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Abstract. It has been argued that the West with its well-established democracies was largely responsible for the filling of the institutional vacuum the East experienced after the fall of totalitarian regimes in the eve of the 90s. Scholars of international relations and public policies loudly debated on the existent causality between the European enlargement and the administrative reforms Central and Eastern European countries experienced in the last two decades. 

The issue of leadership is one of the most significant items on the agendas of private and public sector organizations in both the developed and developing worlds. This is driven in large measure by the challenges being faced by organizations in all sectors in environments that are constantly changing. 

In this article our intention is to research the role and development of leadership within the Romanian and British public administration both at present and in the future. In general, Romania and Great Britain have noticed that there is great discrepancy between how the public sector is perceived nowadays and how the national interest should be seen now or in the future. The Romanian society, however, becomes more diverse and the public institutions are thus more flexible. 

The new situations require new types of organizers. The leaders involved in the public institutions can help to spread, promotion and maintenance of the new values which are necessary for a successful reform of the public sector. Even if there have been some attempts in these field, Romania has not yet developed a systematic strategy of building-up the leadership as part of the reform process. In contrast to this situation, industrialized countries have already begun to elaborate such a strategy, and Great Britain are already using it.

The research methodology is based on an empirical analysis. Thus, in order to be able to reach relevant conclusions, I will apply in my analysis both qualitative and quantitative research methods. A theoretical part is followed by a legal framework and supported in the end by comparative study examples.
1. Introduction

Leadership has been historically and typically defined and understood in terms of traits, qualities, the situation in which the leader exists and the behaviour of the leaders (Bass, 1985; Fiedler, 1967; House and Mitchell, 1974; Yukl, 1994).
Horner (1997) argues that the current theories of leadership view leadership as a process in which leaders do not lead the followers, but are seen as more of a member of a community of practice. Modern public sector organisations by their very nature are complex and the NHS in UK is one such example. Horner (1997) argues that due to the changing nature of work, more creativity, innovation and flexibility is required and successful leaders may not solely depend on applying the right behaviour in a given situation (as contingency theory suggest) by looking at the interpersonal and environmental factors.
The notion of leadership is generally associated with the image of a highly autonomous, powerful and influential manager who determines the destiny of his or her organization. This description is obviously too simplistic even for private sector organizations. It falls particularly wide of the mark in the public sector. Leaders in public organizations rarely have undisputed sway over people or unlimited autonomy to determine strategic orientations
.
2. Comparative perspectives of leadership in public sector
Given this complex organizational context of diffuse power, divergent objectives, and burgeoning rules, the central dilemma of leadership in public organizations can be summarized by the following question: Can leaders intervene proactively or not in public organizations? (Denis, Langley, and Rouleau, 2007: 450) Two contrasting perspectives of leadership can be identified from current works on public sector organizations: an "entrepreneurial" perspective (Borins 2002; Boyett 1997; Osborne and Gaebler 1992; Osborne and Plastrik 1997; Rainey 1991) and a "stewardship" perspective ( Davis, Schoorman and Donaldson 1997; Saltman and Ferroussier-Davis 2000; Terry 1995; Cooper and Lewis 1992;  Riccucci 1995 in Van Wart 2003; Ackroyd, Hughes, and Soothill 1989). These two views hold different assumptions about the legitimacy of administrative discretion in public sector (Van Wart 2003).

The "entrepreneurial perspective" focuses on the innovative behaviors of leaders in public sector organizations (Borins 2002). It emphasizes the increased attention by leaders/executives to the demands of the environment and to the preferences of various stakeholder groups (Boyett 1997). 

The "entrepreneurial perspective" of public leaders is close to the model of "trans​formational leadership" described by Bass (1999). The feasibility of this model of public leadership is highly contingent on the nature of the relationship between political leadership and people in charge of public bureaucracies or agencies. In order to acquire sufficient trust from political authority, public leaders have to value and strive for increased account​ability regarding the performance of their own organizations (Borins 2002). The mechanisms by which such accountability can be secured are a major issue in the evolution of public management practice. Some analyses of the "New Public Management" in the UK suggest that new managerial dynamics may fosters a certain democratic deficit in the governance of public services (Ferlie et al. 1996). Managerial discretion may be achieved at the expense of the preservation of public service values (Terry 1995,1998).

The contrasting "stewardship perspective" takes a much more conservative stance on the role of public leaders. Public leaders are seen as the guardians of public goods and values ( Saltman, and Ferroussier-Davis 2000; Terry 1995; Cooper and Lewis 1992). The legitimacy of public leaders comes from their conformity to the wishes of democratically elected politicians. The elected parliament or legisla​ture decides on policies and the overarching goals of public systems and services. Public leaders execute policies and orientations decided at a superior level. Con​servatism is seen as a positive value that guarantees the continuity of public institutions and services. Conformity to bureaucratic rules is not an impediment to the delivery of effective public services, but the means by which public leaders ensure democratic accountability for their decisions and actions. In this view, innovation is appreciated only as long as it contributes to the maintenance of traditional values of service that legitimate public sector production (Denis, Langley, and Rouleau, 2007: 451).

In theory then, the stewardship model focuses less on innovation and adaptation than the entrepreneurial model. However, with its focus on public service values, it does encourage a balance between accountability to political authority and sensi​tivity to citizen expectations (Mintzberg, 1996). Public leaders are necessarily involved in bargaining and transactions with various stakeholders groups ( Van Wart, 2003). However, undoubt​edly, pressures to renew public services represent a challenge for the stewardship perspective.
3. The roles of leadership in public sector 
Denis, Langley, and Rouleau (2007: 452) argued above that traditional approaches to leadership have remained largely static. Although they incorporate a wide array of variables associated with leader​ship behaviors, contexts, and outcomes, they rarely situate these phenomena dynamically or focus on the specific actions of leaders. In addition, the emphasis has usually been on isolated individuals in formal leadership positions. Because of the complexity and ambiguity of power in the public organization context, they argue that research on leadership in public sector needs to focus on processes and skills that may or may not always reside in formally designated leaders. Greater emphasis needs to be placed on the complex emergent activity which is dispersed throughout the whole political and administrative context and its effects over time. To this end, a role founded upon three new theoretical frameworks from the social sciences will be proposed (Ibidem).

A network perspective. In the vast literature on leadership, networking is becoming more and more recognized as a key characteristic of leaders (Marion and Bacon, 1999). Until now, it has been largely defined as a notable organizing skill. Network leadership refers to the individual ability to establish direct and indirect interpersonal communication patterns of influence ( Osborn, Hunt, and Jauch 2002). However, networking is not exclusively an ability to constitute interpersonal links and make contacts with people. It is also a set of activities having structural power effects (Marion and Uhl-Bien 2001) which are critical to understanding the distinctiveness of leadership in public administration. In organizations where power is diffuse, success or failure of the strategic process depends, among other things, on the capacity of leaders to constitute and maintain strong and durable networks. 
A value perspective. Leaders in public sector organizations must not only deal with dispersed power. They also face the challenge of generating sustainable decisions and strategies in a context of multiple or conflicting objectives. They often work with actors belong​ing to different institutional spheres and supporting divergent viewpoints, interests and values ( Ferlie et al. 1996). A successful leader will therefore have to incorporate a variety of logics or rationalities into organizational strategies which will be legitimate as long as the ordering of multiple logics is acceptable for the various stakeholders inside and outside the organization. Put another way, interacting with people supporting different logics of action necessitates finding a way to articulate appropriate and viable collaborative arrangements that reconcile competing values.

A practice perspective . Public organizations are not only permeated by diffuse power and divergent objectives. They also have to deal with a complex system of rules and procedures which require from people who work within them—managers and professionals— a considerable amount of both technical and informal knowledge. Change in these organizations often takes place through the way in which people exert their discretionary power as they are apply rules and routines on a daily basis. Moreover, public sector, particularly in the large public service sectors of education, health care and social services, the quality of services provided is largely dependent on people and their explicit and tacit knowledge. It is not unusual to observe a mismatch in these organizations between decisions made among top managers and the realities of operating professionals or of the "street-level bureaucracy" (Coble-Vinzant and Crothers ,1998). Knowledge, and a fortiori tacit knowledge gained through experience is crucial. Leaders need to be skilled "practitioners" within the complex web of public sector decision making.
In sum, leadership, from a social practice perspective, is produced and repro​duced in daily routines and micro-conservations. Leadership is, in some ways a mundane activity requiring experience, timing, social awareness and relational capability. By suggesting the need to track the activities, knowledge, and skills that are more or less explicit to leadership, such a perspective may produce knowledge that is more adapted to the needs of leaders in public sector (Denis, Langley, and Rouleau, 2007: 452).
The three perspectives presented above have drawn attention to the consequences for leadership of some key features of the public sector organizational context that we identified at the beginning of the previous section: diffuse power (associated with the network perspective), divergent objectives (associated with the value perspective) and complex systems of rules (associated with the practice perspec​tive). This multifaceted framework focuses the attention of both practitioners and researchers on the essential features of leadership in public organizations (Denis, Langley, and Rouleau, 2007: 462-463).
On the other hand and from other perspective, in the following Table 1 i will present a comparative perspective about leadership roles in the literature,  from the point of wiew of three types of leadership that can be seen in public sector: hierarchical leadership, market leadership and network leadership. It is a summary of the various terms from the literature used to describe the  leadership roles.

Table 1 provides a summary of the terms used by different commentators in light of the roles described below.

	Hierarchical leadership
	Market leadership
	Network leadership

	Bureaucrat
	Steward
	Manager
	Entrepreneur
	Leader
	Professional

	(Steen & Van der Meer, 2009)
	
	
	Manager
	
	
	Professional and policy advisor

	(Van Dorpe, Randour, Hondeghem, & de Visscher, 2011)
	Bureaucrat
	
	Manager
	
	Leader
	Professional,

Policy advisor

	(Uhl-Bien, Marion, & McKelvey, 2007)
	Administrative leadership
	
	
	Adaptive leadership
	Enabling leadership
	

	(Fernandez, Cho, & Perrz, 2010)
	
	Diversity-oriented leadership
	Task-oriented leadership
	Change-oriented leadership
	Relations-oriented leadership
	Integrity-oriented leadership

	(Frederikson & Matkin, 2007)
	
	
	
	Change agent
	Gardener
	

	(Debis, Langley, &Rouleau, 2007)
	
	Stewardship
	
	Entrepreneurial (transformational)
	
	


Table 1: Leadership Roles Emphasized by Different Scholars adapted after Van Wart, Hondeghem  Bouckaert and Ruebens  (2012: 7).
People oriented behaviors are critical for leaders, such as consulting, team-building, and conflict resolution. Leaders understand that the work of the organization is done by subordinates who are a critical resource for the success of the agency and must be nurtured as much as possible. Externally, the role of leader is about good relations with outside  groups and cooperative partnerships (Van Wart, Hondeghem  Bouckaert and Ruebens , 2012:8). This leads to a collaborative style.
4.The role of leadership in Romanian public sector
The success of public administration reform is conditioned by organizational issues, from strategic planning capacity to the ability of changing and to leadership’s capacity to promote and coordinate the organizational development. Public institutions, as well as the private ones, are dependent on the quality of the leadership of acting effectively and efficiently.  A good management is able to focus the existing resources to a  decisive manner in order to support the organizational development. 
Unfortunately, very often,  both in Romania and other Eastern European countries, the administrative reform has been understood only in terms adopting new laws and regulations; the only tool of administrative change was located on the legislation level. This led to the emergence of new structures, incapable though to implement the change and achieve an acceptable level of effectiveness and efficiency.
As for the meaning of resistance to change, Erwin notes that it is described by most researchers as a reason for difficulties in implementation and a failure of change initiatives. In other words, resistance can be described as a barrier interposed when you want something to change. This creates a number of difficulties which may even result in rejection of change. Erwin notes that over time this term has been used to talk about almost any bad reaction,  opposition or  force which prevents or stops the change within organizations looking to implement a model of effective leadership (Erwin, Garman, 2010: 39). Therefore, under this definition, any reaction (even the most insignificant one) which  is not in favor of change, is considered a form of resistance.
The concept of leadership is neither new nor foreign to the public sector in Romania. It has been frequently discussed in the literature concerning the business management. However, in Romania, the issue of leadership promotion has not been highlighted in detail. While defining the leaders’ role as agents of change, it has been noted that the importance of leadership depends on the state of the society, on the structure of the public institutions and on the type of reform that is being adopted:

a) Developing leaders is more important in a diversified society than in a homogeneous one, because leaders are required to submit new values, to mediate conflicts and to create coalitions in order to support the reform.

b) Leaders are more important in a decentralized and branched administrative structure than in a centralized and hierarchical one.
Leadership means different things to different people. In the past, for many, the image of a leader was that of a wise, paternalistic person, who takes all the decisions and conducts the public organization all by himself. The image of leadership is based on the historical requirements and on the characteristics of the society and of the governments that serve them. The society of Romania, however, becomes more diverse and the public institutions are thus more flexible. The new situations that have emerged require new types of leaders.
Into a case study, conducted in 2012 by Cristina Mora and Tudor Ticlau
 the desired goal was to identify the transformational leadership in the Romanian public sector. Their study surveyed employs working in four local public authorities from Cluj County – Cluj-Napoca Town Hall, Cluj Napoca County Council, Local Finance Department and State Department for Rural Development and Fishing. The data was gathered in January 2012 during a one week period using the MLQ5X instrument (Bass, Avolio, 1999). They used the Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire (5X short form) based on the Full Range Leadership Model (FRL) devised by Bass and Avolio (1999) using the multirater 360 form
.
The purpose of the present paper was to offer a synthetic view regarding Bass’s (1985a) transformational leadership and its relevance for public sector. Current information on transformational leadership effectiveness in the public sector is rather contradictory, with data available to argue for and against this idea. They feel that more research on this matter, especially regarding transformational leadership in governmental organizations from Romania is almost a necessity. At present there are no empirical studies on public sector leadership using this theoretical model. For this they conducted a pilot study aimed at identifying the style of leadership present in local public administrations institutions using the MLQ5X leadership evaluation instrument. They also aimed to find out whether there would be a significant difference on leadership scores based on the type of institutions chosen (decentralized vs. deconcentrated). 
Based on data gather we showed that, against our initial assumption leadership in all the four institutions is a mix between transformational and transactional and far less laissez-faire.They also showed that the type of institution could influence leadership behaviors, as there were significant differences between leadership scores in decentralized institutions (self-evaluation compared to peer-evaluation) and leadership scores in deconcentrated institutions. Regarding the difference in perceptionother studies on leadership in public organizations have shown that differences in self-evaluation compared to peer-evaluation can be caused by a communication problem or even a muted conflict between management and the rest of the organization (Hintea, Mora and Ticlau, 2009). 
They consider the transformational leadership model a possible answer to the challenge of Romanian public administration reform. Although, the mission of the transformational leader in public administration reform is much more difficult than in the private sector, this is an additional argument for it rather than against it. The leader is forced to progressively create an organizational environment favorable to the success of the changes proposed by reform. In addition, he must transfer his vision to the expectation level of his followers, to motivate them through his abilities and knowledge. Using the tools of sociability and adaptability, perseverance and cooperation, the leader has to transform his followers into a motivated group, so that members feel that the initiative of change belongs to them, and the results will be consequently favorable. In this context transformational leadership can be a possible answer to resistance to reform inside public administration.
On the bases of the study presented, i can identify a set of general conclusions on organizational development as part of the management reform in the public administration in Romania:

a) The ability to define at an operational level the individual objectives or at the level of the administrative unit, although recognized at the management level, is still suffering. The degree of internalisation of the goals among officials is often low and the ability to adapt of the organizational structures to strategic goals and objectives leaves room for better.

b) Encouraging, motivating and training is a measure as important for the leadership development, once they appropriate personas or candidates have been found. A monitoring and preparation system for leaders should ensure increased responsibilities for those in charge with the development of the new generations of leaders. The importance of the continuous training of the future leaders should not be underestimated.

c) The creation of a correspondence between the performance and the rewards for a better leadership encourages public officials to fulfill their duties and responsibilities better and achieve their full potential, contributing to the sustainable efforts of the institution to develop future leaders.

5. The role of leadership in  British public sector
Many public services have now moved to establish their own centres of excellence for public service leadership development. These centres serve as a focal point for the design and delivery of a range of learning experiences for senior managers. There is the recognition that while each individual has personal responsibility for career planning and development, corporate management must facilitate shared learning and the building of supportive partnerships, networks and strategic alliances. 
On the other hand in the United Kingdom the Centre for Management and Policy Studies (CMPS) was established in June 1999 as an integral part of the Modernising Government agenda and is situated at the heart of government, within the Cabinet Office. CMPS works with partners from the Civil Service, the wider public sector, private sector and academia to ensure that the Civil Service is cultivating the right skills, culture and approaches to perform its task; to ensure that policy makers across government have access to the best research, evidence and international experience; and to help government to learn better from existing policies (Draper, 2002: 13-14). 

The Public Sector Leadership Development Forum (PSLDF) chaired and  supported by CMPS and the Cabinet Office could take forward development  and training work arising from this report, in particular by: facilitating networking and joint learning between sectors and ensuring the  sharing of best practice on development programmes; developing a business case for a national on-line leadership knowledge  pool, linking sectoral colleges and disseminating best practice and current knowledge; and identifying “common elements” of public sector leadership to be included in leadership programmes across the public sector (Strengthening Leadership in the Public Sector, 2001: 65).
CMPS provides support to Government through (Draper, 2002: 14):

a)The Policy Studies Directorate, which leads on the policy-making strand of the Modernising Government agenda. It supports evidence-based policy making through co-ordination of knowledge management initiatives, the development of Knowledge Pools and through a Resource Centre. It promotes and encourages excellence in policy evaluation and identifies and promotes best practice in policy making through research and electronic dissemination of best practice information. It also advises overseas governments and individuals on UK public sector reform and arranges visits;

b)The Civil Service College Directorate, which delivers a range of courses on modernisation, managing change and formal skills training. The College Directorate is a training and development resource for the CMPS, for departments and for civil servants, particularly those at, or aspiring to, relatively senior positions. It provides management training, specialist training in key professional and policy-making areas and related consultancy and research in the wider public sector, the private sector and international governments. It also works internationally in partnership with emerging democracies and democracies in transition as they seek sustainable capacity to reconstruct and modernise their public administration and focus governance on poverty;

c)The Corporate Development and Training Directorate, which offers a range of programmes and seminars to support Ministerial and Senior Civil Service (SCS) corporate and professional development. The Directorate is also responsible for a programme of peer reviews to support departments in the implementation of the modernisation agenda; and

d)The Business Resources Directorate, which supplies support services to the other Directorates, including the development of CMPS's planning, finance, personnel, IT  and property functions, and its marketing strategy.

The Corporate Development and Training Directorate (CDT) was created through the bringing together of the existing executive development activities of the Cabinet Office and the Civil Service College and the establishment of new activities flowing from the Modernising Government and Civil Service Reform agendas. It is through CDT that CMPS delivers its senior level leadership development. CDT provides a collection of programmes for leaders and future leaders of the Civil Service and wider public sector. It is anticipated that members of the SCS will participate in at least one programme every 5 to 6 years (Draper, 2002: 14).

In the UK leadership development training includes the following (Draper, 2002: 22-23):

a)Milestone Programmes, which offer members of the Senior Civil Service grounding in the issues they face as senior managers in their Civil Service career;

b)Interchange Programmes, which offer the opportunity to share and develop approaches to leadership, and are aimed at senior managers across the Civil Service, wider public sector and the private sector;

c)Specialised Programmes, get below the surface of complex issues such as, Insight Europe (Deputy Directors & peers from across Europe) and Leaders@e-Government (Directors-General);

d)Ministerial and Joint Ministerial and Senior Civil Servant Programmes. These programmes are designed to support new and more experienced Ministers in their leadership role. The UK is perhaps the first country to provide a systematic programme of development for Ministers, and also one of the few to train Ministers and senior civil servants together.

The programmes are offered in either one-off lunchtime seminars, or in a series of seminars, which last between one and three hours each. The Joint Policy Seminars, which bring Ministers and officials together to learn along side each other in policy development, focus on practical solutions in an environment in which Ministers, civil servants and others from Whitehall share experiences and discuss key issues in the development of policy (Draper, 2002: 22). This sharp focus on specific issues of immediate practical concern, such as risk management, communicating policy and joined up delivery fully supports the modernising agenda.

Assessment centres are undoubtedly resource intensive, compared with other forms of selection tools. But many private sector organisations take the view that selecting the right people and taking a more rigorous approach to promotion is a foundation for growth and competitive advantage. There is a case for wider use of assessment centres for the selection of leaders in the public sector. (Strengthening Leadership in the Public Sector, 2001: 56).

Public Service executive development is taking place against the background of rapidly changing environments. It is clear that the skill and competency needs of the present and future executives differ markedly from the past (Draper, 2002: 33). Public services will continue to play a critical role in the transformation of countries. Sustainable development will depend then, on the ability of countries to ensure that leaders are possessed of the right skills and mindsets. They must have a sense of history and an appreciation of the implications of the unfolding future. They must be good communicators and able to develop and maintain effective partnerships inside and outside the public service. They must be learners. They must be comfortable as transformational leaders, because they will be required to lead an on-going process of organizational transformation.

In a study of leadership of senior managers (managing directors/general managers) in the UK and Romania, Kelemen expresses the opinion that Romania is not a “Western” culture, and further, Romania and Britain are “two apparently dichotomous cultures” (Kelemen, 1997: 24). She reported one-on-one interviews with four managing directors of Romanian companies. She reports that Romanian directors are facing similar challenges to the British and that their understandings and accounts of leadership could also be seen to be a result of their education, experience, and emotions.
Final considerations
The role of leadership in the public sector consist, essentially, on the effective capacity of the public administration leaders to influence, mainly through interpersonal relationships, subordinates and collaborators in order to accomplish and achieve certain objectives. Therefore, leadership efficiency in the 21st century will depend heavily on the ability of managers to resolve the current general crisis, to think unconventionally, encourage learning and innovation, by distribution of power among organization members, fostering them in acquiring and transmitting knowledge, building relations of trust and regaining lost credibility.

My paper on leadership roles within the public sector in Romania and United Kingdom, through the importance given to modernizing administrative structures, presents a concise overview to the ample process of public sector reform, as well as the ever higher requirements imposed by globalization to the European Union. 
If we examine the leadership and organizations of the two countries compared with their designs, there is a appreciable managerial European mosaic, a reflection of the European cultural variety. I wish to emphasize that all the managerial characteristics presented in the study, reflect and depend on the potential and on the modalities of decision and action of the managers involved. From here derives the great importance of managers approach and their leadership role in the analyzed countries.
From the conclusions derived from the presentation of the case studies analyzed we can notice that public administration leaders have as their main role solving problems and challenges that arise in the organizational environment of each institution. What is desirable for the public administration is to include people who are able to promote institutional adaptations for the public interest. Leadership plays an integral role among the resources of an institution’s management, together with the recruitment and selection, the training and development, the managerial performance, the work ethics in the public service and others.
The public administration in Romania is under pressure to improve the provision of civil services and for a more effective cooperation. Therefore, there is an increasing demand for leaders who are able to meet the challenges arisen in the public sector’s leadership and whom to carry out these tasks for the reform of the leading system through a profound change.
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