Annual Windsor Leadership Dialogue 2008


WINDSOR DIALOGUE IDEAS
The 2008 theme is Leadership – The Missing Link
“The vogue of the leader and the development of leadership as an individual-centred activity frequently overlook the organisational context, its challenges and own needs for improved leadership. This year’s dialogue will target leadership at this higher, organisational level, exploring how best to make that connection a reality. How can an organisation give to leadership, its development and improvement what it needs to give, and get what it needs to get?”  (Marketing flyer)

A focus on leadership at the organisational, whole system, or process level is sometimes called organisational leadership (OL) or systemic leadership. OL is a mental model – a mindset or way of thinking – that reframes the traditional model which regards leadership only as a characteristic of individuals. It is still that of course, but also more than that. The OL model has a strategic focus:

how the organisation delivers leadership appropriate for the future

AND

how leadership delivers the organisation appropriate for the future

The OL approach looks at leadership through the lens of the organisation; and it looks at the organisation through the lens of leadership. This two-way viewpoint results in a strategic fusion – enabling leadership to flourish in a way that directly improves the organisation, and vice versa. The organisation becomes the customer, pulling on the organisation development lever as the means of improving the way it is led. Compare this with some conventional development methods that make the manager the customer, hoping to push outcomes into the organisation as the hoped-for beneficiary.

In the conventional approach HR asks the organisation’s leaders to support management development’s strategies. The OD approach reverses this: the organisation calls on HR developers to support the organisation’s leadership strategy.

The word ‘delivers’ (leadership) breaks down into redefining (the need), developing/ improving/changing, applying/practising, and evaluating/reviewing and holding to account. Crucially, these words apply both to the organisation’s managers and to its processes and systems that impact on leadership.

All this makes leadership one of the organisation’s most powerful resources – in how it is conceived, developed and practised. And as a resource, naturally leadership has to be managed, not merely left to chance and the vagaries of the learning transfer gap between trained individuals, opportunities for them to apply leadership and their will and motives. As such, OL is a complement and a foundation for related management development.
Ten possible dialogue briefs on next page.

Ten possible briefs for focusing the dialogue
1. What organisational leadership is good at

2. The territory of an organisation development (OD) way of improving leadership

3. Tough questions for CEOs to ask leadership developers

4. Leadership culture

5. The fishtank analogy

6. The power of people’s environment

7. The shadow side

8. Gap analysis

9. Leadership across the employment spectrum

10. The language of systemic leadership

NB: There is a new website at www.windsorleadership.com. It includes various articles, including ‘Beliefs about organisational leadership’.
1. What organisational leadership is good at

· Raising awareness and changing perceptions. For example:

	· the way the work works (a systems perspective) is often more significant than the way the people work.
· a manager’s job is to improve the system(s) and what surrounds people more than to blame/improve the people.

· performance management should appraise managers on their management of the system.
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· the untreated gaps in an organisation account for a bigger loss of performance than individuals’ competence and lack of training.
· Saving money by not spending it on mass training to change people (who are doing what the system expects of them); e.g. premium rate phone lines scandal.

· Distributing leadership by giving a large number of front-line managers the authority to help improve the way the organisation works and where and how it delivers leadership.

· Building a state of discontent around aspects of the organisation’s current functioning (either of leadership or requiring leadership), and galvanising energy to do something collectively about it.

· Identifying the strategic leadership priorities; e.g. clean up our act, reduce profligacy, manage within our means, extend our green credentials, balance security and customer ease, improve productivity, mend relations with unions, fend off predators, improve public image, improve risk management, improve safety, reduce fat, embrace social responsibility, transform role to managing countryside, improve governance, become more like business, become more cost conscious.

· Identifying needed style shifts; e.g. the balance between internal v. external focus, collaboration within their sector, be more or less competitive, remove silos, more or less security of employment, putting the customer first, shake up the organisation or calm it down, speed up or slow the pace, be more innovative, more global.
· Considering what is in the organisation’s environment and the implications of this for leadership – what it is needed for and how leadership itself needs to change.

· Revealing that the source of some problems are not a manager’s personality, but a system issue (e.g. structure).
· Enabling managers to discuss things that they would not normally find the time or permission to do.
· Seeing the wider company picture and generating loyalty beyond managers’ narrow specialism.

· Allowing the organisation’s norms to be held up for questioning.
· Gaining confidence in change management.
2.
The territory of an organisation development way of improving leadership

	Levels

Focuses on level 3 and uses this to drive and integrate the levels.

1. Individual managers

2. Managerial teams

3. The organisation (whole system)

The essence

· Managing leadership as a resource from the organisation’s perspective. It is not enough to develop managers as leaders and leave them to work out what to apply their new leadership skills to.

●     Enabling appropriate leadership to flourish. What are the organisation’s enablers and what are the obstacles?
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· Focusing on the organisation’s leadership needs, culture, systems and dynamics (as well as individual and team capability).
· Addressing both leadership development and practice. [i.e. learning and doing – to shortcut the ‘learning transfer’ problem.]
· Linking individual, collective, and whole-system leadership.
· Balancing supply- and demand-side issues [i.e. not trying to meet a shortfall in leadership just by a supply-side intervention (improving talent), but also tackling the demand side (what the organisation needs and what it is doing).]

· Aligning the organisation’s structures, systems and processes to support leadership.
· Improving the leadership culture.
Strategy

· Spreading the power of leadership to achieve improvement and change, by involving practising leaders at all levels in diagnosing the change needed.
· Being clear about the organisation’s own distinctive contribution to improving leadership.
· Anchoring development activity in the organisation’s evolving context.
· Considering all improvement activities, not just development programmes.
An improvement mindset (besides developing managers to be leaders)
HR processes:

· Defining ideal leaders

· Selecting better leaders

· Acquiring leaders from outside

· Rewarding the best leaders

· Utilising leaders in the key jobs

· Appraising leaders

· Promoting leaders

· Rewarding the best leaders

· Hanging onto talented leaders

· Planning for leaders’ succession

· Rotating leaders

· Moving tired leaders

· Retiring leaders past their sell-by date

OD processes:
· Rejuvenating the leadership culture

· Removing obstacles in the path of leaders

· Plugging gaps between leaders

· Holding individual leaders accountable
· Holding collective leadership teams accountable
Normally undiscussed issues

· How leadership is held accountable

· Improving the positive use of power

· People’s perceptions of their leadership role

· Where leadership gaps occur

· The way the hierarchy works

· How leadership is performance managed

· What people think the ‘contract’ is
Holding leadership accountable

· How good is the system for holding leaders accountable for their leadership?

· How good is the system for holding managers accountable for their leadership (separately from their management)?

· Are managers held accountable for both delivering today and securing and improving tomorrow?

· How is collective accountability managed?

· What equips those who hold others accountable? [i.e. How does the CEO know what questions to ask of the developers in order to provide necessary oversight?]
Using power positively

· Do the people who need power to achieve results perceive that they have it?

· What saps people’s feeling of power?

· How much is power being used with, rather than over, others?

· What is the power relationship with partner organisations?
Managers’ perceptions of leadership

· How is leadership perceived as a role?

· What do managers think their leadership job is?

· How dominant is functional excellence (within silos) as opposed to end-to-end services across functions?

· How can managers improve things for tomorrow as well as delivering today’s operation? [They have both a maintenance job and a change job.]
Relational leadership gaps

· Competency usually concentrates on the individual and neglects the spaces between individuals and the spaces between units.

· Individual competency a necessary but not a sufficient condition for the organisation to be well led.

· Organisations need to consider, develop and practise leadership in the context of changing relationships (e.g. new partnerships). 
Leadership and hierarchy

· How well does the hierarchy work?

· How easy is access to the right people?

· What issues need to be confronted but are difficult to do so because they are taboo?

· What are the pressures on leaders?
Managing leadership performance

· How is managers’ performance in their leadership capacity managed?

· What tenure issues are there?

· What level of leadership performance is deemed good enough?

· What leadership behaviour is valued and not valued?

The leadership contract

· What do people perceive the contract to be?

· How does it affect people’s readiness to change?

· How will people expect to be involved?

· How do you want to change that contract?
3.
Tough questions for CEOs to ask leadership developers

	1. Of all your leadership development activities and those that you are considering, which are tactical and transactional (e.g. 360 degree feedback) and which are strategic and potentially transformative for the organisation? (e.g. getting key departments to cooperate)?
2. How do your leadership development strategies relate to where the company is currently and where it is going?
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3. How different does leadership in this organisation need to be to be fit for the future that we see for ourselves?

4. What values and beliefs about leadership development are driving the service you provide me with?

5. What assumptions are you making about how easily off-the-job learning can be applied to the benefit of the business?

6. What are you doing to migrate leadership development activity towards actions which are most likely to realise a pay-off, to the company and the individuals?

7. What can individuals be allowed to pull for themselves for their personal development, and what must the organisation push upon all its managers?

8. What do you believe are the biggest organisation problems we face?

9. What impending signs of entropy do you see in our organisation?

10. What are the biggest problems you face in trying to help the organisation?

11. Where do you need improved access?

12. How can you help me to supervise you?

13. What are my blind spots in terms of understanding and supervising the development function?

(Adapted extract from Developing Corporate Competence – A High-Performance Agenda for Managing Organizations, Gower, William Tate, 1995)
4.
Leadership culture
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With acknowledgement to aha.darmadji.com
	Every organisation has its own culture. Within that are several specialist sub-cultures shaped by professional disciplines and local and national cultures. 

One of these subcultures is that of the organisation’s leadership.

The leadership culture needs to be described and understood so that it can be held up for questioning from time to time.

Is it functional and continuing to serve the needs of the business? Or are there aspects that are dysfunctional that need challenging and shifting?


Descriptors

What words describe your own organisation’s leadership?

E.g. Beleaguered, bureaucratic, paternalistic, united, transparent, visionary, pragmatic, tired, hierarchical, mysterious, consensual, cushioned, talented.

Dimensions of the leadership culture

These include:

· What are the criteria for becoming a member of the leadership cadre?

· How safe is it for people to challenge the leaders?

· Who is allowed to speak to whom without breaking the (unwritten) rules?

· How open and authentic is the discourse between top managers?

· Do leaders get to hear what the need to hear as well as what they want to?

· How visible are the symbols of hierarchical power and authority?

· How widely is leadership distributed throughout the organisation?

· How wide are differentials at the top of the organisation?

· How long are tired leaders permitted to hang on?

· How are leaders held accountable?

	What are the leadership norms?

The norms are revealed by looking at consistent attitudes and behaviour in such areas as those below.

                                                                               POSSIBLE EXAMPLES

	Decision making

Power

Access

Excellence

Qualifications

Moral stance

Status quo

Working hours

Remuneration

Responsibility

Accountability

Performance

Initiative

Ambition

Freedom to act

Numbers

Cohesion

Getting results

The rule book

Security

Tenure
	“Nothing gets decided here without a committee.”

“Power is concentrated in the hands of very few.”
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“Total job security – they can stay as long as they want. It’s up to them. It’s like the prime minister.”


(Extracts from William Tate, The Organisational Leadership Audit, Cambridge Strategy Publications, 2003.)

5.
The fishtank analogy

Think of people like fish in a fishtank. It is the leader’s job to clean their environment to enable them to swim freely and healthily, remove toxins, and add essential minerals.
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	With acknowledgement

to McLachlan


“The other one’s his manager”

‘A small group from the 2006 Windsor Leadership Dialogue examined the theme of managing the fishtank rather than the fish. Key to this was the idea that the fishtank (an organisation’s internal environment) becomes toxic. The role of leader is to remove organisational toxicity, so that the inhabitants can thrive. Training and developing the inhabitants to look good while not improving their surroundings is a waste of time. As an example of a toxic environment just think about the number of taboo subjects in your own organisation that are beyond discussibility.’

(Extract from William Tate, ‘Looking inside the organisation for leadership’, Developing HR Strategy, May 2006)

‘If you have an aquarium where the fish lack lustre, the typical development paradigm says brighten them up with some training, but don’t bother to clean out the fishtank. In fact it’s worse than that: don’t bother to examine the tank for toxicity. We expect the fish to shine regardless. We probably don’t even notice the tank; we’ve been trained only to see the fish. … We look straight through the organisation and don’t see the effect it’s having. By contrast, the new paradigm puts the organisation itself under the spotlight and wants the cleaners to start their work there.’

(Extract from William Tate, ‘Organisational leadership wins’, CEO Today, 2007)
Metaphorically, individual managers are not like islands of skill. They are more like fish. Managers are doing their best to survive organisational life and achieve their goals while swimming in somewhat murky waters. Many trainers and developers don’t acknowledge the environment; indeed, they are handed fish that have been plucked out of the water, they scrub them clean, then drop them back in. As their environment is no different from before, the fish – aka the managers – quickly return to their normal selves. 

As they know nothing else, the managers, all at sea – like fish – don’t see the water clearly either. Their education does little to help them understand their environment. But in a self-contained aquarium – a given organisation – it’s different: the water can be managed. 

	The big fish can do something about it – if they can see the environment for what it is. But they too are caught up in it. 

They all-too-easily lose sight of it themselves, unless they can imagine themselves on the outside looking in. Then they might be reminded of their responsibility as purifiers.
	




What we surround people with in their jobs is multi-faceted. It may either be difficult to swim through, heavily laden with toxicity, or it can be easier to navigate, light, reasonably benign, and hopefully supportive.

6.
The power of people’s environment
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With acknowledgement to Manager’s Choice, www.ruralrooster.com
	The organisation is where the business’s purpose lies, and where its customers are. 

It’s where you see what leadership is currently used for, where you find the new business challenges, and learn what leadership is needed for – what it is in the organisation that leadership needs to act upon and change.

It is where you discover how leadership itself needs to be different.


To fulfil this agenda, the organisation provides managers with structure and hierarchy, with systems, policies, protocols, rules, budgets, and with resources, careers and status. The organisation provides managers with their relationships, with followers, colleagues, collaborators and competitors.

It is where you find the leadership culture and ethos that conveys the organisation’s values and carries the norms of everyday acceptable leadership behaviour. It shows how power is used and abused, and the depth of darkness in the shadow.

The organisation contains the processes – often inadequate – by which leaders are held to account and determines what they can get away with. It’s where managers encounter obstacles when they try to display leadership in the face of cultural inertia and politics that thwart their energy. It’s where they brush up against pressure to retain the status quo. In short, it’s a psychological minefield.

In the face of this evidence, why do so many people hold to the isolated hero model of leadership rather than an integrated, systemic one?

To give managers skills and permission to lead while failing to attend to the organisation can be a waste of talent, time and money. It may help individuals with their careers, but will scarcely touch the organisation’s own needs. By ‘attending to the organisation’ we mean examining, understanding and considering the impact that the above ‘variables’ have on the exercise of leadership in practice. Then directly developing these elements – and not just individuals – where they need improvement.

(Extract from William Tate, ‘Looking inside the organisation for leadership’, Developing HR Strategy, May 2006)

7.
The shadow side
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With acknowledgment to imdavevalk.blogspot.com.
	Every organisation consists of two systems. The first is its rational, official or legitimate system. The natural counter to this is the organisation’s non-rational, unofficial or shadow system (or ‘shadow side’). 

The shadow side is the organisational equivalent to the shadow side in human personality – that side that is largely hidden from view, not owned up to, and little discussed. In organisations, the shadow side is neglected, not taught, and under-managed.


The official system embodies the aims, purpose and values of the organisation as espoused and understood by its leaders and authority figures. This is where policies, structures, plans, targets, rules, codes, numbers, etc belong. This side is logical, overt and readily discussible.

The shadow side is where all the non-rational issues reside: e.g. personal friendships, grapevine, trust, favours, prejudices, hopes, in- and out-groups, ambition, politics, and the so-called ‘canteen culture’. Many aspects are positive, but there is a dark side too – power struggles, fear, greed, bullying, turf-war, bribes, sabotage, and so on. This side is emotional, covert and less discussible.

The shadow system is self-organising, obscure, serves people’s personal needs, and supports them in being who they are rather than how the organisation needs them to be. 

When in role, managers prefer to think and talk about the legitimate system – for example, how jobs fit together and therefore – on paper at least – how work is supposed to get done. But this is not what makes the organisation tick. The shadow system is more powerful and offers a better explanation for how things happen.

Example: Banks’ high-risk loans

A force-field analysis reveals that the forces that lead to bank staff taking huge lending risks in the sub-prime market are more powerful than the restraining forces of management education and the discipline of risk management as taught on MBA programmes. The latter forces are all rational (statistics, ratios, etc). The former are all shadow side (ambition, competition, targets, incentives, greed, adrenaline, bonuses, etc.) Yet the shadow side is untaught and ignored!
Change initiatives

These are usually aimed at the legitimate system, but they require the support of the shadow system. The two systems overlap. The nature and the amount of overlap can vary, as can
	whether the two systems are joined and both are visible, respected and acknowledged (a healthy condition), or one is eclipsing the other as in a solar eclipse (resulting in an unhealthy loss of light).

· If the shadow system is eclipsed by the legitimate system it might mean that people are constrained by an autocratic regime.

(
If the shadow system dominates and eclipses the legitimate system, it is more likely that anarchy reigns.
	[image: image10.jpg]



With acknowledgement to 

rantsfromtherookery.blogspot.com.


(
If the two systems are far apart, the organisation may disintegrate.

(
If there is a lot of overlap, then the shadow system is supportive of the legitimate system. 

(
If there is a little overlap, the shadow system may be pressing for change.
Ossification versus disintegration

Everything is constantly changing, a point often not understood, according to Bentley.  Order is inevitably followed by disturbance and a period of chaos, which in turn is followed by the creation of a new order.  Any attempt to resist this ‘dance of life’ leads to ossification and/or disintegration.

Ossification occurs when the old order is rigidly maintained using an increasingly doctrinaire legitimate system. The inflexible demand for conformity causes people to contract; creativity dies, and the organisation withers away.

Disintegration occurs when the shadow system is so far removed from the legitimate system that the two cannot be reunited. People become so expanded and diverse in the shadow system that the legitimate system no longer holds any value or purpose for them and so it and the organisation die.

The twin dangers of ossification and disintegration can be avoided by judicious interventions in both the legitimate and shadow systems.

(With acknowledgment to Trevor Bentley and Gerard Egan)
(Extracts from The Organisation Shadow-Side Audit, Cambridge Strategy Publications, William Tate, 2003)

8.
Gap analysis

“You can think of leadership falling down gaps.”
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(With acknowledgment to imdavevalk.blogspot.com.)
	In any organisation the main gap to be closed is between how leadership (not leaders) works round here and how much better leadership could be and needs to be – to serve the needs of the organisation and its stakeholders.
Once you start looking, it becomes apparent that there are gaps all over the place, with direct and indirect implications for leadership.




Example 1: A breakdown in perceptions at different levels in the hierarchy on what leadership roles mean at different levels. Take decision making, where at one level they perceive their role is to pass issues upwards for decision, and at the higher level they believe those below should be taking those decisions.

Example 2: Highly skilled leaders use their energies to defend their patch of turf rather than to cooperate with other departments, the well-known ‘silo’ problem. This is a gap, or a weakness, in how the organisation as a system works.

Here are some other gaps. (Possible labels/issues/explanations are shown in brackets.)

1. Leaders’ rhetoric and the organisation’s current reality (out of touch)

2. Leaders’ rhetoric and their privately held values and beliefs (cynical)

3. Leaders’ aspirations and the organisation’s current reality (unrealisitic)

4. Leaders’ aspirations and the organisation’s current backing (unalignment)

5. Leaders’ aspirations and individuals’ competence to deliver (incapability)

6. Leaders’ aspirations and the organisation’s capacity to respond (lack of capacity)

7. The organisation’s claimed skills and resources and those actually available 


(under-resourced)

8. Leaders’ required skills and know-how and their current skills and know-how 


(individual learning)

9. Senior management’s perceptions versus those at lower organisational levels 


(hierarchy)

10. People’s private convictions and the demands of their role (authenticity)

11. Relationships between key individuals (teamworking)

12. Relationships between departmental functions (silos)

13. The organisation’s social goals versus entrepreneurial goals (CSR)

14. Stakeholders’ needs and those of the organisation (stakeholder dialogue)

15. Different stakeholders’ conflicting needs and expectations (stakeholder management)

16. Legal obligations and the organisation’s current behaviour (compliance)

17. Voluntary regulation best practice and the organisation’s current behaviour (governance)

18. Official targets and the organisation’s current performance (performance shortfall)

19. What the organisation needs to know and what it actually does know (organisation learning need)

20. What the organisation doesn’t know it needs to know and what it does know 

(blind spot)

21. The organisation’s legitimate system and its shadow system (politics, etc.)

The type of gap, its scale, explanation and motives, can be an obstacle, source of cynicism, mistrust or resistance. But the gap can be seen as an opportunity, an energising stimulant, and the basis of planning and agreeing improvement action.

Who owns the gap?

If someone perceives there is a gap, but then expects someone else to close it, there is a risk of breaking the cycle through which people accept responsibility for taking remedial action and sense that they have practical and psychological control.
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An analogy to the improvement cycle is found in the example of a thermostat. The mechanism that detects the temperature deficiency is directly connected with the pump that can give a boost. Contrast that with full-time quality inspectors in organisations whose job it is to inspect and reject other people’s work.

A break in the improvement cycle occurs frequently in training situations. Someone identifies a gap (say, a lack of customer focus) and then calls for staff to be trained. The latter have not been involved in perceiving that a gap exists which needs to be closed. They do not feel they have sufficient control over what is happening, do not feel that they are part of the problem, let alone the solution, and may thus resist the training.

9.
Leadership across the employment spectrum

	Joined-up HR establishes horizontal links between development and a range of other HR interventions that together increase the chance of obtaining the desired leadership outputs needed by the business.

Organisations that lack joined-up thinking risk:
	


· developing leaders at considerable expense, then letting them languish in unimportant functions where their talents cannot be used fully
· one department recruiting talent while another selects people for redundancy on the cost criterion rather than ability

· failing to act upon poor leaders when they become part of the problem rather than part of the solution

· pouring leadership talent in at one end of the employment pipeline, and then carelessly letting it escape at the other

Development-related issues arise at several places on the employment spectrum – phases in careers that call for optimal HR management. Besides having discrete development inputs at an appropriate career point, related considerations include:

1. Defining what leadership talent needs to enter the system?

2. How can the most talented leaders be allocated to the most important jobs?

3. Should newly developed leaders receive a change of job?

4. What criteria are used to assess the effective practice of leadership?

5. How is good leadership recognised and rewarded (and bad leadership ‘punished’)?

6. What criteria are used to assess suitability for promotion to senior positions?

7. What provision is made for successors?

8. How is leadership talent escaping unplanned from, as well as formally exiting, the organisation?

    OBTAINING

  DEVELOPING

UTILISING

LETTING GO

    LEADERSHIP
  LEADERSHIP

LEADERSHIP

LEADERSHIP

    TALENT
 (
  TALENT
 (
TALENT
 (
TALENT

|______________________|_____________________|______________________|

Consideration of:

    Defining for future
  Development

Assessment

Retention

    Recruitment

  Qualifications

Promotion

Limiting tenure

    Appointments
  Mentoring

Rotation/moved on
Exiting information

    Succession

  Coaching

Assignments

Severance

    Talent audits

  Conferences

Leadership climate

    Assessment

  Projects

Leadership obstacles






Appraisal






Rewards

(Extract from The Organisational Leadership Audit, Cambridge Strategy Publications, William Tate, 2003
10.
The Language of Systemic Leadership

Failings in large and complex organisations cannot easily be blamed on individual leaders, and are increasingly spoken of as ‘systemic’. Some examples:

· A landmark case arose following the fatal stabbing of the black schoolboy Stephen Lawrence in 1993. An inquiry headed by Sir William MacPherson concluded that the police force was "institutionally racist". This meant that it could be distinguished from the racial bias of individuals by the existence of policies and practices within the institution and its culture that have the effect of disadvantaging certain racial or ethnic groups.

· The inquiry into the tragic shooting of the innocent Brazilian Charles De Menezes at Stockwell found a ‘systemic leadership’ failure by the Metropolitan Police, but not by individual officers.

	· In local government, the murder of eight-years-old Victoria Climbié in Haringey in 2000 was another example of a leadership failure by the organisation (the social worker was exonerated).

· The MoD was recently accused of not providing adequate resources, equipment and intelligence which led to a wholly avoidable death and serious injuries of a soldier in Afghanistan.
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· In the United States the army threw out the conviction of the only officer court martialled in the Abu Ghraib scandal, amid criticism that the faults were instead systemic.

· In the case of the recent loss of CDs containing private data, ministers initially sought to blame a failure by junior officials to follow proper security procedures; but HMRC’s acting chairman acknowledged that the loss "may well" indicate systemic failure.

· The television premium phone-charge scandal is an example.

· Another is the collapse of Northern Rock.
Clearly, in instances like these, systemic failure amounts to a systemic leadership failure – failure by the whole system to manifest quality leadership in and for society, and failure by top officials to understand and manage their organisations as a system (i.e. ‘systemically’). Other ‘systems’, such as the legal system, have not yet found an appropriate way of addressing this systemic phenomenon.
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