Chapter 8 ®)
Looking Back to Look Forward: Lessons | &
for Leadership Development
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Abstract From high profile scandals involving corporate, political, and religious
leaders to systemic abuses of power and unethical practices that often form the back-
drop of contemporary organizations; the lack of an efficacious profession of moral
leadership is identified as one of the most fundamental problems in leadership among
both academics and practitioners. Using the 2007-2008 global financial crisis (GFC)
as a turning point, we analyzed 15 years of leadership development intervention lit-
erature published in peer reviewed journal before the GFC using servant leadership
as a paradigm for holistic leadership development. Through this research, we sought
to look back at what lessons can we learn from the past, so that we are able to bet-
ter understand what changes are needed to move forward. The study revealed an
imbalance in the emphasis of leadership development interventions, and extends the
literature the study of destructive leadership and ethical leadership in answering the
call for moral, authentic and ethical leaders. Theoretical and practical implications
were also discussed.

Keywords Servant leadership + Leadership development + Holistic leadership
development

8.1 Introduction

From high profile scandals involving corporate, political, and religious leaders to
systemic abuses of power and unethical practices that often form the backdrop of
contemporary organizations; the lack of an efficacious profession of moral leadership
is identified as one of the most fundamental problems in leadership among both
academics and practitioners (Bolden & Gosling, 2006; O’ Connell & Bligh, 2009). For
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instance, the findings of the investigation into the global financial crisis of 2007-2008
concluded that there was a systemic breakdown in accountability and ethics that
goes beyond simply greed and hubris (FCIC, 2011). The authors of the report stated
“we do place special responsibility with the public leaders ... those entrusted to
run our regulatory agencies, and the chief executives of companies whose failures
drove us to the crisis. These individuals sought and accepted positions of significant
responsibility and obligation. Tone at the top does matter and, in this instance, we
were let down. No one said no.” (FCIC, 2011, p. 23).

Some argue that the 2007-2008 global financial crisis, the worst since the great
depression of the 1930s (Temin, 2010), served as a turning point for leadership
development with both academics and practitioners alike rallied for ethical lead-
ership development (Day, Fleenor, Atwater, Sturm, & McKee, 2014; Lee, Wang,
& Piccolo, 2018; Schyns & Schilling, 2013; Wright, 2013). However, despite the
outcries of both stakeholders and institutional actors and the acknowledgement of
the often-heinous nature of their outcomes, it seems that these failures continue to
feature permanently in news headlines globally. Among which are high profile cas-
es—the “dieselgate” emissions scandal by Volkswagen (Parloff, 2018), fake accounts
at Wells Fargo (Levine, 2016), Japanese scandals involving Olympus (Greenfield,
2012), Toshiba (Farrell, 2015), and Kobe Steel (Shane, 2017), Samsung bribery
scandal that led to the impeachment of the South Korean president (Choe, 2017), as
well as corruption cases involving palm oil producers (Reuters, 2018) and property
developers (Rose, 2018) in Indonesia among others. Not surprisingly, most point to
leadership failure and a lack of moral leadership as the key cause.

Furthermore, research has also revealed an alarming presence of systemic leader-
ship problems such as bullying, abuse of power, unethical practices and toxic emo-
tions amongst others in contemporary organizations (Aasland, Skogstad, Notelaers,
Nielsen, & Einarsen, 2010). The costs of such practices are staggering—an esti-
mated $24 billion per annum in the United States alone (Tepper, 2007), coupled with
negative outcomes such as turnover intention, resistance towards the leader, counter-
productive work behaviour and a decrease in wellbeing and individual performance
(Schyns & Schilling, 2013; Tepper et al., 2009).

While some have argued that unethical practices are often normalized within
organizations, which in turn enables and/or encourages a blind eye to such practices
(Ashforth & Anand, 2003; Gino & Bazerman, 2009; Harrison, Ashforth, & Corley,
2009), the increasing presence of toxic leadership has also led many to question
whether the mechanisms and motivations of leadership development have a part
to play in this leadership crisis (Quatro, Waldman, & Galvin, 2007; Riggio, 2008;
Sendjaya, 2015). Specifically, Sendjaya (2015) questioned whether the short-term,
profit-orientation that organizational leaders are tasked with have led leaders to sac-
rifice ethics on the altar of performance.

This echoes with current sentiments in the field of leadership research, with a shift
of foci in organizational leadership research towards values and ethics-centered lead-
ership paradigms such as authentic, ethical, and servant leadership from performance-
focused paradigms such as transformational leadership. While some bemoan and
question the need for the introduction of such ideology into the study of leader-
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ship (Mumford & Fried, 2014), recent research indicate that they explain higher
variance compared to performance-oriented paradigms like transformational lead-
ership (Hoch, Bommer, Dulebohn, & Wu, 2018). Not to mention, there are also a
host of other favorable employee, team, and organizational-level outcomes associ-
ated, especially with servant leadership (Eva, Robin, Sendjaya, van Dierendonck,
& Liden, 2018; Liden, Wayne, Liao, & Meuser, 2014; Sendjaya, Eva, Butar-Butar,
Robin, & Castles, 2018). However, the jury is still out whether this has filtered down
to the field of leadership development, or if shifting the focus of training will actually
make a difference.

Of further interesting note, is that this crisis of leadership occurs with a backdrop of
sustained interest and investment in leadership development over the last two decades
(Day et al., 2014; Marques, 2015; Parker & Carroll, 2009; Ready, Hill, & Conger,
2008). This phenomenon is attributable to increasing evidences which suggest that
leadership training has a positive correlation to effective leadership behavior (Avolio,
Reichard, Hannah, Walumbwa, & Chan, 2009). However, there are also those who
echo the lack of both holistic leadership development approach (Quatro et al., 2007;
Sendjaya, 2015) and the lack of leadership development theories (Avolio, Avey, &
Quisenberry, 2010; Day et al., 2014).

We propose that there is a need to systematically investigate the mechanisms
and motivations of leadership development interventions to be able to develop a
holistic leadership development approach. As such, this study seeks to look back
at what lessons can we learn from leadership development intervention prior to the
2007-2008 global financial crisis, so that we are able to better understand what
changes are needed to move forward.

8.2 Leadership Development

Leadership development is defined as the creation of social capital (Iles & Preece,
2006), which is distinct from leader development that generally refers to the develop-
ment of human capital (Lepak & Snell, 1999). Conger and Benjamin (1999) argued
that the since early 1990s leadership development programs have shifted focus from
the enhancement of human capital (leader development) towards the development of
social capital (leadership development). Hence, the emphasis is less on the improve-
ment of individual skills and job performance and more on the development of
worldviews and behaviors of team members and leaders.

However, this has led to a tendency of a lack of holistic approach towards leader-
ship development. Day (2001, p. 605) also warned that there is a need for “a bridge to
be well anchored on either side for effective development to occur”, and that organi-
zations should not “choose one approach over the other” as the two complement each
other. Hence, leadership development should incorporate the development of leader-
ship processes alongside the development of individual leaders, not in exclusion to.
Conger and Benjamin (1999) also proposed that for any leadership development to
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be maximized, a two-pronged approach must be taken—addressing learning at both
the personal and organizational levels simultaneously.

With the importance of leadership development placed in contemporary orga-
nizations, it does not come as a surprise that leadership development programs
often gets one of the largest percentage allocated from training and development
budgets (Feldman & Lankau, 2005; Saslow & Buss, 2005). Existing research
indicate that leadership training does indeed result in more effective leadership
behavior (Caligiuri, 2006; Collins & Holton, 2004; Herman, 2007; Kesner, 2003),
with a meta-analysis finding that “leadership interventions produced a 66% prob-
ability of achieving a positive outcome versus a 50-50 random effect for treatment
participants” training achieving a positive outcome (Avolio et al., 2009).

However, a review by Doh (2003) revealed that only some aspects of leader-
ship can be taught; specifically that substantial results from leadership training
often occurs only when offered to the right people at the right time. This means
that a pre-selection of candidates in leadership development training is essential.
Conger (in Doh, 2003, p. 59) suggested that leadership comprised of many “skills,
perspectives and dispositions”, and whilst many of these skills and perspectives
can be taught, dispositions cannot. This, however, is often not practiced (Day
et al., 2014; Grint, 2007). The importance of pre-selection of candidates through
either supervisor discretion or self-acceptance by the candidates as opposed to just
using past achievements to predict their leadership capacity cannot be understated
(Novicevic, Heames, Paolillo, & Buckley, 2009). These findings suggest that there is
aneed to select the ‘right people’ for leadership development to be effective, and that
this selection process should be included in any leadership development programs.

The literature also show that organizations sponsor these programs for their
employee in the belief that these investments will produce results. However, there is
also a significant difference in the way organizations across different countries eval-
uate the effectiveness of leadership development programs (LDPs). Parry and Sinha
(2005) found that the majority of American companies measured the effectiveness
of LDPs through its impact on the short-term financial bottom line, whereas more
than 60% of European companies tend not to measure their return on investments in
LDPs through financial measures, rather focusing on non-financial metrics to track
the effectiveness of the leadership development solutions (Saslow & Buss, 2005).
These could be attributed to two reasons—the first being a byproduct of an indig-
enization of management education within the European system, where there is a
greater willingness to focus on long-term growth as opposed to a fixation on quar-
terly numbers and growth targets (Jones, 2005, 2006), and second a byproduct of the
strong focus of transformational leadership, as the dominant paradigm of the major-
ity of leadership development interventions over the last three decades (Ardichvili
& Manderscheid, 2008; Collins & Holton, 2004; Parry & Sinha, 2005).

Our review of the literature also indicate that that despite the immense depth of
leadership development research available for low and middle level managers, there is
adearth of published work on dedicated executive-level leadership development with
only as much as 5% of the research was focused on executive leadership development
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(Zaccaro & Horn, 2003). Storey (2005) also found that only a quarter of senior-level
executives are likely to receive leadership development training as compared to half
of junior-level managers.

8.3 Approaches to Leadership Development

Research also show that the most commonly used leadership development programs
are multi-source feedback (or 360° feedback), executive coaching, mentoring, net-
working, job assignments and action learning (Day, 2001; Iles & Preece, 2006).

Multisource feedback is also often interchangeably termed as 360° feedback or
multi-rater feedback (London & Beatty, 1993). In essence, it is a systematic approach
to feedback collection of an individual’s perceived performance from his/her relevant
colleagues and peers and is considered to be one of the most popular methods to
leadership development (Day et al., 2014; London & Beatty, 1993; Smither, London,
& Reily, 2005). However, Day (2001) concluded that while it is a valuable tool in
developing the individual leader, itin itself is not effective in the development of social
capital. This is because 360° feedback builds intra-personal competence in terms
of self-knowledge, self-awareness and trustworthiness as opposed to interpersonal
competence (Atwater & Brett, 2005; Conger & Fulmer, 2003; Iles & Preece, 2006).

Executive coaching is a developmental intervention that has been gaining popu-
larity amongst practitioners (Duff, 2013; Feldman, 2001; Feldman & Lankau, 2005;
Hall, Otazo, & Hollenbeck, 1999; Kampa-Kokesch & Anderson, 2001). It is the pro-
cess of equipping individuals with tools, knowledge and opportunities they need to
develop themselves and it has been found to correct deficiencies in subordinates’ per-
formance, as well as to facilitate learning and achieving peak performance (Feldman
& Lankau, 2005). Day (2001) identified executive coaching for leadership develop-
ment as a process that involves pragmatic, goal-focused derivatives of one-on-one
learning and behavioral change.

Mentoring has not only been identified as an effective component of leadership
development in increasing individual development but is also important in enhanc-
ing the cognitive dimension of social capital as well due to its support orientation
(Browne-Ferrigno & Muth, 2006; Ragins, Cotton, & Miller, 2000; Schlee, 2000;
Stead, 2005). However, despite being identified to offer intangible benefits such as
professional development, job satisfaction and leadership-capacity building amongst
others, Day (2001) warned against the negative issues regarding mentoring process-
es—over dependence that may occur when the young mentee becomes too closely
aligned with the mentor. Hence, it is important to match the mentors with their pro-
tégés as well as to review this relationship, and that developing mentoring skills has
the potential to increase the quality and quantity of informal mentoring.

Networking is primarily concerned with the investment and development of social
capital and is often incorporated as part of leadership development activities as a way
to break down barriers between functional areas of the organization; as well as to
develop the ‘know who’ aspect of the organization (Bartol & Zhang, 2007; Pearce,
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2007). Day (2001, p. 596) also argues that networking is a means to “develop leaders
beyond merely knowing what and knowing how, to knowing who in terms of problem-
solving resources”.

Job assignments are argued to be useful in the creation of knowledge and skills
in the areas of team building, strategic thinking and influencing (Iles & Preece,
2006). Its emphasis is mainly on the development of human capital, and for it to be
most effective; there must be a structure for learning—therefore linking individual
development needs with the ‘right’ jobs, as well as making it intentional. However,
there is still relatively little theoretical guidance on conceptualizing work experience
within the concept of leadership development (Day, 2001).

Last but not least, action learning is an alternative pedagogy in the place of tra-
ditional, lecture-based classroom training found in most formal leadership training
programs (Day, 2000). The action learning model is based on the assumption that
people learn from project work as well as solving real-life experiences in the work-
place (Raelin, 1997). Research also shows that skills learnt through work problems
are more likely to be practical and hence easily applied to leadership practice (Hirst,
Mann, Bain, Pirola-Merlo, & Richver, 2004). Day (2001) proposed that this practice
has the potential in the development of both social and human capital. However, it
is time-intensive and there is a tendency for practitioners to over-emphasize on the
results. He proposed that formal assessment has the potential to work better if used
in the selection and assignment of action learning participants.

8.4 Transformational Leadership and Leadership
Development

Transformational leadership is undoubtedly one of the most powerful leadership
paradigms, and a wealth of research over the last four decades have linked it with a
host of desirable outcomes at the employee, team, and organizational levels (Ander-
son & Sun, 2017; Banks, McCauley, Gardner, & Guler, 2016; Hoch et al., 2018).
As a result, it is not surprising that it has been the dominant paradigm in leadership
development since the late 1970s.

Often conceptualized as a leadership continuum with transactional leadership
on one end, and transformational leadership on the other, researchers argue that
transformational leadership behaviors will produce outcome beyond expectations as
employees are motivated and inspired. Where followers of transactional leaders are
motivated by the promises, praise and rewards of the leaders, transformational leaders
motivate employees through idealized influence (charisma), inspirational motivation,
individualized consideration, and intellectual stimulation (Bass & Avolio, 1990).
Researchers have also posited that although this continuum is distinguished as bipolar
opposites, most leaders actually possess the entire range of leadership; including both
transformational and transactional factors, but they tend to display more behaviors
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on one end of the continuum than the other (Anderson & Sun, 2017; De Hoogh, Den
Hartog, & Koopman, 2005; Parolini, Patterson, & Winston, 2009).

However, transformational leadership has come under criticisms on the lack of
morality and ethics-orientation in its modern operationalization (Price, 2002). As
supported by our earlier anecdotal examples, morality is a necessary and critical fac-
tor in leadership which when absent may distort an otherwise powerful leadership
model (i.e. transformational leadership) into a disastrous outcome (Sendjaya, 2005).
While Bass and Steidlmeier (1999) distinguished between authentic transformational
leadership (with a moral and ethical orientation) and pseudo-transformational lead-
ership as a response to criticisms, this distinction alone fails to ground a sufficient
response to the ethical concerns as it discounts the potential of immorality being
driven by the leaders’ blindness to their own values (Price, 2002). Despite these
criticisms, scholars agree that transformational leadership is a powerful leadership
model whose benefits cannot be discounted. However, given the state of the current
leadership crisis and the need for an intentional, holistic leadership development,
perhaps a different paradigm is required.

Utilizing Rost (1995)’s view that leadership as a process may be viewed as funda-
mentally ethical if the conditions of noncoercive behavior, multidirectional influence
and mutuality of purposes are met; Griffith (2007) proposed that servant leadership
is an essential element of a holistic leadership approach. Arguably, servant leader-
ship is the only leadership paradigm that fundamentally incorporates non-coercion,
multidirectional influence (as it is not a leader-centric approach), and mutuality of
purpose. While transactional and transformational leadership may meet the condi-
tions of non-coercion and multidirectional influence; servant leadership is required
to transcend the last threshold of mutuality of purpose as servant leaders place the
good of the followers ahead of their own interests (Eva et al., 2018).

8.5 Servant Leadership and Leadership Development

Conceptually linked to many positive organizational attributes such as altruism,
morality, spirituality and authenticity, servant leadership focuses on the primary
intent of the leaders to first serve, and a self-concept of being a servant and steward
(Sendjaya & Sarros, 2002; van Dierendonck, 2011), as well as the personal integrity
of the leaders (Liden, Wayne, Zhao, & Henderson, 2008). Servant leadership is
defined as “an other-oriented approach to leadership manifested through one-on-one
prioritizing of follower individual needs and interests, and outward reorienting of
their concern for self towards concern for others within the organization and the
larger community” (Eva et al., 2018, p. 4). It is based on the premise that the leader
is motivated by a ‘higher calling’ that is beyond just financial success for both the
organization and self-gain (Barbuto & Wheeler, 2006; Liden et al., 2008).

Relative to other leadership approaches which emphasize on the performance of
the organizations, the servant leadership emphasis on the personal development of
the subordinates would facilitate the development of both human and social capital,
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and therefore making it a naturally suitable paradigm for holistic leadership devel-
opment. The recognition, development and utilization of the unique talents of an
organization’s employees are undoubtedly imperative to the organization in achiev-
ing effectiveness (Liden et al., 2008; Collins, 2001). The servant leadership approach
to leadership is focused on the development of the employees to their fullest potential
(Eva et al., 2018). Further, Liden et al. (2008, p. 162) proposed that servant lead-
ers rely on one-on-one communication to “understand the abilities, needs, desires,
goals, and potential” of their subordinates; and with this knowledge they assist them
in developing and achieving their potentials. This approach differs to others as it
stresses on personal integrity of the leaders (Liden et al, 2008); having the primary
intent of serving, not leading others first as well as the leaders’ self-concept being a
servant and steward as opposed to a leader or an owner (Sendjaya & Sarros, 2002).

While rooted in Greenleaf (1977)’s seminal work, recent scholarly developments
highlighted three unique paradigms on servant leadership (Eva et al., 2018). The
first focused on concern towards the community and conceptual skills of followers
(beyond character and behaviors) (Liden et al., 2015; Liden et al., 2008); the second
operationalizing both the ‘leader’-side and ‘servant’-side of servant leadership (van
Dierendonck & Nuijten, 2011; van Dierendonck et al., 2017), and the third taking
a holistic aspect of followers’ development including spirituality (finding meaning,
purpose) (Sendjaya et al., 2008; Sendjaya et al., 2018).

For the purposes of holistic leadership development, we argue that Sen. Sendjaya
et al. (2018)’s servant leadership theorizing is the most appropriate. The inclusion
of a spirituality dimension represents “a distinguishing feature that makes servant
leadership a truly holistic leadership approach relative to other positive leadership
approaches” (Eva et al., 2018), and also reflects the initial theorizing that spirituality
and humility are key sources of influence for servant leaders (Greenleaf, 1977).

Sendjaya and colleagues (2018) proposed six dimensions of servant leadership,
namely voluntary subordination, authentic self, covenantal relationship, responsible
morality, transcendental spirituality, and transforming influence.

Voluntary subordination refers to the willingness of servant leaders to take up
opportunity to serve others whenever the need arises, regardless of the situation,
is central to the concept of servant leadership (Sendjaya et al., 2008). This is also
aligned with the extant literature where selfless service is a key feature of a servant
leader, in contrast with self-seeking leaders who serve others only when convenient
or beneficial to do so. Hence, this highlights that servant leadership is centrally about
‘being’ a servant rather than ‘emulating’ a servant’s behavior (Eva et al., 2018; Page
& Wong, 2000).

Authentic self refers to servant leaders’ consistent display of humility, integrity,
accountability, security and vulnerability of leaders. As servant leaders do not need
constant approval and acknowledgement from others, they are secure can be account-
able and vulnerable to others (Sendjaya, 2015).

Covenantal relationship refers to genuine and lasting leader-follower relationships
characterized by shared values, mutual trust, and concern for each other’s well-being
(Sendjaya et al., 2018). The authentic nature of servant leaders forms and guides the
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way they relate to others; hence they accept others for who they are, and not how
they make the leaders feel (Sendjaya et al., 2008).

Responsible morality is defined as an ethical predisposition that ensures the ends
and the means sought by leaders are morally legitimized, thoughtfully reasoned and
ethically justified (Sendjaya et al., 2008).

Transcendental spirituality is an important source of motivation for servant lead-
ers’ servitude. Sendjaya et al. (2008, p. 408) proposed that “the covenant-based and
moral-laden relationships that servant leaders promote are also imbued with spiritual
values”. This is centered around the notion that servant leaders are actually attuned
to the idea of having a personal calling to make a difference in the life of others.

Last but not least, transforming influence refers to the positive transformation that
servant leaders wants to see among their followers, manifested as positive changes
in both the organization and society (Russell & Stone, 2002). Sendjaya et al. (2008)
posits that these influences occurs through modeling, visioning, mentoring, empow-
ering others and trust.

8.6 Transformational and Servant Leadership

While they are conceptually distinct, there are similarities between servant and trans-
formational leadership. Both encourages leaders and followers to raise each other’s
levels of motivation and morality. This is consistent with the view of several other
researchers who have cited similarities across both theories; that both models incor-
porate characteristics such as respect, vision, influence, modeling, trust, integrity and
delegation (Parolini et al., 2009; Stone, Russell, & Patterson, 2004). However, there
are points of variation amongst the similarities as well. Bass (2000) acknowledges
that servant leaders go beyond transformational leaders in selecting the needs of
others, as well as the emphasis upon service to followers; whereas transformational
leaders aim to align their own and others’ interests with that of the organization or
group.

However, servant leaders are different in that they are more likely to demonstrate
an inclination to serve marginalized people; are also more likely to set followers’
priority first, organizations second and their own last; and thirdly that servant lead-
ers’ role is to serve followers, whereas transformational leaders’ role is to inspire
followers to pursue organizational goals. A recent experimental study also reveal
that the way in which transformational leaders and servant leaders motivate their
followers are empirically distinct (van Dierendonck, Stam, Boersma, De Windt, &
Alkema, 2014).
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8.7 The Study

Upon further investigation of the focus of current leadership development interven-
tions, it becomes clear that there are significant gaps in the development of a holistic
leadership development approach. We propose that in order for us to better under-
stand the reasons behind the current crisis in leadership, we need to take a look back
to identify lessons that can be learnt from leadership development intervention prior
to the 2007-2008 GFC, so that we are able to better understand what changes are
needed to move forward.

Using servant leadership as a paradigm for holistic leadership development, and
the GFC as a turning point, we reviewed fifteen years (1994-2009) of published
leadership development interventions to find out what aspects of leadership have
been addressed by current leadership development practitioners. With its service-
orientation, holistic outlook and moral-spiritual emphasis, we adopt Sendjaya et al.’s
(2008) empirically validated six-factor model as a template for content analysis to
understand what elements of leadership development have been neglected prior to the
GFC. Initially, we sought to look at all leadership development intervention articles
from the 1970s when servant leadership was first introduced as a leadership concept.
However, our initial search revealed that the majority of relevant articles that was
found in the initial data collection were published within the last 15 years of the
GFC.

In essence, we sought to obtain a precise, objective and reliable observation about
the frequency of which the six dimensions of servant leadership behavior occurred
within the identified leadership development literature between 1994—2009 in order
to inform future research and practice on leadership development going forward.

8.8 Methodology

We employed content analysis, which is the systematic approach to analyzing rich
(qualitative) data to enable thematic analysis (Tharenou, Donohue, & Cooper, 2007).
As the main aim of the study is to obtain an objective and accurate observation
about the frequency of which the six dimensions of servant leadership behavior
occurs within the leadership development literature; the study adopts the quantita-
tive approach to content analysis (Krippendorff, 2004). There are two approaches to
coding data in content analysis; either a priori or posteriori (Tharenou et al., 2007).
With the a priori approach, categories (or codes) are established prior to the analysis
based on some theory; whereas with posteriori, the categories are established follow-
ing some preliminary examination of the data (Krippendorff, 2004). As this study
uses the theoretical framework provided by (Sendjaya et al., 2008) as a template, it
is a priori in nature. This approach to coding allows for the testing of theory, and is
often used when there is prior knowledge or literature to guide the process of coding
data (Tharenou et al., 2007).
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In the template approach to content analysis, the development of a reproducible
codebook is essential to the reliability of the study and hence a codebook based
on the study’s template was developed to ensure that a stable framework for the
analysis of the textual data would be present (Krippendorff & Bock, 2009). An inter-
coder reliability test was conducted prior to the analysis of the data (Krippendorff &
Bock, 2009), with a random sample of 30 articles was utilized, and consistent with
recommendations from research method scholars—the Cohen’s Kappa was adopted
for the present study (Duriau, Reger, & Pfarrer, 2007). The current study’s Kappa
score was 0.83, which is considered to be very good agreement and would meet
the minimum acceptable levels for reliability (Krippendorff & Bock, 2009; Pallant,
2007).

To obtain a fully populated sample of studies, an initial list of keywords was
developed to facilitate electronic database search. The initial phase yielded over
1000 articles, consistent with reports in a similar study in the past (Pittinsky & Zhu,
2005). However, as there was a lack of articles that solely focused on the impacts
of leadership development interventions, the research scope was narrowed down
by imposing parameters of focus and publications. This ensured that only articles
specifically examining leader and leadership development programs published in
journals relevant to the field of leadership development were considered.

An expert panel consisting of OB and leadership researchers at a leading Aus-
tralian university also assisted in the identification of publications relevant to the
study. This panel consisted of over 10 academics and was carried out over two
research seminars at the university. Major online academic databases (i.e. Business
Source Premier, PsycInfo, Emerald among others) were searched. The study also
only included specific articles published in English that center on leader and lead-
ership development, as well as their intervention programs. As a result, initial data
collected through the Boolean keyword search was then filtered further through a
validation of their content (see Table 8.1).

Table 8.1 Keywords utilized in the study

Keywords Justification (if any)

Leader development

Leader training

Leadership development

Leadership training

Networking Identified as the most popular/key leadership
360° feedback/multisource feedback development activities in organizations. However,
only literature specifically addressing leadership
development will be considered

Mentoring

Action learning

Job assignment

Executive coaching
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A total of 137 articles containing a description of leadership interventions or their
outputs were chosen to be in the final sample from a pool of 200 identified articles.
Articles were excluded from the analysis if they did not provide enough description on
either the method of the leadership interventions used or on the measured outcomes.
Content analysis was utilized to analyze data using N'Vivo, which was then tabulated
manually into Microsoft Excel.

8.9 Results and Discussion

Through a frequency count, the study revealed that there was a clear imbalance in the
frequencies of which of the 22 sub-dimensions were addressed in current leadership
development interventions. As shown in Table 8.2, the sub-dimension Collaboration
had the highest occurrence (n = 118; 86.13%), followed by Empowerment (n =
116; 84.64%) and Vulnerability (n = 106; 77.37%), whereas sub-dimensions Being
a Servant (n = 2; 1.46%), Religiousness (n = 4; 2.92%) and Security (n = 5;2.65%)
had very low occurrence.

Table 8.2 Frequency count of each sub-dimension

Dimension Sub dimension Instances occurred Percentage
Voluntary subordination Being a servant 2 1.46
Acts of service 21 15.33
Authentic self Humility 54 39.42
Integrity 31 22.63
Accountability 56 40.88
Security 5 3.65
vulnerability 106 77.37
Covenantal relationship Acceptance 103 75.18
Availability 16 11.68
Equality 70 51.09
Collaboration 118 86.13
Responsible morality Moral reasoning 45 32.85
Moral action 30 21.90
Transcendental spirituality | Religiousness 4 2.92
Interconnectedness 11 8.03
Sense of mission 42 30.66
‘Wholeness 25 18.25

(continued)
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Table 8.2 (continued)

Dimension Sub dimension Instances occurred Percentage
Transforming influence Vision 58 42.34
Mentoring 32 23.36
Modeling 42 30.66
Trust 97 70.80
Empowerment 116 84.64
N =137

8.10 Voluntary Subordination

The results show that Being a Servant (n = 2; 1.46%) and Acts of Service (n = 21;
15.33%) have a relatively low occurrence in the leadership development interven-
tions. With the first, a potential explanation for the low occurrence is the oxymoronic
nature of the term ‘servant’ has led to the lack of adoption and popularity of this
leadership paradigm (Sendjaya et al., 2008). The sub-dimension Acts of Service has
a slightly higher occurrence, and a possible explanation for this is that since it refers
to practical deeds that are sincere and reflects the leader’s his or her care (Sendjaya
etal., 2008); coupled with the growing recognition of the need for organizations to be
socially responsible and the potential benefits of purposeful volunteerism (Bowen,
Burke, Horry, & Jacques, 2009), leadership development practitioners have started
to incorporate this aspect into their leadership development programs.

This approach to learning is seen in a recently operationalized pedagogy called
Service Learning, and has been incorporated into college and university curriculum
using volunteerism and community service as the main vehicles of delivery (Bowen
et al., 2009; Bringle & Hatcher, 1996). Further, a longitudinal study of service learn-
ing has shown that it has a positive impact on desired college outcomes (Keen &
Hall, 2009). The benefits are potentially transferable across to businesses, with a
recent study showing that company support for volunteering programs contributes
to the company’s value chain by enhancing employee morale, meeting their cor-
porate social responsibility needs and enhancing their public image (Basil, Runte,
Easwaramoorthy, & Barr, 2009).

Interventions addressing the development of this dimension were commonly
found to be action learning and mentoring respectively. Typical interventions include:

By engaging in meaningful leadership practice, students were able to make positive contri-
butions to their communities and also to their own development ... created the pathways,
bridges and corresponding space for students to use their leadership for civic purposes ...
programs provide opportunities for students to practice leadership and learn through service
learning ... expose students to a wide breadth of multiple service sites, people and orga-
nizations ... students can understand how they can serve to make a difference, and they
build an increased desire for servant leadership and involvement in leadership for social
causes...(Eich, 2008) (being a servant)
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By serving as a mentor, individuals implicitly perform activities that parallel behaviors and
skills identified as effective leadership ... thus the activities and context of serving as a mentor
have implications that go beyond the current mentor role, specifically as a possible avenue
of individual leader development...(Middlebrooks & Haberkorn, 2009) (acts of service)

8.11 Authentic Self

The content analysis revealed that there were high occurrence of some elements
of authentic self within the leadership development literature. High scores on
sub-dimensions of Vulnerability (77.37%), Accountability (40.88%) and Humility
(39.42%) could potentially be explained through the identification and high impor-
tance placed on the need for trust in the workplace, which can be facilitated through
leaders’ display of vulnerability and accountability (Espedal, 2008; Scandura &
Pellegrini, 2008) and the increased interest on authentic leadership in the mid-2000s
(Avolio & Gardner, 2005; Cooper, Scandura, & Schriesheim, 2005), which encour-
ages the use of ‘life-stories’ approach for leaders and hence reduces their tendency to
be insecure about their own identity and the need for constant approval and validation.

However, there is a lack of leadership development programs that aim to develop
leaders’ Integrity (22.63%) and Security (3.65%). A possible explanation is that in
the drive for short-term organizational performance, practitioners often overlook the
need to ensure that Integrity is a value that leaders have. Last but not least, Security
is posited to be manifested from behavioral attributes such as being ready to step
aside for a more qualified successor (Sendjaya & Sarros, 2002). Current examples of
leadership development programs that include these behavioral attributes are mainly
aimed at leadership succession.

Interventions addressing the development of this dimension range from execu-
tive coaching, formal learning and action learning, 360° feedback, and mentoring.
Examples include:

We settled on five elements he would communicate to his team ... he would need their help
both in understanding his strengths and development needs ... ask them to meet his coach
and share their candid views related to his leadership and development. (This invites his team
to become collaborative partners in his development ... reality that he will have a hard time
turning things around without their cooperation and support) (Winum, 2005) (humility)

The peer coaching and learning strategies led to what some participants referred to as “ac-
countability”. Investment in the process of coaching and being coached created a sense of
accountability to one another...a major benefit to peer coaching was the sense of account-
ability that we shared towards each other...accountable to each other in regards to the trans-
actions in our own peer coaching relationship.... we would highlight any non-adult-to-adult
transactions that occurred during our sessions.(Ladyshewsky, 2007) (accountability)

The relationship between the two consultants, the trust and the vulnerability added to a
feeling level or tone with the process that contributed to the participants being able to become
more open and vulnerable...they began to gingerly respond from an emotional standpoint,
appreciating how emotions and feelings contribute to either function or dysfunction. After
a few hours, the consultants began to see some of the shifts ...the participants engaged in
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“picking up” on how the two consultants were working together...the team was able to
engage in being more open and honest (Blattner & Bacigalupo, 2007). (vulnerability)

8.12 Covenantal Relationship

This dimension is the strongest in terms of frequency observations of its sub-
dimensions: Acceptance (75.18%), Equality (51.09%) and Collaboration (86.13%),
with the exception of Availability (11.68%). The results are aligned with emerging
research identifying the importance of collaboration, networking as well as equality
in the workplace (Bartol & Zhang, 2007; Elliott & Stead, 2008; Ready et al., 2008;
Rhee & Sigler, 2009; Zimmermann, Wit, & Gill, 2008). With regards to Availability,
the findings are consistent with what scholars and practitioners contend as a lack of
selfless, accessible leaders; and have been identified to be a problem in the work-
place as well (Iles & Preece, 2006; Kaplan & Kaiser, 2009; Novicevic et al., 2009;
Saporito, 1996; Sosik & Dinger, 2007).

Interventions addressing the development of this dimension range from executive
coaching, action learning, and 360° feedback. Examples include:

The profile of success identified behaviors that were relevant to this task ... the CEO would
have to be strategic in his or her own thinking and broad based in his or her views of the
organization ... he or she would have to be psychologically accessible to people, easy to
engage, supportive and a strong communicator with this profile of success in hand ... our
developmental coaching with Howard during the subsequent 6 months focused on helping
to figure out exactly what he must do to adopt a broader leadership posture ... to move from
a top-down, one - on — one management style to a greater emphasis on managing the team
as a whole through coaching and constant dialogue...(Saporito, 1996) (availability)

The learning managers reported most often from this program was learning about self ...
also learning that others see them differently than they see themselves or that there are a
variety of ways they are seen by others ... these participants expressed this as learning they
needed to listen more, be respectful of others’ contributions, and not make decisions too
quickly before seeking others’ input ... respondents (also) talked about learning more about
the value of building relationships, the importance to getting to know others better, and the
role of showing more interest in others and being friendlier, as ways to develop close, more
collaborative relationships (Van Velsor & Ascalon, 2008) (equality)

8.13 Responsible Morality

When analyzed in the context of the current ethical climate, the relatively low-
moderate occurrence of both Moral Reasoning (32.85%) and Moral Action (21.90%)
identified in the leadership development programs might explain the prevalence
of destructive leadership in organizations (Einarsen, Aasland, & Skogstad, 2007;
Michael D. Mumford, Gessner, Connelly, O’Connor, & Clifton, 1993; Padilla,
Hogan, & Kaiser, 2007). Ironically, for an area with such a sustained high inter-
est (Barling, Christie, & Turner, 2008; Griffith, 2007; Johnson, 2007; McCann &
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Holt, 2009; Rost, 1995), the number of programs that addresses ethics and morality
is alarmingly low.

Although the potential gap between theory and practice could be a possible expla-
nation (Zaccaro & Horn, 2003), another plausible rationale is the overemphasis in
the field of leadership development on the transformational leadership paradigm
(Ardichvili & Manderscheid, 2008; Day & Harrison, 2007; Pearce, 2007). Its ethical
predispositions have been questioned in the literature (Barling et al., 2008; Price,
2002; Sendjaya, 2005). The focus of the transformational leaders on organizational
performance (Parolini et al., 2009) may also potentially provide an insight as to why
these two sub-dimensions are not focused upon in the current transformational lead-
ership—driven leadership development field. However, further research is needed
before any conclusions are made.

Interventions addressing the development of this dimension range from executive
coaching, action learning, and 360° feedback. Examples include:

Heightened self-awarenes involved gaining an insight into one’s own thinking of leadership
and management practice... the whole experience was beneficial as it made me re-evaluate
my previous management behaviors and actions and allowed me to engage in self-reflection
and analysis...(Ladyshewsky, 2007) (moral reasoning)

The development of an executive-level global competency model at 3M ... consists of 12
competencies and generalizable behavioral anchors for each competency ... (a fundamen-
tal competency identified was) ethics and integrity; (the behavioral anchors were) exhibits
uncompromising integrity and commitment to 3 M’s corporate values, human resource prin-
ciples and business conduct policies ... (and the application of this competency model
includes) focusing on development ... executives use the behaviors (anchors) to set expecta-
tions for leaders within their organizations Individual executives talk through the behaviors
that they establish as criteria to be used later for judging performance... (Alldredge & Nilan,
2000) (moral action)

8.14 Transcendent Spirituality

The results showed that Sense of Mission (30.66%) and Wholeness (18.25%) have a
relatively low-moderate occurrence, whereas Interconnectedness (8.03%) and Reli-
giousness (2.92%) had low occurrence. Many leaders attribute the origin of their
behavior to an experience that is often described in spiritual term, that is a higher
purpose which transcends profits or self-gratification (Neal, Lichtenstein, & Banner,
1999; Reave, 2005; Sauser Jr., 2005). Moreover, there is also emerging interests in
a holistic, integrated workplace (Quatro et al., 2007) as well as having a work-life
balance. In the light of these factors, it is not surprising that Sense of Mission and
Wholeness had a relatively low-moderate occurrence. Interconnectedness described
as a connection “between the internal self and external world” as well as Religious-
ness have a low occurrence.

Research on religion and the workplace is still lacking; as the practice is somewhat
frowned upon by practitioners and scholars alike—especially as religious views and
traditions may be exclusive in their worldviews and thus may lead to an arrogance



8 Looking Back to Look Forward ... 175

that certain types of organizations are better than others; or that it may be used as
a manipulative tool. Although research has been done on the potential for the pro-
motion of religious practices in the workplace (Benefiel, 2005; Dent, Higgins, &
Wharft, 2005; Kriger & Seng, 2005), it is for the aforementioned reason that this is
still not practiced. These may be possible explanations for the low occurrences of
the Religious dimension. However, as these four sub-dimensions are identified as
the basis of the calling upon which enables servant leaders to engage in meaningful
and motivating work; and has been identified as a key element towards a holistic
leadership development (Eich, 2008; Quatro et al., 2007), it is essential that leader-
ship development practitioners ensure that these are included when developing their
leadership development programs.
Interventions addressing the development of this dimension range from executive
coaching, formal workshops, and 36° feedback. Examples include:
The identification of positive influence characteristics both created early bonding within the
larger group and became a touchstone for the intrapersonal, small- group work ... inspired
personal influence characteristics seem to arise from our spiritual nature or more essential
self. These characteristics emerge through such practices as mediation, prayer reflective
thought and service ... individual influence can be expanded through a deeper understand-
ing of self ... an NTL workshop enables individuals to focus on the importance of positive
influence characteristics and to overcome inner blockages (Hanna & Glassman, 2004) (reli-
giousness)
The central precept.. is that managers need to have an inner center to act as an anchor and
source of gravity and calm through which they may acknowledge and accept the inherent
tensions and paradoxes ... by practicing “emptying of the mind” the manager may allow
new insights and intuitions to emerge, be more attuned to others’ reactions and become more
effective by making less effort... being in the center requires a measure of inner vitality and
strength as the basis of yielding. It is important for the manager to have this center ... to

support him or herself ... colleagues and cope with changing situations and pressures (Shefy
& Sadler-Smith, 2006) (interconnectedness)

8.15 Transforming Influence

Results of the content analysis across the sub-dimensions revealed that Empower-
ment (84.64%), Trust (70.80%) and Vision (42.34%) have a high occurrence; whereas
Modeling (30.66%) and Mentoring (22.36%) has a low-moderate occurrence. As
identified prior, the pervasiveness of transformational leadership in the field of lead-
ership development has been identified (Ardichvili & Manderscheid, 2008; Day &
Harrison, 2007), moreover empirical research on the relationship between empower-
ment, trust and vision with organizational and leadership outcomes has been estab-
lished (Callahan, Whitener, & Sandlin, 2007; Lapidot, Kark, & Shamir, 2007; Pina
e Cunha, Campos e Cunha, & Rego, 2009; Scandura & Pellegrini, 2008; Sosik &
Dinger, 2007).

Hence, the findings of the study are consistent with that of the extant literature.
With regards to Mentoring and Modeling, despite results from empirical research
showing positive influence on developmental outcomes (Dixon, 2006; Hobson &
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Sharp, 2005; Stead, 2005), adoption by practitioners is still lacking. A possible
explanation would be from the perspective that these are hard to measure and evaluate,
or that the organization may not have the resources to provide for mentors (Feldman,
1999; Ragins et al., 2000; Stead, 2005). Interventions addressing the development of
this dimension were commonly found to be formal learning, 360° Feedback as well
as action learning. Examples include:

Development can be accelerated by increasing current leaders’ recognition that they consti-
tute one of the most powerful forms of interventions through role modeling the five devel-
opmental readiness factors to future leaders; as well as by training and equipping leader
developers with the skills and techniques needed to practice strengths-based leadership and
to create a learning- oriented context (Bruce J. Avolio & Hannah, 2008) (modeling)

In order to accomplish a series of relatively demanding missions over a one- week period,
the squad leaders will have to share risks and hardships in order to earn trust and confi-
dence from their followers (idealized influence), they must be able to care for other team
members (individualized consideration), effectively formulate and communicate goals and
visions of the near future (inspirational motivation), and encourage innovation and creative
problem solving of followers (intellectual stimulation) (Eid, Helge Johnsen, Bartone, & Arne
Nissestad, 2008) (trust)

The central premise of stretch or developmental work experiences is to provide challenging
assignments to budding leaders that push them to construct new understandings of their
more complex operating environment ... essentially it must be something that stretches
people, pushes out of the comfort zone and requires them to think differently ... problems
to solve, dilemmas to resolve, obstacles to overcome, and choices to make under conditions
of risk and uncertainty ... These assignments are useful because they place leaders in novel
situations, requiring them to adapt and display new performance strategies ... (leaders are)
often required to develop new ways of understanding their environment and new ways of
operating in more complex work contexts (Zaccaro & Banks, 2004)(empowerment)

8.16 Theoretical and Practical Contributions

Overall, we propose that the findings of this study contributes to the field of lead-
ership development by providing a servant leadership perspective towards a holistic
model of leadership development. It is clear from the content analysis that there is
a clear imbalance in the focus of leadership development interventions prior to the
2008 Global Financial Crisis. Of particular note, is the apparent lack of intentional
emphasis on the moral aspect of leadership development; thus contributing to one
corner of the toxic triangle—by allowing for a conducive environment for destructive
leaders to operate and develop in (Collins & Holton, 2004). This may enable destruc-
tive leadership theorists to further analyze and research on the implications of the lack
of moral leadership development, as well as partially answering the question as to
why there is a leadership crisis. Moreover, this also extends the destructive leadership
theory by providing a developmental perspective which should be explored in future
research. Last but not least, this study also answers the calls by practitioners and
scholars alike in the need for a holistic, authentic and moral leadership development
in the light of the leadership crisis we face today.
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From the results, we also argue that the servant leadership behavior dimensions
identified by Sendjaya et al. (2008) provides a strong base for a holistic leadership
development approach as it is a holistic approach that also includes elements that
are often ignored or sidelined by popular leadership development approaches. For
instance, given what we know about the importance of altruistic behavior and leaders’
values (Sosik, Jung, & Dinger, 2009), as well as the key role that spirituality play in
holistic leadership development (Quatro et al., 2007; Shefy & Sadler-Smith, 2006),
it is essential that leadership development practitioners ensure that these are included
when designing leadership development interventions.

Moreover, as the transfer of training should be an important outcome of any
leadership development program (Conger & Benjamin, 1999), we propose that the
SLBS may also be used as a back-end analysis in conjunction with other evaluative
measures to evaluate the effectiveness of the program. In short, the findings of this
study can guide the design of the leadership development programs.

The findings of the current study also provide the argument for the need of a
holistic leadership development approach to ensure retention as well as succession
of talents within the organizations. While organizations are investing a lot of money
into leadership development, it is clear that more often than not, these programs are
not holistic in nature. We argue that the servant leadership-driven holistic leadership
development model presented in this study may be used to design a high-quality
leadership development program. For HR practitioners and consultants, the findings
of this study provide another developmental tool—the use of the SLBS as a front-
end and a back-end analysis to measure training transfer. The results also provide
a perspective on the need for the systematic development of the 22 sub-dimensions
of the SLBS to ensure a holistic leadership development. Moreover, it provides an
alternative approach to from the transformational-leadership dominated paradigm of
leadership development.

8.17 Limitations and Future Research Directions

Although steps were taken to ensure that the content analysis was exhaustive and
robust in both reliability and validity, caution must be used in the interpretation
of the findings reported. As only interventions published in major journals were
included, articles published in books or other journal titles that were not accessible
at the time of the research were excluded. Furthermore, as the content analysis
is qualitative in nature; and coupled with the fact that not all articles published
detail their programs—several aspects of the interventions may not have been fully
analyzed.

This study aims to provide a basis for investigating a holistic leadership develop-
ment approach, specifically one that is rooted in servant-leadership. As the growing
body of empirical findings continue to surface and the paradigm’s theoretical rigor is
strengthened; future researchers should consider developing and researching servant
leadership—driven leadership development for organizations. Secondly, it would be
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interesting to see a longitudinal research on the development of servant leaders at
college/university, as well as the organizational levels and their outcomes. Thirdly, a
study of servant leadership development in not for profit organizations (e.g. charity,
religion-based organizations) would greatly add on to the body of the literature on
servant leadership development as these organizations espouse servant leadership as
the tenet of their leadership practices. Such a study can be done across large organi-
zational samples and may also provide an insight into religiousness in the workplace.
Lastly, an international study looking at the cultural differences of servant leader-
ship—driven leadership development will add on to the small body of international
studies on servant leadership. Research could focus on whether cultural differences
contribute to the differences in developmental levels or approaches.
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