and
the leadership literature continued to pour off the
presses, it became increasingly obvious that the
predictive force of the paper was in error. A new
consensus was not developing around the reinter-
pretation of Burns’s model of leadership (trans-
actional leadership is really / management and_?g,_ng-
formational leadership is leadership). If anything,
as suggested in Chapter 4, the 1980s consensus
developed around a very old idea of leadership, the
great man/woman theory of leadership (do the
leader’s wishes), and not a reconstructed notion of
leadership as transformation..
( Second>—-and the leadership doctoral students
werc the first to identify this problem—the twelve
differences between leadership and management
developed in the paper were different more in
degree than in fundamental nature. Several of the
twelve contrasting elements did hit upon essential
elements of each process, but the overall model
gave the impression that the people practicing
leadership were the “good guys in white hats” and
the people practicing management were the medio-
cre types bungling the job, the “bad guys in black
hats.” (Guys is a slang expression that in common
practice is used to refer to both women and men.)

The model has a. Traits and be-
haviors were used to explain some of the differ-
ences between leadership and management. I was
very conscious of using them in writing the piece.
While Ididn’tlike using them, I didn’t know of any
way around that problem. This feature of the
model, however, did not bother the large majority
of those who read the paper because traits and
behaviors were what they were used to reading
about in leadership books and articles.

The good guy/bad guy scenario, however, did
bother some thoughtful critics a great deal, and in
the end it caused me to completely rethink the
model and eventually to reject it. I had written the
piece with the express purpose of not raising up
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leadership and putting down management, but the
paper ended up giving that impression anyway,
mostly in covert ways. Such is the nature of deeply
held background assumptions, even when a person

- expresses the opposite view to him/herself and

consciously believes the opposite view.

Indeed, the good guy/bad guy view of leader-
sh1p/managmmu\efa-
tmp The most recent and overtly
stated example of this view is in Zaleznik’s (1989)
book. The title of the book states the point suc-
cinctly: The Managerial Mystique: Restoring
Leadership in Business. The managerial mystique
is the bad guy, the cause of U.S. business problems
in the 1980s. Leadership is the good guy, and
restoring leadership is the solution to the United
States’ business problems. Zaleznik’s book is only
the most recent of such tracts. Leadership was
consistently viewed as excellent management in
tm That, in a nutshell, is what the excel-
lence n foverment is all about,

United Technologies stuck a responsive chord
with an advertisement published in numerous
magazines in-1984. It was titled: “Let’s Get Rid of
Management,” and its message was that “people
don’t want to be managed, they want to be led.”
(The advertisement was reprinted in Bennis &
Nanus, 1985, p. 22.) H Ross Perot m
Kouzes and Posner (1987, p. xv) as expressing the
same thought: “People cannot be managed. Inven-
tories can be managed, but people must be led.”
The view of leadership and management presented
in the advertisement and in the Perot quotation are
great for symbolic mythmaking, but as a concep-
tual framework for understanding both leadership
and management, it is dead wrong.

First of all, the universal human experience, at
least in the Western world in the last few centuries,
is that people do like to be managed—as long as
management is not equated with dictatorship. If
you want to find out how much people love man-
agement, try these simple strategies:

Deliver the payroll checks late.
¢ Decrease the supplies people need to do their jobs.
« Stop any utility service people need to live or work.

o Have the buses, trains, airplanes run late.

¢ Eliminate stop lights on city streets.
¢ Deliver unworkable products to consumers.

¢ Tie promotions or salary raises to idiosyncratic
criteria such as pleasing the whims of a supervisor.

The list could go on to include thousands of
items that people have come to expect from being
managed. We literally live in a managed society;
management is what the industrial era is all about,
and much of it is not going to change in the postin-
dustrial era. Our civilization is so complex, it has
to be managed. We have no other choice. As the
saying goes, “We want our trains to run on.time.”
And that epitomizes what managers and subordi-
nates do when they manage.

Effective managers are a joy to behold and a
pleasure to work with in any organization. People
love to work for well-organized managers who
facilitate getting the job done by coordinating the
work of various people, and they hate to work for
managers who are ineffective, uncoordinated, or
incompetent. Most human beings crave order, sta-
bility, well-run programs, coordinated activity, pat-
terned behavior, goal achievement, and the suc-
cessful operation of an organization. They take
pride in their ability to produce and deliver quality
goods and services to consumers, and they are
generally unhappy when the opposite conditions
prevail. People generally like some predictability
in their lives concerning the basic “elements of
living. That is the attraction of having the trains run
on time. On the other hand, people become frus-
trated when they encounter poor or ineffective
management, when the proverbial trains do not run
on time. They vent their frustrations in many ways,
from passivity and anomie to sabotage and revo-
lution.

An example of this frustration with poor man-
agement can be seen in the revolutions in Eastern
Europe in 1989-1990. The major causes of these
revolutions will probably be debated for years to
come, I heard a persuasive argument recently that
the root cause of all the yearning for democracy
was ethnic unrest. The Eastern European nations
under Communist rule have never succeeded, this
professor suggested, in gaining a real commitment
to national unity from the various ethnic groups
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group first and with their nation second. The cry it for granted. !

| for democracy has been a cry for ethnic freedom. It is time to stop the denigration of management !

\ Another explanation may be just as persuasive. andbegin to rethink the nature of management and
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that analysis is even somewhat accurate, it essential nature of management so as to promote

that effective management is highly valued and foster its widespread use in operating our or-
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rid of bad management, if people believe that management and up with leadership is a bad idea.
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e effective management of business and the following views of leadership and manage-
nent organizations in their societies is es- ment.
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other international go-getters. Leadership is what
will get the United States out of the mess. Or,
management is what got the federal government
into the mess that it is in with regard to the budget
deficit, and leadership is what will get the federal
government out of the mess. Or, management is
what got the public schools into the mess they are
in regarding low student learning, dropouts, and
so on, and leadership is what will get the public
schools out of the mess. And so on.

The difficulty with all of these statements is that
they, one and all, denigrate management and enno-
ble leadership. Leadership is not the answer to all
the ills of our societies or their institutions and
organizations. Leadership may, in some cases, be
part of the answers. (Note the plural!) But manage-
ment, properly understood, is also part of the an-
swers. Any concept of leadership that dignifies
leadership at the expense of management has to be
defective. Exalting leadership by casting asper-
sions on management is an inherently flawed
approach to understanding the nature of either
concept.

The second problem with these statements is that
they assume leadership is always good, effective,
and helpful. There is, according to this view, no
such thing as bad or ineffective leadership. Bad
leadership is an oxymoron. Again, this approach to
leadership may be adequate for symbolic myth-
making, but it does not square with the lived expe-
rience of human beings since the word leadership
came into common usage. Including an effective-
ness dimension in our understanding of leadership
creates ali kinds of conceptual and practical prob-
lems in any attempt to come to terms with the
nature of leadership. The same is true of manage-
ment, except that most people do not automatically
equate management with being good or effective.
In both the scholarly and the popular press and
among practitioners, there is a notion of bad man-
agement. There is no similar notion of bad leader-
ship in most of the leadership literature and among
practitioners, especially in the 1980s.

The practical results of requiring leadership to
be effective or good are readily apparent. It does
not work when we try to make sense out of the
distinction between leadership and management.

The conceptual result of such a view is that either
(1) management cannot be effective, since when-
ever it becomes effective, it turns into leadership,
or (2) leadership must include management be-
cause leadership is management that is good. At
the very least, management becomes a necessary
but inadequate element in defining leadership.
What, then, happens to the definition when people
experience leadership in a relationship wherein no
one is a manager and the process of management
is not occurring? The definition quickly loses its
validity.

The practical result of such a view is to require
every manager to be a leader because leaders are
an absolutely essential element in all notions of
leadership. Being only a manager means that one
is relegated to being an ineffective professional
person. Thus, being a leader becomes essential to
the self-concept of every manager; clearly an im-
possible task, if not an inhuman requirement, for
many people.

Finally, such a view in effect makes leadership
as a concept redundant. If leadership is good man-
agement, the concept of leadership is superfluous
because management as a construct had a lengthy
and illustrious linguistic history long before people
started talking and writing about leadership. As we
have seen, leadership as a concept is relatively new,
whereas the concept of authority or management is
ages old. There must be something more to leader-
ship as a concept than redundancy.,

Defining Management \)k

If leadership is an influence relationship among
leaders and followers who intend real changes that
reflect their mutual purposes, what is manage-
ment? Taking a cue from the four essential ele-
ments of the definitions of leadership, I would like
to suggest a corresponding definition of manage-
ment. Management is an_authority relationship

between at least one manager and one subordinate
who coordinate their activities to produce and sell
particular goods and/or services.

From this definition, a person can identify four
essential elements for a phenomenon to be labeled
management:;




gement is an authority relationship.

oplein this relationship include at least one
ger and one subordinate.

sanager(s) and subordinate(s) coordinate
gotivities.

manager(s) and subordinate(s) produce and
articular goods and/or services.

“discussion of each of these essential ele-
llows. Since my purpose is to explicate the
between leadership and management,
xplicate a full-blown model of manage-
iscussion is limited to what is necessary
inguish between leadership and manage-

g, and decision making, or (2) the process
by a manager gets the job (whatever that job
ne efficiently and effectively. In both of these
Is of management, as well as others that could
ed, management is what the manager does.
gement is not what both the manager and
dinate do, only what the manager does.

¢ behavior of managers is a necessary but
cient explanation of the nature of manage-
‘as a concept. The behaviors of managers
‘no sense without the corresponding behav-
f-subordinates, and so I view management as
tionship.

e distinguishing feature of this relationship is
tis based on authority. Authority is a con-
al (written, spoken, or implied) relationship
Gremjegple accept_superordinate om
responsibilities in_ an organization. Bylts very
ure, authority includes the use of both coercive
oncoercive actions. The contract allows the
gatiagers to tell the subordinates what to do, and
of the telling is coercive. Management as a

concept is built on such telling: “Sell this product
for $3.95™"; “Put a half-inch nut on this bolt on this
part of the product”; “Do these five problems for
homework tonight”; “Be at work at 7:30 AM.;
“Stop at all stop lights when they are red”; “Pay a
percentage of your income for Social Security™;
“Take this patient to the lab for an X-ray”; “Enter
the name of the product in these 25 spaces on the
bill of sale”; and so on.

Not all the behaviors in any management rela-
tionship are coercive. The point is that many of
them are (while many of them may not be), and the
second point is that coercive behaviors are per-
fectly acceptable to both managers and subor-
dinates. While subordinates may resent some co-
ercive behaviors—for instance, a police officer
giving a person a ticket for running a red light—
most -subordinates accept the general pattern of
coercive action in the management of organiza-
tions—for instance, a law requiring everyone to
stop at red lights and police officers to enforce the
law.

Manager and Subordinate

The people in the relationship called manage-
ment are at least one manager and one subordinate.
This is the second essential element in the defini-
tion.

Both words are in the singular because it takes
at least two people to have a relationship, and we
know from information readily available to anyone
who looks for it that some organizations are actu-
ally managed by only two people, one being a
manager and the other being a subordinate. Such
organizations are not very typical any more, but
they are a reality. If management actually happens
in such organizations, and I believe it does, the
definition must be worded to include them.

Generally speaking, however, most manage-
ment relationships include one manager and sev-
eral subordinates or, even more typical, numerous
managers and even more numerous subordinates.

Both of these words (inanager and subordinate)
indicate positions within an organization. It is easy
to identify who is a manager and who is a subordi-
nate in an organization because they are positions
identified on the organization chart or in a contract.




A manager is a person who is contracted to manage
an organization or some part of one; a subordinate
is a person who reports to the manager and is
contractually required to obey the manager. To
make things complicated, some people are both
'managers and subordinates in an organization.
Teachers, for instance, are subordinates in relation-
ship to the principal or superintendent, but they are
managers in relationship to the students.

If both the manager and the subordinate are part
of the relationship called management, it follows
that they both are involved in management. A
relationship cannot exist unless both parties con-
tribute to it.

The contributors, however, are not necessarily
equal. In fact, in management the component parts
of the relationship are inherently unequal, with the
manager having the dominant part and the subor-
dinate—as the name indicates—having the subor-
dinate part. Management is a two-way relationship
that is primarily top-down as to the directives given
and bottom-up as to the responses given. In more
democratic or flat organizations, the two-way rela-
tionship may be more horizontal than hierarchical.

Coordination of Activities

The third essential element in the definition of
management is that manager and subordinate co-
ordinate their activities. The coordination of ac-
tivities is necessary if the relationship is to achieve
its purpose—the production and sale of goods
and/or services. Coordinating their activities is the
means whereby the manager(s) and subordinate(s)
achieve their goal. Without some coordination,
goods or services could not produced or sold. The
goods and/or services are the result of the coordi-
nated activities of the manager(s) and subordi-
nate(s) who enter into the authority relationship.

Production and Sale of Particular Goods
and/or Services

The manager and subordinate are in a relation-
ship to produce and sell particular goods and/or
services.

Producing and selling are the raison d’étre of
management. They are the heart of the relationship

called management. Both are essential. Producing
is the expense, and selling is the income. While
some people in public organizations may think that
selling is not part of the management of their
organizations, since many clients or consumers
might not pay for the services specifically rendered
to them, such a view of public management is in-
accurate. Public management involves the selling
of services to the public because income to cover
the expenses of the services is required for the
organization not only to exist but also to prosper.

Producing and selling are the purpose of the
relationship that is management. They are why
people enter into the relationship. They are what
the people in the relationship do. They identify
what the relationship is all about. Management is
a relationship established in organizations so that
people can produce and sell particular goods and/or
services.

Goods and/or services are also what the peopie
in the relationship produce by their coordinated
activities. Management is essential to their produc-
tion. However, the relationship goes further than
just production. The people in the relationship also
sell these goods and/or services because they
understand that focusing only on production will
get them nowhere. Thus, the relationship is incom-
plete unless the products are sold.

The word particular precedes goods and/or ser-
vices in the definition because the manager(s) and
subordinate(s) coordinate their activities to pro-
duce and sell only certain goods and/or services,
not any or all goods and services.

And/or is used in the definition because I am not
certain that all managerial relationships involve
both goods and services. Its use allows for some
managerial relationships to produce and sell one or
the other, not both. My guess is that the large
majority of managerial relationships involve both.

Leadership and Management

The definition given above does not require
management to be effective or ineffective, good or
bad, efficient or inefficient, excellent or mediocre,
and so on. All of these words are adjectives that
people can apply to particular managerial relation-




ships when they evaluate the management of an
organization according to stated criteria. These
evaluative criteria are different from the essential
elements analysts should use as criteria to deter-
mine if the phenomenon is management. Thus,
there is a two-step process. First, one must deter-
mine if the phenomenon is management. Second,
the analyst can then determine if the relationship
that is management is effective or ineffective, good
or bad, efficient or inefficient, excellent or medio-
cre.
The same statement can be made about leader-
ship. The definition of leadership given in Chapter
5 does not require leadership to be effective or
< ineffective, good or bad, efficient or inefficient,
: excellent or mediocre, and so on. All of these words
¢ are adjectives that people can apply to a particular
relationship that is determined to be leadership
when they evaluate that relationship according to
redetermined criteria. That evaluation comes after
'the analyst determines if the phenomenon is actu-
ally leadership. The two-step process is the same
s that for evaluating management.
: The essential nature of management as a rela-
jonship and that of leadership as a relationship are |
eutral to all such evaluative criteria. Management
t is ineffective, bad, inefficient, or mediocre is
till management. Leadership that is ineffective, l
E&P d, inefficient, or mediocre is still leadership.
agement that is effective, good, efficient, or :
lent is still management. These qualities do -
transform management into leadership. The
dea that good management is leadership destroys
y possible clear definition of both leadership and
agement. Leadership as good management
s both management and leadership into a
mash of conceptual confusion. Out of that -
fusion comes our inability to distinguish lead- '
ip from management (and vice versa) and our |
ility to intelligently understand either concept.

stinguishing Between Management
and Leadership

ng the essential elements of the two defini-
our substantive differences between leader-
d management can be ascertained. The first

TABLE 10.1 Distinguishing Leadership From

Management

Leadership Management

Influence relationship Authority relationship ™
Leaders and followers Managers and subordinat;:

Intend real changes Produce and sell goods and/o

services

—

Intended changes reflect Goods/services result from

mutual purposes coordinated activities < u4°
Y
2e

three are clear and distinct, and scholars and prac-
titioners can easily use them to distinguish between |
leadership and management. The last difference is | /
perhaps less distinctive and is, therefore, more L
difficult to use in distinguishing leadership from
management.

Table 10.1 presents the four differences between
leadership and management in short statements. A
discussion of each of these differences follows.

Influence vs. Authority Relationship

The difference is that leadership is an influence
relationship and management is an authority rela-
tionship. The differences in these two kinds of
relationships have to do with (1) use of coercion
and (2) directionality of the attempts to impact on
people. :

Influence requires that coercion not be used, at

. least as a regular and patterned form of behavior.

Authority allows the use of coercion as a regular
and patterned form of behavior.

Attempts to influence other people in a leader-
ship relationship are multidirectional. Leaders in-
fluence other leaders and followers while followers
influence other followers and leaders. Attempts to
use authority in a managerial relationship are uni-
directional and top-down. Managers use authority
to impact on subordinates, who then respond to the
authoritative directive, producing the two-way re-
lationship. While there may be more democratic
relationships between managers and subordinates
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these days, the basic and fundamental relationship .
remains top-down.

Leaders and Followers vs. Managers
~ and Subordinates

Leaders and followers are the people involved
in a leadership relationship. Subordinates can be
leaders, as can managers. Managers can be follow-
ers, as can subordinates. Leaders and followers can
have a relationship that includes no managers and
no subordinates.

Managers and subordinates are the people in-
volved in a managerial relationship. Followers can
be managers, as can subordinates. Leaders can be
subordinates, as can followers. Managers and sub-
ordinates can be involved in a relationship that
includes no leaders and no followers.

The two sets of words are not synonymous.
Leaders are not the same as managers. Followers
are not the same as subordinates. Managers may be
leaders, but if they are leaders, they are involved in
a relationship different from management. Subor-
dinates may be followers, but if they are followers,
they are involved in a relationship different from
management. Leaders need not be managers to be
leaders. Followers need not be subordinates to be
followers.

People in authority positions—presidents, gov-
ernors, mayors, CEOs, superintendents, principals,
administrators, supervisors, department heads, and
so on—are not automatically leaders by virtue of
their holding a position of authority. Being a leader
must not be equated with being in a position of
authority. The definition of a leader cannot include
a requirement that the person be in a position of
authority. Such a definition of a leader is totally
inconsistent with the definition of leadership given
in Chapter 5.

On the other hand, people in authority positions
are automatically managers because that is the
definition of a manager: a person who holds a
position of authority. Being a manager must not be
equated with being a leader. The definition of a
manager cannot include a requirement that the
person be a leader. Such a definition of a manager
is totally inconsistent with both the definition of

leadership presented in Chapter 5 and the defini-
tion of management given above.

A distinction between leadership and manage-
ment requires that the words leader and manager,
follower and subordinate, be defined differently.
The two sets of words cannot be used interchange-
ably.

Intending Real Change vs. Producing
and Selling Goods and/or Services

Leaders and followers intend real changes,
while managers and subordinates produce and sell
goods and/or services.

Leadership involves an intention on the part of
leaders and followers. Management involves the
production and sale on the part of managers and
subordinates. Intending is very different from pro-
ducing and selling.

Leadership involves (intending) real changes.
Management involves (producing and selling)
goods and services. Leaders and followers join
forces to attempt to really change something.
Managers and subordinates join forces to really
change the ways they produce and sell their goods/
services, or really change the kind of goods/
services they produce and sell, those managers
and subordinates may have transformed their
managerial relationship into a leadership relation-
ship. (I say may because the three other essential
elements must be present for there to be leader-
ship.)

Mutual Purpose vs. Coordinated Activities

The intended changes must reflect the mutual
purposes of the leaders and followers. The goods
and/or services result from the coordinated activi-
ties of the managers and subordinates.

There is nothing in the definition of management
about mutual purposes, so when one sees mutual
purposes being forged in a relationship, that is a
cue that leadership is happening. (Again, the three
other essential elements have to be present.) Mu-
tual purposes are more than independent goals
mutually held. They are common purposes devel-
oped over time as followers and leaders interact in
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a noncoercive relationship about the changes they
intend. Leaders and followers are constantly in the
process of developing mutual purposes, and their
commitment to that development makes the leader-
ship relationship different from the management
relationship. .

Coordinated activities, on the other hand, allow
for independent goals mutually agreed upon by
managers and subordinates in order to get the job
done, in order to produce and sell particular goods
and/or services. Coordinated activities include ne-
gotiated agreements, exchanges, transactional ac-
commodations, and compromises. They also in-
clude telling subordinates what to do: “Barbara and
Bill will watch the children eating in the cafeteria
while John and Jane monitor them on the play-
ground and Mary and Mark organize games for
them in the field so that six other faculty members
can eat lunch.” Coordinated activities include staff-
ing and other ways of deploying resources, making
decisions about how goods are going to be made
and sold and about how services are going to be
delivered and sold.

None of those activities are necessary to leader-
ship as arelationship, primarily because leadership
is not about producing and selling goods and/or
services. Some of these activities may not even be
helpful to particular leaders and followers who
intend real changes. The leadership relationship
allows for a great many activities that would not be
classified as coordinated activities in the ordinary
sense of the term: revolution, reform, dem-
onstration, rallies, breaking unjust laws, charis-
matic behaviors, intuitive decisions, behaving ac-
cording to new governing assumption, ad hoc
committees, disrupting coordinated activities, un-
planned actions, and so on, These kinds of activi-
ties may be clues that leadership is happening and
that management is not.

Of course, a leadership relationship may involve
coordinated activities, but the crucial point is that
these coordinated activities are not essential to
leadership. They are, however, essential to man-
agement. It is impossible to conceive of people in
a management relationship producing and sell-

ing goods and/or services without coordinated ac-
tivities.
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