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In the introduction to this Handbook, leadership development is defined as the expansion of a collective’s capacity to produce direction, alignment, and commitment (DAC).   This chapter explores the practical meaning of that definition by applying it to case studies of leadership development in organizations.  The focus is on the development of a high-capacity approach to producing DAC called interdependent leadership.

Interdependent leadership is conceived as a highly-developed stage of leadership culture that has the capacity to produce DAC in challenging contexts demanding collaboration across boundaries and the inclusion of more diverse perspectives and values, and in which outcomes are more emergent and less linear.  Such contexts are increasingly being faced by groups and organizations as they attempt to be more open and responsive in relations with suppliers and customers, as their workers become more educated and diverse, as they increase the amount of work done by inter-disciplinary teams, and as they attempt to unify globally dispersed operations around a single vision.  Because these contextual factors bring in considerable complexity and ambiguity, the production of DAC becomes more difficult.  Thus, the presence of such contextual factors often demands significant leadership development.

Leadership development aims at changing the leadership culture of a collective; this means it aims to change beliefs and practices for producing DAC.  To make sense of the idea of changing and developing leadership culture, what is first needed is a way of broadly describing leadership cultures.  The next section presents a framework of three broad developmental stages of leadership culture: dependent leadership; independent leadership; and, the focus of the chapter, interdependent leadership.  Following this, the chapter will look at leadership culture and leadership development in three organizations.
Dependent, independent, and interdependent leadership cultures

The approach taken to describing leadership development in the case studies reported here is to apply concepts of constructive-developmental theory (a theory of ego development) to leadership cultures. (Drath 2001; McCauley, Drath, Palus, O’Connor, & Baker, 2006; McCauley, Palus, Drath, Hughes, McGuire, O'Connor & Van Velsor, 2008; Torbert 2004).  The constructive-developmental framework describes how individuals evolve increasingly complex mental models to guide their knowing and acting as they encounter increasingly complex relations in the world (Kegan, 1994; Torbert, 2004; Wilbur, 2000).  These mental models unfold over time, in sequence, in response to greater role responsibility, more intimate partnerships, and greater intellectual demands. 

The process of individuals developing increasingly complex mental models provides a useful analogy for understanding change in leadership cultures – with one important difference.  In place of the individual’s need to understand the self in relation to others and the world, a collective’s need with respect to leadership is to understand how to produce DAC in relation to the environment.  Where individuals develop increasingly complex and flexible mental models to track their growing understanding of themselves in relation to the world, collectives develop increasingly complex and flexible leadership cultures (enduring patterns of leadership belief and practice) to improve their processes for producing DAC.


Three underlying leadership cultures are proposed as basic templates for producing DAC: dependent leadership; independent leadership; and interdependent leadership.  Each of these cultures, under the right context, is capable of producing the requisite degree of DAC; each also comes with built in limitations.  Table 1 summarizes the approach to producing DAC that characterizes each type of leadership culture.  Such generalized descriptions of leadership culture are, of course, abstractions.  However, the practices used to produce DAC are concrete.  The case studies to be presented later will focus on specific practices, along with a rationale for identifying those practices as aspects of an interdependent leadership culture.
[insert table 1 about here]


Dependent leadership culture is broadly characterized by the belief (and the practices associated with the belief) that only people in positions of authority are responsible for producing DAC.  DAC is produced by a leader or leaders or persons with legitimate authority that supplies unilateral power to invoke compliance and loyalty.  The collective is dependent on people with authority to produce DAC.  People with authority are usually organized hierarchically such that there is one person who is ultimately responsible for producing DAC.


The necessary complement to authority in a dependent leadership culture is compliance.  It is authority plus compliance that produces DAC.  In describing a dependent leadership culture, it is important to bear in mind that the compliance of followers is every bit as important as the authority of the leader.  To think of leadership in cultural terms is to look at it from a systems perspective – as a system of beliefs and practices for producing DAC.   


Another key aspect of a dependent leadership culture is loyalty.  If compliance is to be freely given, followers must feel a sense of steady allegiance to the sources of authority and to the collective itself.  Without loyalty to the source of authority (for example, to the leader), authoritative directives may be called into question, threatening to break down the dependent system.  Also, the impetus for individuals to expend effort beyond that required for their own needs comes from attachment to and reciprocity with authority figures and a sense of togetherness fostered by their shared condition.

Other characteristics often associated with dependent leadership cultures include concentration of decision-making authority in a few senior positions, seniority and position levels as an important source of status, a conservative approach to change, an emphasis on keeping things running smoothly, and the tendency to smooth over mistakes publicly.

It is easy to stereotype a dependent leadership culture as top-down, hierarchical, dictatorial, and so forth.  However, it is important to realize that a dependent leadership culture, although it is based in authority, is not necessarily coercive.  Everyone participates in the beliefs and practices that produce DAC in a dependent leadership culture; it is not just the leader alone.  For example, think of a championship basketball team whose players eagerly take their direction from the coach, align themselves by daily practice of their respective roles given them by the coaching staff, and commit themselves to the coach and to their shared experience.  Of course there are many, many organizations that produce DAC using this basic form of leadership culture.

But there is also a limit to the capacity of a collective to produce DAC using a dependent leadership culture.  Since voluntary compliance with authority and loyalty to the source of authority are required, if compliance is withheld or loyalty is lost, the basic beliefs and practices of a dependent leadership culture will fail to produce DAC.  This may happen when people with authority become untrustworthy, when the environment becomes too complex for individual leaders to master, or even when followers develop personally toward increased independence.


When such limitations become critical, a dependent leadership culture is called on to develop culture-wide.  Not just behaviors must change, but the beliefs that underlie behaviors as well.  And not just leader beliefs and behaviors must change, but the beliefs and behaviors of all members of the collective as well (Drath, 2001; McGuire & Rhodes, 2009).


Independent leadership culture is the set of beliefs and practices for producing DAC that builds on and goes beyond dependent leadership culture.  In an independent leadership culture, DAC is produced by argument and mutual influence that creates concessions, compromises, and agreements which the participants treat as binding and which are taken to benefit both individuals and the collective.  The beliefs and practices of an independent leadership culture transcend and include the beliefs and practices of a dependent culture.  This means that an independent leadership culture would be able to produce DAC through dependence on authority when needed within an overall independent set of beliefs and practices.

An independent leadership culture is broadly characterized by a mosaic of individual expertise and knowledge which is brought to bear on the production of DAC through negotiation, mutual influence, and compromise.  The role of authority is usually to enforce compromises and to be a tie-breaker when negotiation and mutual influence fail to produce definitive results.


An important feature of such an independent culture is the way in which the perspectives and values of individuals are honored and maintained.  The alternative possibilities from which DAC are produced represent values and perspectives from various critical areas of expertise and knowledge within the collective.  Areas of knowledge and expertise that are central to the collective tend to be more influential, forming a collective identity without dependence on an authoritative leader.  The relatively independent individuals or units coordinate with one another to realize the contribution of each.  Finally, each individual or unit recognizes that expending extra effort on behalf of the collective provides not only collective but individual benefits.


Other characteristics associated with independent cultures include individual (or individual unit) performance as an important source of success and status, an emphasis on taking calculated risks, open disagreement, and independent actions within functions or workgroups. 

The negative stereotype of an independent leadership culture is that of a severely siloed organization in which each function competes with the others for dominance, individuals tend to view one another as rivals, and there is little sense of togetherness or esprit.  But an independent leadership culture can be highly effective.  Think of a thriving international sales organization in which independent geographical units flexibly adapt to their local market conditions within a broad overall collective mission.


As was the case with dependent leadership culture, there are limits to the capacity for independent leadership cultures to produce DAC.  When the clients or customers of such a collective demand more fully integrated service across the various disciplines and areas of expert knowledge, the value of maintaining independence is called into question. When the environment in which the collective operates grows in complexity beyond the scope of any given area of expertise, negotiation and compromise may not produce the degree of integrated action needed. A deeper sense of togetherness is called forth.


Interdependent leadership culture is the focus of the case studies in this chapter.  In the developmental framework being offered here, interdependent culture is seen as a natural development of leadership beliefs and practices beyond independent leadership culture that is called forth by increasing recognition of the systemic relations among not only the internal parts of a collective but between and among external collectives, such as customers, suppliers, governments, even competitors.  Interdependent leadership beliefs and practices build on while going beyond independent beliefs and practices.


An interdependent leadership culture is broadly characterized by the assumption that creating and maintaining DAC is a collective activity that requires mutual inquiry and learning.  DAC is produced by recognizing, articulating, and making explicit emerging new perspectives.  Emergence is qualitatively different from agreement through compromise (in which elements of pre-existing perspectives are combined such that portions of independent perspectives are maintained).  In an interdependent leadership culture, DAC is created not by honoring and combining differing perspectives, but by opening up existing perspectives to change.  All views entering into dialogue are open to inquiry, doubt, and transformation.  New perspectives arise from the discovery of previously unsuspected, implicit connections and affinities among differences.  An emergent perspective is a shared discovery that drives further engagement and learning. The collective is seen by individuals as an ongoing source of creative energy and possibility both for the individual and the collective itself.  The collective becomes a learning system (Senge, 1990). 


Other characteristics of an interdependent leadership culture include extensive collaborative work across organizational boundaries, interpersonal openness and candor, multifaceted standards of success, and synergies being sought across the whole enterprise.  Multiple systems are given credence and are seen as equally useful in interpreting and responding to external conditions


The negative stereotype of interdependent leadership is chaos, endless meetings,  and a lack of accountability: Everyone is responsible and thus no one is responsible.  It is likely that, since this is a newly emergent approach to producing DAC, many collectives that are attempting but have not yet developed this culture have not yet have mastered its intricacies.  The case studies and interventions reported in the rest of this chapter describe the struggles as much as the successes of this approach. 
Putting the three leadership cultures back together

Now that three leadership cultures have been differentiated, a sense of realism calls for them to be put back together.   The basic idea is that the more an organization has developed toward the more complex independent and interdependent cultures, the more likely it is that such as organization includes elements of all three cultures.  Also, since the interdependent culture is relatively rare (as we found in our studies) its presence is likely to be much more attenuated than the other two, even in a highly developed leadership culture. 


It is likely than there are groups and organizations that operate almost completely within a dependent culture, such as the youth basketball team mentioned earlier.  Other types of organizations that can be hypothesized as operating in a more or less fully dependent mode are family-owned businesses where the founder-owner is still in charge (a striking exception is presented in the case studies to come), high-control organizations with a tight chain of command, such as police and fire departments and some military units, and organizations that employ primarily unskilled or uneducated workers who require and expect to be told what to do by someone who knows.  Such organizations are hypothesized to be appropriately operating within a fully dependent leadership culture. 


On the other hand, it is unlikely that an organization would develop an independent leadership culture and in so doing completely abandon its use of dependent practices.  For example an organization that manufactures, sells, and distributes products might have a dependent culture in its manufacturing operations (although this is by no means certain, as will be seen in the exceptional case already mentioned) and a more independent culture in its sales operations.  Finally, an organization that has developed an interdependent culture, unless it is a small, tightly knit group of like-minded individuals, is likely to exhibit leadership practices based on all three cultures.  For example, an organization that provides mental health services might exhibit a dependent culture in its support staff, an independent culture in its case workers, and a interdependent culture in its relations with other public health agencies. 

The reason for this inevitable mixing of the three leadership cultures is that as the complexity of the culture and practices for producing DAC increases, the demands on the mental and emotional maturity of individuals increase.  In large, complex organizations where one expects to find a variety of individuals with differing degrees of mental and emotional maturity and a variety of types of work calling for differing approach to producing DAC, it is likely that multiple leadership cultures co-exist.

A final point is related to the applicability of this framework in national cultures other than the U.S.  The broad outline of these three leadership cultures suggests a movement from hierarchy and individualism toward more collective, egalitarian approaches.  This, in turn, may seem to be an example of a highly individualistic culture (in this case, the U.S. and the three American authors) seeing the light that other, more pluralistic cultures have long ago understood.  This may be true.  However, it is equally possible that a dependent leadership culture could exist and work effectively within a broader collectivist culture.  Such cultures often rely on systems of authority to create DAC, although the role and status of individuals as leaders may be de-emphasized.  Likewise, an interdependent leadership culture may prize individuals whose maturity enables them to hold even cherished values and perspectives lightly enough to allow for the emergence of new perspectives.  In short, there is nothing inherently individualistic about dependent leadership or independent leadership, and there is nothing inherently collectivist about interdependent leadership.  The hope is that this framework for thinking about leadership development can be helpful in a wide variety of cultures.  That being said, the following case studies all involve U.S. organizations, and thus any conclusions that may be drawn from them are subject to cultural limitations.
Case studies of interdependent leadership practices


Each of the following case studies will focus on an interdependent approach to producing DAC.  Although the organizations may be referred to as operating from an interdependent culture, this should be understood as meaning that the organization exhibited significant interdependent leadership practices.  What it would mean for a leadership culture to be fully interdepedent is still an open question.  For each of the practices described, however, reasons will be advanced in support of viewing the practice as an interdependent practice, and thus, at least potentially, the kind of practice one would expect to find in an interdependent leadership culture.

All of the practices described are real (they are not composites of several organizations), and in each case permission was obtained to use the real name of the organization.
The practice of  putting it in the middle at Lenoir Memorial Hospital


Lenoir Memorial is a non-profit community hospital with over 100 physicians and 261 beds in Kinston, North Carolina, USA.  Its mission is to provide area residents with cost-effective healthcare services resulting in excellent clinical outcomes, improved health status, and outstanding customer service.  


In 2002, when researcher consultants from CCL, using an action inquiry approach (Torbert, 2004), began to engage with the organization, LMH was confronting a challenging environment.  The hospital faced increased competition from larger regional hospitals nearby trying to attract patients with the latest technology, as well as from specialty clinics.  Changing demographics also posed a challenge; increasing numbers of economically disadvantaged patients caused by failures of local industry reduced the pool of fully insured, cutting the hospital’s revenue base.  Even so, there was an increasing need to invest in newer technologies to compete and attract wealthier and better-insured patients.  LMH was torn between decreasing revenues and the need for greater investment; it was a crisis that threatened the hospital’s very existence.  Innovative ideas were needed.

Yet LMH was limited by a dependent leadership culture in which conformance to rules and regulations was taken to be the highest priority.  Employees were accustomed to doing what they were told; there was little sense that initiative and new ideas were wanted.  This greatly narrowed the possibility of creative new ideas coming from throughout the organization.  There was also a very steep hierarchical structure and a strong “silo” mentality that led to the creation distinct sub-cultures, some of which operated with a more independent mindset and tended to develop their own sense of “right answers”, but with none of them really understanding the others.

In addition, it was considered rude to openly disagree.  People tended to keep things smooth and harmonious on the surface.  This reinforced the dependence on authority figures, who typically encountered little or no criticism or questioning of their opinions and perspectives.  This in turn further narrowed the range of ideas that could be generated to address the challenges LMH faced.

The researcher consultants introduced a tool they called “putting it in the middle”.  This is a simple idea that is easy to learn and use.  When a group begins to deal with an issue about which there is likely to be disagreement, they can switch gears from talking to one another and instead speak solely to the issue at hand by objectifying the issue in the form of a phrase (e.g., patient safety), sentence (Patient safety should be our top priority.), or even a data set (statistics on patient safety) (Palus & Drath, 2001).  For example, instead of saying, “I disagree with your view of patient safety,” a person could say, “Here’s what I see when I think about patient safety.”  This is an intentional effort to take the “it” as an object of mutual inquiry, to reflect openly, to identify advocacy, and to balance advocacy with inquiry.  All of these are features of dialogue (Bohm, 1990).  The difference between directly evaluating and commenting on the perspectives of others and speaking to the issue in the middle may seem simple, and it is, but at LMH it created a way for people to stay engaged and respectful while surfacing differences.  As one participating manager said, “I can fuss with anyone and still maintain respect.  Conflict is OK now.” 


This tool became a new practice that increased the capacity of the organization to produce DAC: Being able to disagree without causing a rupture, even with those in authority, allowed individuals to bring out new ideas for consideration by the group.  New ideas arrived at collaboratively helped produce more agreement on direction, better alignment, and stronger commitment.  Over a six-year period from 2002 to 2008, this resulted in measurable changes in self-reported leadership culture (the beliefs and practices for producing DAC) at LMH from a prevailing mode of dependent practices in 2002 to one of interdependent practices in 2008.  

This tool for promoting dialogue was widely credited with helping people have conversations across boundaries and thus align across the hospital’s specialties and sub-systems.  Commitment also increased as people became more personally and collectively invested in their shared work.  Perhaps most telling, meetings, which were once occasions for little more than information sharing, became known as an integral part of effective work.  “My whole thought process shifted,” one manager said.  “We use meetings to work issues and to do our active learning together.”

From the perspective of the framework offered here, putting it in the middle is an interdependent leadership practice, because it includes the independent mode of compromise and negotiation while it simultaneously transcends the independent mode and supports mutual inquiry.  It includes compromise and negotiation because speaking to “the middle” does not prevent participants from hashing out compromises among differing views or negotiating solutions.  It transcends the independent mode because it allows participants to frame individual perspectives holistically as parts of a larger whole, parts that are flexible and transformable in the search for new ideas.

Overall, putting it in the middle catalyzed a transformation in the leadership culture at LMH.  By enabling people to surface, engage, and work through differences and conflicts without damaging relationships, this practice not only opened the way to more ideas and a larger set of potential solutions. It also helped people see how in their work they were learning partners.  The differences (in perspective, personality, profession) that had once separated them instead became powerful links.  “I’m much more open to the style of the other person,” a manager reported.  “I figure out my personality and theirs.  It’s not just about me.”  Another manager said, “Our culture has been transforming to a more open, trusting, and cohesive workforce. It translates to an improved healthcare provider that our community is remarking about constantly in regards to how much better we are.”

The process-centered organization at Abrasive Technologies, Inc.

The technique of putting it in the middle at LMH shows the way in which a well-chosen single practice can, over a period of time, catalyze a transformation in the leadership culture of an organization.  With the case of Abrasive Technologies, Inc. (ATI), transformation was brought about by a pervasive and fundamental change in the way the organization itself was conceived.

ATI is a globally integrated company with headquarters near Columbus, Ohio, USA.  The company designs, manufactures, and markets diamond-based products for superabrasive precision grinding and tooling.  Founded in 1971, ATI has nine plants in four countries and about 425 employees worldwide. The company owns numerous patents and continues to innovate and develop new products and processes. ATI has expanded through sustained internal growth as well as a series of strategic acquisitions over the years. ATI has thousands of custom-engineered and in-stock products serving the aerospace, automotive, ceramics, glass, lapidary, medical and dental, stone, textiles, and tool and die industries, among others. 


Unlike LMH, which faced severe challenges in its competitive environment, ATI has long been the dominant player, being number one or two in several of its niche industries. The impetus to transform its leadership culture did not come from an external need but from the aspiration of its founder, owner, and president to create a company, as he put it, “that I would want to work for.”  He aspired to a company in which every employee felt a sense of ownership and responsibility and viewed his or her job in the light of its overall contribution to success.  To this end, in the Fall of 2001 he instituted an organizational form designed not around hierarchy but around work processes: the process-centered organization (Hammer, 1996).

In the place of functional units headed by a manager, the work-process team is the key organizational unit of a process-centered organization (PCO). There are no traditional vice presidents, managers, or supervisors.  Rather, there are  process engineers whose responsibility is to collaborate with members of the process to improve its effectiveness.  The supervisory function is performed by the team itself.  The process team is responsible for its outputs, and also for the conduct of its members; scheduling, work flow, attendance, assignments and more are all handled by the process team.  The process-centered organization is designed to provide a positive focus for employees (called associates) and  reward them for individual, team, and overall organizational success.  The goal is the customer-focused continuous improvement of all of the organization’s processes.

A key role in the process-centered organization is that of the coach.  Coaches partner closely with process engineers providing counsel to individuals and whole process teams on training and development, teamwork development, conflict resolutions, 360-degree biannual performance reviews and discussions, and other human resource concerns.  

The institution of the PCO brought about a transformation in ATI’s leadership culture.  Before the change, ATI exhibited a dependent leadership culture of command and control.  In effect, the introduction of the PCO by mandate of the CEO represented the use of command and control to eventually undermine command and control (Uhl-Bien, Marion, & McKelvey, 2008).  It didn’t happen overnight.  One machinist, speaking at the time of the change, summed up the attitude of many workers: "I do my eight, and I hit the gate."   Like many others, he was enculturated within the dependent leadership culture had had no interest in participating in a process that required his active engagement with others.  Faced with this deeply held resistance to the change, the CEO found it necessary to cut off debate.  Employees either complied or left.  New associates were hired with the process-centered culture in mind.  

There was a critical episode in which the CEO was successfully challenged in public (something which had never happened before).  One associate reported, “after that, it became easier to challenge each other.”  Thus, more employees started to make the necessary shift to an independent mode, taking personal responsibility, thinking for themselves and speaking out.  For example, ATI got rid of time clocks and provided attendance guidelines to employees, who were then personally responsible for managing their time on the job.  The organization encouraged employees to own their work and get things accomplished through influence rather than formal authority.  Individuals operating in an independent mode are better equipped to work effectively in peer contexts where the normal leader-follower roles don’t exist.  

Over the course of several years, further development of the PCO transformed the culture once again, this time from independence to interdependence.  For example, many associates are cross-trained and routinely move from process to process, aligning among themselves to meet emergent manufacturing needs.  This calls for ongoing lateral communication and coordination among process teams, including the over-arching teams that cover strategy and finance.  Associates increasingly have a comprehensive view of the organization overall.  They become adept at boundary crossing and working across processes.  They participate in a dance of mutual adjustments to improve not just their own local operating system but the entire inter-systemic network as it extends to the customer.

Shared direction is created by the vision of transforming the organization into something more effective and much more satisfying to work for.  Decisions are taken with this vision always in mind.  Collaboration among sometimes contrary viewpoints is the norm, rather then the earlier independent norms of negotiation and compromise.  Many associates relish this development: “There is more than one right answer.  There are multiple right answers.  …  In 2005 there was an explosion of energy and power in overcoming fear and developing trust and taking on risk and becoming collaborative.”  During the annual planning process, process engineers gather data from process team associates on their manpower and resource needs.  At an annual meeting process engineers present operational plans and a dialogue follows in which plans are modified based on areas of conflict and synergy.  

From the perspective of the framework being offered here, the PCO is an interdependent leadership practice because it includes the independent mode of negotiation and compromise as the various work processes negotiate for resources and work out their shared accountabilities.  At the same time it transcends the independent mode because it not just enables but actually demands that individuals and process teams view their accountabilities and outcomes in light of the system of processes overall both within the organization and between the organization, suppliers, and customers.


The full transition to the PCO required the replacement of many former associates.  The human resources work team needed to develop a screening and interviewing process that would identify individuals whose mental models about work and career could accommodate the higher expectations for responsibility and accountability called for (in the case of traditionally hourly employees) and the reduced status and perquisites (in the case of traditionally management employees).  Thus, the transformation of ATI from a culture of dependent leadership to one of interdependent leadership involved selection of individuals as much as it did development of individuals in place.  The transformation of a leadership culture may not always be possible solely through the development of current organizational members.
Cent-decent philosophy at Resources for Human Development

In the case study of Lenoir Memorial Hospital, a tool for promoting dialogue catalyzed a transformation toward interdependent leadership culture.  In the case of ATI, an approach to structuring the organization around work processes led to a transformation towards interdependent beliefs and practices for producing DAC.  In the current case of Resources for Human Development, a guiding philosophy and a set of rules for action based on that philosophy constitute a key element of an interdependent leadership culture.


Resources for Human Development (RHD) is a non-profit human services organization based in Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, USA.  RHD partners with government, foundations, corporations and other agencies to provide health and social services (primarily residential programs for dependent populations) in a variety of challenging contexts.   The organization offers more than 100 programs and has about 3000 employees in ten US states.  Since its founding in 1970, RHD’s gross revenue has grown at an annual average rate of 28%.  

This high rate of growth is part of the long-term strategy of the organization to address its key challenge: remaining financially self-sufficient required continuing growth.  Social service agencies typically rise or fall based on funding and fiscal management.  Many such organizations struggle on both fronts: they fail to sustain sources of funding and they do a poor job of managing the money they have.  To assure sustainable growth and thus self-sufficiency, RHD became a multipurpose organization that would engage in a wide variety of programs, seeking funding from many different sources. This called for an organization of independent entrepreneurs who could go out and work with small high-performance teams to secure funding for new programs, and also acquire new technology, competencies, and resources that could be used to serve an increasing number of people and communities in need.

From the perspective of the framework offered here, RHD began with an independent leadership culture as a strategy.  The organization’s founder(s) intentionally created a culture of independent entrepreneurs who could work autonomously; DAC was produced as independent individuals pursued success.  The question this raises is how do you get independent entrepreneurs to work together for the good of RHD overall and not just work for their own (even if enlightened) self-interest?


The obvious answer is centralization.  Coordination of independent agents is usually accomplished by centralizing control systems such as human resources, finance, planning, and strategy formation.  Centralization in turn creates its own problems: how do you maintain creativity and individual initiative under centralized control?  Decentralization threatens togetherness; centralization threatens autonomy.  Often, organizations experience a centralization-decentralization yo-yo effect as they run from the threats of one end to the opportunities of the other and then back again.


The heart of RHD’s interdependent leadership culture is the philosophy that centralization and decentralization are dialectical poles that must be held in continual equipoise; this means constantly exploring and re-examining what is centralized and what decentralized and making and re-making decisions as events unfold.  This idea is so common in RHD that they have a name for it: “cent-decent”.  To sustain continuous growth, the organization tilts in the direction of decentralization using the following rule of action (as stated by the founders): “decentralize what you can; centralize what you must.”  However, the operational meanings of “what you can” and “what you must” are continuous topics of dialogue in Cent/Decent meetings.

Cent/Decent meetings are open to all and employ with a rotating facilitator; in effect, everyone owns such meetings.  Those who show up for the meeting bring with them the cent/decent issues they think need to be talked about.  For example, someone might bring up the question of whether the job of reporting payroll time should be exclusively processed in each (decentralized) unit or whether some of the job would be better handled in the central office.  Should training and education be centrally designed and mandated or left up to the units?  Should units have the freedom to create their own clinical services?  As conversations like this continue and develop, decisions emerge and are ratified by directors.  (Note how dependent authority structures are still useful as tools within the overall interdependent culture.)  Sometimes decisions are made that take the organization down completely new pathways; DAC is often literally emergent from ongoing dialogue.  Once made, decisions and the policies and practices that instantiate them continue to be open to dialogue.  The search for a “third-way” through the cent/decent polarity never ends. (See Table 2)  As the founder puts it, “RHD does well when we find the balance that works best for a particular corporate challenge.”
[insert Table 2 about here]

From the perspective of the framework offered here, cent/decent meetings and the philosophy upon which they are based form the core of a predominantly interdependent leadership culture.  As a leadership practice, a cent/decent meeting is interdependent because it includes the independent leadership practices involved in empowering autonomous entrepreneurs.  The decentralizing tendencies that support autonomy are fully operational in the dialogue.  At the same time, a cent/decent meeting transcends independent leadership practice because the (independent) decentralizing practices are held in a dynamic balance with the (often dependent) centralizing practices: both centralization and decentralization are viewed as tools, each with its particular usefulness and limitations.  It is the intentional mutual inquiry into the balance between centralization and decentralization that marks the interdependence of this leadership practice – the search for a third way through the polarity and the emergence of new ideas as part of the search. 
Developing an interdependent leadership culture 

The three case studies presented here are far from conclusive evidence for the validity of the concept of leadership cultures.  They were preliminary studies and were intended to discover whether interdependent leadership practices even existed in organizations.  That question entails the further question of whether the typology of leadership cultures presented here – dependent, independent, interdependent – is useful in thinking about and supporting leadership development.  The intent is to lay out a coherent way to view leadership development in terms other than those of individual leader development.  The relevant question is how can leadership development, conceived as increasing the capacity of a collective to produce DAC, be initiated and sustained?  


An interdependent leadership culture will most often consist of a mixture of dependent, independent, and interdependent beliefs and practices aimed at producing DAC.  The pre-requisite for developing an interdependent culture, then, is the prior development of independent practices; a collective that produces DAC solely through dependent practices and beliefs is not likely to be able to stretch so far as to embrace interdependence without first having developed independence.


Developing a predominantly dependent leadership culture toward becoming an independent leadership culture requires more than the development of individual leaders.  As presented in the introduction to this Handbook, this kind of leadership development includes individual development, relationship development, team development, organization development, changes in patterns of beliefs and behaviors in the collective, and changes in systems and processes.  

The following sections will take up first the move from a dependent leadership culture to an independent culture, then the move from independent to interdependent.  The suggestions for developing independent and interdependent leadership in these sections are based on case studies and are anecdotal; they are not based on empirical study.
Developing an independent leadership culture

Sometimes, development just happens.  When an individual or a collective faces some challenge for which current beliefs and practices prove an inadequate response, the individual or collective can reflexively adopt new beliefs and practices, often as an experiment, until something clicks.  The resulting new belief and practice then becomes more likely to be repeated under similar conditions in the future and the emergence of new beliefs and practices is underway.  With this kind of developmental path, the beliefs and practices that will emerge may be hard to predict, much less control.  


But development is also often intentional.  An individual or collective can make an assessment of its leadership beliefs and practices, identifying those that are imposing limitations on effective behavior or performance, followed by designing a process for supporting developmental transformation of those beliefs and practices.

In the case of development beyond dependent leadership, intentionality may be required.  The reason is that a dependent culture centers on authority and the dictates of those with authority.  Change comes about (when it does) as a result of authoritative pronouncements from those in charge.  Thus, in many collectives, a change of leadership culture from dependent to independent will require the active intentions, planning, and support of people in charge.  Somewhat paradoxically, individuals in charge must command a change that will significantly de-emphasize their own centrality.   For example, at ATI senior leaders closed each plant for a day to demonstrate their seriousness about “taking time out for learning”.  They showed up to lead the learning days, expressing the attitude that “I am a member of my team, and my team can make decisions and take action to improve the customer process”.  As one might expect, not all people in charge are willing to take this on.  Often, individual leader development is required to prepare people in charge to lead the transformation of the leadership culture.  Individual development can help people in charge begin to engage in and demonstrate the new leadership beliefs and practices they wish to see in the entire organization. It can help them understand how to shift their own roles, takes risks, be vulnerable, and make some mistakes in public.  These behaviors help to undermine the dependent reliance on authority and prepare the individual and others to take on more independence. 


Once those in charge have become intentional about creating the conditions for a transformation from a dependent leadership culture to an independent one, organization-level programs can be put in place.  Such programs often include the following.


(1) Data-based performance review and effective performance feedback.  Too often in dependent leadership cultures, performance is judged more by loyalty and, frankly, degree of obedience, than on the basis of more objective criteria.  Setting up systems for performance planning and review is both a necessary support for a more independent culture and an impetus toward greater independence.  Peer feedback in the performance system can be an important step toward paying attention to learning from those other than the supervisor.


(2) Professional and leader training and development.  Professions and technical specialties promote greater independence, because they provide a foundation of values and behaviors in addition to that provided by authority.  A technical expert or professional has a basis for questioning the dictates of authority and thinking from a different perspective.  Also, leader training and development can include perspectives of individual achievement that also promote more independent thinking.  

(3) Selection on the basis of independent beliefs and attitudes.  Recall the ATI case study, in which it was necessary to replace individuals who required or preferred a dependent leadership culture with those who wanted to work more independently.  It may be necessary to create new screening and hiring practices that allow assessment of a potential member’s mental models with respect to dependence and independence.


(4) Environmental scanning and external focus.  Often a collective operating from a dependent leadership culture is inwardly focused on its own authority structures and hierarchies of knowledge and power.  A marked shift in attention from within the organization to external markets, suppliers, and customers both supports a move to greater independence and acts as a impetus in that direction.


(5) Support and reward for creativity in teams and for creative individuals.   Dependent leadership cultures are usually conformist; conforming to expectations, rules, and commands tend to be the most highly rewarded behaviors.  Changing the latitude given to product teams or creating cross-functional teams with authority can significantly increase customer-based practices and shift the perception of loyalty and authority from the boss to the customer.  Changing the reward structure to include significant supports for creative ideas, productive unconventional thinking, and the creation of positive turbulence (Gryskiewicz, 1999) puts economic and psychic support behind greater independence.

(6) Framing and rotating leader roles.  A characteristic of dependent leadership culture is the identification of leadership with authority: leadership means the people in charge.  Reframing the leader as a role that many people can play, not just people in charge, expands the pool of leaders understood to exist within the collective.  More people empowered to act as leaders means more people who can view themselves as creators and initiators, which moves toward greater independence.

(7) Support for the development of interdependent beliefs and practices.  In many dependent leadership cultures, individuals in charge often understand themselves in independent terms.  They see themselves as autonomous initiators, entrepreneurs, creative thinkers.  These are, of course, the characteristics aimed at for many if not most individuals in moving towards an independent culture.  For independent beliefs and practices to grow and spread, becoming an overall culture, it is helpful for those with power and authority to “move over” from independence to interdependence, thereby creating greater developmental headroom for those with less authority and power.  Such a developmental move also helps individuals with authority and power to let go of their exclusive grip on creativity and initiation and let others take up that role as well.  

From the perspective of the framework offered here, the move from dependence to independence is a necessary prerequisite for developing an interdependent leadership culture.  Strong, effective independent beliefs and practices for producing DAC create the foundation which will itself be transformed in the move to interdependent leadership culture.
Developing an interdependent leadership culture

The development of an interdependent leadership culture goes beyond and transforms an independent leadership culture.  Independent beliefs and practices must change status from the foundation of leadership to a tool within a larger interdependent culture, just as dependent beliefs and practices earlier became tools within an independent culture.  The effectiveness of collective programs supporting the development of interdependence thus assumes the existence many of the programs supporting an independent leadership culture already discussed.

(1)  Strategic work in cross-boundary teams.  Boundaries in an independent leadership culture represent functions, specialties, professions; boundaries define independent domains and provide sources of identity for independent individuals.  In an independent leadership culture, work is often pursued in a boundary-crossing mode to get everyone involved represented “at the table”.   In an interdependent leadership culture, the purpose of crossing boundaries goes beyond “inclusiveness”; cross-boundary teams aim at creating emergent, new ideas using the various existing perspectives as tools toward this end (rather than as ends in themselves).  Holding teams, in addition to individuals, accountable for outcomes supports the development of shared work, emergent roles, mutual inquiry, and the integration of differences.

(2) Intentional use of dialogue.  In the case study of Lenoir Memorial Hospital, the practice of “putting it in the middle” supported people in dealing with difference and conflicts productively.  Dialogue refers to conversational practices that allow independent individuals (with perhaps strong opinions and perspectives) to hold differing points of view and values in balance.  It includes advocacy and transcends it.  The various advocacies of independent individuals are taken as elements that interact as people engage in mutual inquiry.


(3)  Support for inter-systemic decision-making.  In independent leadership cultures, many decisions are pushed down to local autonomous units (which represents a significant change over dependent practices that rely mostly on decisions from the highest sources of authority).  Interdependent leadership cultures include the practice of making decisions close to the work, but also transcend such decision making by supporting local decision makers in taking an inter-systemic view – seeing their local concerns as both local and as an aspect of a larger whole.  Dialogue is an essential practice for local decision makers as they work to advocate for their independent concerns while simultaneously inquiring mutually with other parts of the whole.


(4) Processes for creating and sustaining a leadership strategy.  In an interdependent leadership culture, leadership itself is subject to strategic planning, not left as a default to whatever processes already exist.  A leadership strategy is a collective’s explicit intent with respect to how it will produce DAC.  The leadership strategy is crafted to support the successful pursuit of the collective work strategy (business strategy, mission, vision).  A leadership strategy is not only a strategy for people in positions of authority, but includes the beliefs and practices that everyone in the organization will need to participate in.  An example of part of a leadership strategy is the cent/decent philosophy at RHD as a way of realizing the mission and vision.

(5) Selection and hiring practices that pay attention to mental models and cognitive complexity.  Working in a collective that produces DAC using an interdependent leadership strategy calls for individuals who can navigate the complexities and ambiguities of holding opposing perspectives together in productive balance (a prerequisite for engaging in mutual inquiry).  Traditional screening, interviewing, assessment practices take little if any account of an individual’s mental processing and do not provide an assessment of how well an individual is likely to fit into an interdependent leadership culture.  In the case of ATI, entirely new interviewing practices were developed to assure that new hires would be able to work effectively in a process-centered organization.

(6) Institutionalized disruption as opportunities for innovation.  Collectives that operate with a dependent leadership culture place a high value on maintaining stability – threats to smooth functioning are dealt with as a matter of course.  Collectives operating with an independent leadership culture are better equipped to deal with differences and conflicts through negotiation and compromise, but the goal is often to reduce conflicts and to manage differences in such a way that they are resolved as productively as possible.  Collectives with an interdependent leadership culture also need to be able to handle disruption when required; in that sense such cultures include the independent approaches of negotiation and compromise.  But interdependent cultures transcend the smoothing over of such disruptions and actually welcome and even initiate disruptive ideas and events in order to help people reframe perspectives and think creatively on a regular basis.  Disruptive change is often accepted as the cost of pursuing and implementing new ideas.

(7) The use of action learning teams to do real  work.  Action learning is an approach to leadership development in which participants learn and grow together by working on strategic projects.    The development of an interdependent leadership culture requires more than classroom learning: hands on learning is needed to introduce people to the complexities of interdependent beliefs and practices.  For this, action learning teams must accomplish real, strategic work, not just study and report.  This means taking on a project in an area of strategic importance to the collective, doing the background research, making recommendations, and, most important, being involved in the implementation of those recommendations.  This approach to action learning means that the team will be required to work across boundaries as well as working up and down the hierarchy, influencing peers and superiors as they go.  Working a project such as this creates a practice field on which the team members actually work interdependently with one another and with others in the collective.  As more and more action learning teams are constituted and empowered to do real work, the use of interdependent practices grows and more and more individuals (even those not on action learning teams) experience interdependent approaches to leadership.  In this way, an interdependent culture grows naturally out of action; the beliefs and practices of an interdependent culture develop as an outgrowth of working interdependently.  Because this use of action learning is focused on the overall development of the leadership culture, it may be worthwhile to speak of action development teams (rather than action leaning teams) to make this distinction clearer.
Conclusion


Developing leadership means developing the beliefs and practices by which a collective produces DAC – leadership development is thus a form of culture development.  The development of leadership culture includes and often requires the ongoing development of individual leaders.  When leadership strategy calls for interdependent leadership, development at both the level of the individual and the level of collective beliefs and practices is vital.


Interdependent beliefs and practices can seem paradoxical: centralization and decentralization; strong individual leaders and strong shared leadership; the autonomy of parts and the primacy of the whole; individual advocacy and mutual inquiry.  Learning how to work with these seeming paradoxes calls on individuals to develop more complex mental models of the world, themselves, and their relationships to others.

Leader development often focuses (for many good reasons of efficacy and efficiency) on those individuals with the most authority and power.  The development of an interdependent leadership culture calls for more.  An interdependent leadership culture by definition potentially includes everyone in the organization. As culture change proceeds, the development of individuals with the most authority and power becomes just one facet of a comprehensive transformation of the collective beliefs and practices. However, until the organization can begin to think beyond dependence and independence, individuals with a great deal of authority and power will remain a key focal point for producing DAC as well as changing the way DAC is produced. Another paradox is that those individuals – often in spite of their authority and power – must move towards interdependence while the organization is still dependent on them. 

Tables

Table 1: Summary of leadership cultures
	Leadership culture
	Basic approach to producing DAC

	Dependent 
	Authority, compliance, and loyalty

	Independent
	Discussion, compromise, and enlightened self-interest

	Interdependent
	Emergence, shared discovery, and collective learning


Table 2: Examples of centralizing and decentralizing forces

	Centralization tendency
	Decentralization tendency

	Financial controls to meet fiscal reporting requirements
	Financial freedom to use resources creatively and effectively

	Growing successful programs that attract more resources
	Creating new programs that require investment of resources

	Consistency of decisions and policies that affect everyone
	Sensitivity of decisions and policies to local conditions

	Work that calls for large groups of people working in tight coordination with strict accountabilities
	Work that calls for small groups of people working face-to-face in peer-like relationships
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