Stepping up to the Plate: can ethical stewardship help sport thrive in the 21st century? 
Context
The True Sport Secretariat is responsible for managing the implementation of the national ethics strategy. The True Sport Strategy is the culmination of desires from sport communities and governments alike to devote more attention to the wide array of ethical issues that are reflected in sport. The Strategy is a collaborative undertaking to enhance ethical conduct in all aspects and at all levels of sport throughout Canada. It reflects the issues of violence, stewardship, discrimination, accessibility, doping, harassment and abuse, and issues related to a safe and healthy environment for participants.  

This briefing document has been written to stimulate a provocative dialogue amongst True Sport committee members, management consultants, and ethicists on the topic of ethical stewardship. As a long-time contributor to the True Sport Movement, Dina Bell-Laroche from the Centre for Sport and Law was asked to coordinate a review of relevant literature on ethical stewardship, speak to thought leaders on the issue of governance, ethics, and the broader implications for sport, and to consolidate the findings. The following Brief entitled “Stepping up to the Plate: the role of ethical stewardship in advancing the sport sector” defines ethical stewardship, frames some of the important issues from a sport perspective, and offers additional questions to consider. Implications and additional insights are also offered to stimulate further dialogue on this important topic area. A list of reviewed articles is detailed in Appendix A, which was written by Kevin Lawrie of the Centre for Sport and Law.
The brief is meant to be a place to start, not an end point. Readers are encouraged to think critically about the role of ethical stewardship and how an orientation towards this leadership construct might afford leaders (or stewards) with a more accurate way of framing the way we lead. In so doing, ethical stewardship might provide for a values-driven mechanism to not only achieve stated objectives, but do so in a way that is purpose driven.
Introduction
Let us begin by acknowledging that defining stewardship is not a simple undertaking. While the academic literature surfaced definitions that seemed to share similar characteristics of what stewardship might mean, the practical application of ‘ethical stewardship’ or ‘ethical leadership’ is less clear. This brief outlines a particular definition of ‘ethical stewardship’ recognizing that others exist. Of note, more work will be required to accurately communicate what this orientation might mean to those tasked with implementing ethical stewardship. As well, seeking counsel from ethicists who specialize in how an ethical orientation to stewardship will bring value to the sector, the organizations that are found within it, and the people that serve it, is recommended.

The definition that serves as a foundation for this brief appears to reflect the central ideas that were shared by key informants as well as documented in the literature. It reads as follows: “Ethical stewardship is a theory of organizational governance in which leaders seek the best interests of stakeholders by creating high trust cultures that honour a broad range of duties owed by the organization’s followers” (Caldwell, Truong, Linh, & Tuan, 2010, p. 3). 
Another key element to consider is the growing interest by a number of researchers to investigate and inquire into what contributes to flourishing organizations. With organizational scandals becoming a familiar part of today’s business landscape, some scholars have suggested that present day managerial philosophy and theories are part of the problem (Ghoshal, 2005). Not satisfied with merely uncovering problems, issues, or challenges, positive organizational scholarship (POS) seeks to understand what works and the virtuousness inherent within these organizations. POS may offer a natural corrective to the increasing concern with economics and financial concerns. Cameron and his colleagues (2003) have written extensively about the contributions that positive organizational scholarship can make in helping us understand what processes and conditions are required to help organizations not only survive but thrive in the 21st century. There is reason to believe that ethical stewardship is an example of a strength based construct that would undoubtedly contribute to the POS movement.
Summary of key informant interviews
The following insights were determined after having interviewed the following individuals:  Don McCreesh (Imagine Canada), Dave Brown (Brown Governance), Ian Bird (Sport Matters Group), Joan Duncan (JDI Consulting), Dan Smith (Sport Canada), Karen O’Neil (Consultant), Doug Ferguson (Ontario Lifesaving Society), and Victor Lachance (True Sport Foundation).
A solid foundation is required to allow ethical stewardship to emerge and flourish

Informants suggested that ethical stewardship requires the ‘house to be in order’ for it to survive and thrive. Put simply, thinking about ethical stewardship seems like a luxury when there are fires to put out. As one key informant suggested: “If you want sport leaders to think about stewardship when they are in survival mode – it’s not going to happen.” 

What do we mean by solid foundation? The most basic of principles that underpin organizational effectiveness includes having a clear sense of a board’s duties and responsibilities (moral and legal); ensuring the constitutional documents are in place, known, and understood (mission, vision, values); embracing a holistic approach to risk management at all levels of the organization; and a human-centric management structure in place that not only operates to meet objectives but also considers the broader interest of its people and society at large. The point is that a robust framework needs to be in place in order for a construct like ethical stewardship to flourish.
Fulfilling our ‘social responsibility’
Social profit is a term that is being used increasingly by traditionally labeled not-for-profit enterprises using strength based rather than deficit based language. Increasingly the term is used to frame the organization by what it is rather than what it is not. The triple bottom line is a concept used frequently to describe a corporation’s commitment to measuring their profit using economic, environmental, and societal interests. 
Key informants spoke of the need for sport organizations to increasingly be conscious about their social responsibility. Indeed, as many of these organizations boast mission statements that include a ‘socially responsible’ orientation, does ethical stewardship provide a deliberate mechanism for this promise to be fulfilled?

If we are entering into a post policy phase, as some informants suggested, then as a sector, a public commitment to being socially responsible might help us move from ‘me’ to ‘we’ to ‘they’. And if we are already there, as some informants have stated, then there is no shift required. Perhaps it’s more of an acknowledgement that the way we produce our sport, is in a manner consistent with the highest standards, the public’s expectations, and an approach to leadership that responds to this higher calling – ethical stewardship.
Moving beyond self interest
Key informants suggested that ethical stewardship calls on leaders (stewards) to take ‘others’ into account as we make decisions – recognizing that shifting people’s focus from ‘self’ to ‘other’ is highly unlikely. Only then can we be said to be ethically oriented. At its foundation, stewardship is a promise to take into account others’ interest above our own, and to leave the organization in a better state for future generations to come. 

Interviewees spoke of the need to move beyond ‘self interest’ in order to generate ethical stewardship. Currently sport is rife with self-interest – from the moment we enroll our children in community-based sport to the way sport is played out on the international field of play – the need to fulfill one’s self interest is paramount. Indeed, as one key informant suggested: “In order for the sector as whole to embrace an ethical orientation, we need to think more broadly than ‘just my kid’ or ‘just my province’ or ‘just my organization’ or just ‘my sport’. This has to be about a higher purpose if we are to live up to our promise of offering a safe and welcoming environment. That is what stewardship is about.”

The role of values and embedding these within the organization’s culture has helped people think beyond the tyranny of the immediate. This focus on values was noted by many informants as values serve as a common platform upon which authentic dialogue can be had. Trust can emerge as a result.
Becoming more intentional

As a sector, there was consensus that sport has evolved considerably, especially over the past decade. In fact, since the formalization of the sector’s commitments through the Canadian Sport Policy in the early part of 2001, purpose-driven initiatives have resulted such as Long-Term Athlete Development, True Sport, Sport Matters Group and the hosting of the Olympic/ Paralympic Games. A question remains around the form of leadership required now to intentionally take advantage of the progress made thus far, and what public expectations might exist around the quality of the sport experience. Thinking intentionally about the leadership required to generate more good sport is a worthwhile and timely pursuit.

Balance between a focus on objectives and fulfilling our social responsibility
Key informants suggested being purpose driven is at the heart of the sport experience. Currently the sport landscape defines its purpose according to the four pillars of the Canadian Sport Policy (interaction, capacity, excellence, and participation). Some informants suggested there is currently a real risk that the ‘purpose of sport’ could be viewed solely from a performance perspective (with initiatives like OTP and rankings used as a base for funding). While Canadians know only too well where this ‘focus on performance’ emphasis can lead (think Ben Johnson), one might argue that the incentives to focus on objectives currently outweigh the benefits of a longer-term approach that takes into account the organization’s social responsibility. 

But longer-term social change initiatives like True Sport and Canadian Sport for Life (CS4L) are two examples of initiatives that are beginning to provide support for and evidence that a longer-term and values-based approach are worthy pursuits.
Adopt an early leaders approach 

Let us learn from what has worked well to inform how we might engage in ethical stewardship. A few principles to consider that emerged in the conversations include:

· Search out exemplars and study what has worked well: Learn from the challenges they faced; and begin to document the essential ingredients required to instill an ethical stewardship philosophy with organizations.
· Evidence-based with a pragmatic orientation: Let us embrace the knowledge that comes from well-informed scholarship areas including organizational effectiveness, business ethics, leadership, etc. while honoring the wisdom that resides within the sector.
· Investing in our capacity: Informants suggested that training and education is central to equipping the leaders (stewards) with the information and knowledge required to produce organizational wisdom. Models to consider are provided in the last section of this brief.

· Clarity on where to start: Sport is a complex hierarchy of over 33,000 organizations from community-based to national-level. Ethical stewardship is required at all levels but we need to be deliberate in who is targeted, how ethical stewardship is framed and communicated, and the support needed to maintain the momentum.

· There is no ‘cookie cutter’ model: Informants suggested that ethical stewardship must come from the top – meaning that: “The board must explicitly take the lead in governance, including ethical leadership and stewardship.” A few principles emerged in how organizations can set up a governance model that increases their effectiveness and optimizes their ability to be stewards (many of these are based on Brown Governance’s writings):

· Step 1: Select board members who know the business

· Step 2: Compensate staff with a view of long-term success

· Step 3: Strengthen and invest in board members development
· Step 4: Adopt a comprehensive and strategic approach to managing risk 

· Step 5: Evaluate impact and monitor performance regularly

· Step 6: Go beyond – consider the triple bottom line when measuring your organization’s performance

· Step7: Be accountable to your members, to each other, to the public

· Step 8: Communicate your commitment to generate trust and shared understanding

· Step 9: Set high standards to stimulate continuous improvement

A principled approach is also advocated by the Institute on Governance (IOG) that suggests the following principle to achieve good governance:

· Legitimacy and voice

· Direction

· Performance

· Accountability

· Fairness
Summary of the literature review 
Defining ethical stewardship

Ethical stewardship is the application of ethics theory to the role of the steward. Duska (2007) asks ten questions of decision-makers to help them evaluate an action or justify the decision (see outline of article in Appendix A for list of questions). Among these questions, an ethical steward would prioritize the questions related to the betterment or sustainability of the organization as a whole, particularly the question “Is the action good or harmful for [my organization]?”

Caldwell, Hayes, Karri, and Bemal (2008) define ethical stewardship as the “honouring of duties owed to employees, stakeholders, and society in pursuit of long-term wealth creation” (p. 153). Caldwell et al.’s ‘pursuit’ can better be contextualized in a nonprofit sector organization by removing ‘long-term wealth creation’ and replacing it with, for example, the ‘long-term sustainability of the organization’. Caldwell (as part of Caldwell, Truong, Linh, & Tuan, 2010), again tries to define ethical stewardship and its connection to governance with: “ethical stewardship is a theory of organizational governance in which leaders seek the best interests of stakeholders by creating high trust cultures that honour a broad range of duties owed by the organization’s followers” (p. 3). This definition is more acceptable than the definition from 2008.  The definitions share the common theme that the steward owes a debt to the members of the organization.
Equally the literature revealed a theory of stewardship as “a relationship in which managers are stewards whose motives are aligned with the objectives of many parties" (Caldwell & Karri, 2005, p. 251). The fundamental assumption underlying this theory is the maximization of long-term economic wealth will ultimately serve the best interest of the principals and the various stakeholders collectively, in additional to maximizing social welfare and the long-term economic benefit to society (Caldwell et al., 2002). From a sport perspective, substituting wealth for sustainability might provide a more accurate definition.
Stewardship as a function of good governance

Governance, explained in Graham, Amos, & Plumptre (2003), is not about government. The authors state this fact repeatedly and with emphasis. So then, the authors ask, “Since governance is not about government, what is it about? (p. 1)”. The authors explain that governance is about how governments and social organizations interact and the process by which organizations make important decisions and determine who is involved in the decision-making. With such a fuzzy initial framing of the concept, the definitions of ‘leadership’ (a part of effective governance), ‘stewardship’ (a theory and/or strain of leadership), and ‘ethical stewardship’ (a type of selfless stewardship), become progressively more difficult to compartmentalize and present.  

Returning to governance, Graham, Amos & Plumptre (2003) helpfully illustrate two figures of governance in which the four sectors of society (government, military, the institutions of civil society (i.e., the volunteer/non profit sector) and the private sector are displayed as partially overlapping circles of different sizes. Governance, then, is the size of the circles and the amount of overlap among the circles. For example, a National Sport Organization (NSO) is affected by the size and overlap of three of the four circles (excluding military) and governance determines how each sector works together in the organization and who would be involved in making a decision on an issue.  For instance, a case study example could ask:  How should AAP (Athlete Assistance Program) funds be managed?  What amount is being allocated by the government? Are sponsors involved? What role does Own the Podium (OTP) have in the decision-making? Effective governance helps sport leaders (or stewards) answer these questions.  

Some thinkers (Menzel, 2009; Brown & Brown, 2002) approach governance from a more national perspective – but most relevant literature for the purpose of this brief on ethical stewardship is derived from organizational scholarship; particularly relating to ethics and leadership.

What comes first: stewardship or the steward?

An organizational ‘steward’, defined by Block (1995) is accountable for the well being of the larger organization by operating in service, rather than in control, of the members of the organization (p. xx). Hernandez (2008) writes that stewardship is “the attitude and behaviors that place the long-term best interests of a group ahead of [the] personal goals that serve an individual’s self-interests” (p. 122). Since it considers the process of how to make a decision involving the organization, one way to think about stewardship is as a governance strategy.
The characteristics of an organizational steward have received a fair amount of study in academic literature. Particularly, since the steward is supposed to be selfless, the role of the steward in a profit-first organization is questioned (Jeavons, 1994). In the public sphere (both in philanthropic and nonprofit organizations), the selfless organizational steward is more common. Caldwell and Boyle (2007) focused their research on the steward in the public sphere, finding that the steward owed six duties to the organization’s stakeholders:  vision, relevance, responsiveness, excellence, balance, and integrity. The steward’s integrity is also addressed by Magill and Prybill (2004). A framework of these six duties, in a business school context, is provided by Caldwell and Boyle (2007, p. 9).

Servant leadership as a way to achieve organizational stewardship

One way to describe the steward is simply a selfless leader working toward the organization’s goals. A term used to describe this type of leader – the servant leader – is defined in depth by many academics. Farling, Stone and Winston (1999) opened the door for the discussion – submitting that service, trust, credibility and vision were the variables to be included in a servant leadership model. According to Russell and Stone (2002), the servant leader has a number of positive attributes of which stewardship is one of the more important. Values and personality in servant leaders, highlighting integrity, were explored by Washington, Sutton, and Field (2006) while Joseph and Winston (2005) found that trustworthiness was the main concept that connected the servant leader to the stakeholders.  Other authors (Barbuto & Wheeler, 2006; Smith, Montagno, & Kuzmenko, 2004; Stone, Russell, & Patterson, 2004) dutifully compared and contrasted servant leadership with the more established theory of transformational leadership. Andersen (2009) reviewed existing literature and settled on a definition for servant leadership and figured out how to identify when a servant leader exists in an organization. Sendjaya and Sarros (2002) apparently closed the link between servant leadership and stewardship by saying “servant leaders also view themselves as stewards” (p. 60). A question remains around whether a servant leader in an organization is considered to be that organization’s steward.

Moving from ‘self interest’ towards a focus on ‘other’

Block takes a dim view of leadership, comparing the leadership ‘fad’ of the 1980s to the management fad of the 1960s and 1970s. He claims that “strong leadership does not have within itself the capability to create the fundamental changes our organizations require” (p. 13) which is a contention that would likely be debated by all leadership scholars – especially the ones concerned with transformational leadership. Block (1995) supports his position by explaining that leaders try to recreate themselves down through the organization in order to affect a values change or culture change – which he says is the “stamp of self-interest” (p. 15).The answer, as per Block (1995), to eliminating self-interest in organizations is to install an organizational steward who will be accountable for the results of the organization without having input in the process by which the result is delivered. From a sport perspective, the Sport Matters Group may offer an interesting example of how this might apply.

In effect, stewardship “impacts the degree of ownership and responsibility each [stakeholder] feels for the success of [the] organization” (Block, 1995, p. 19) because there is no traditional leader who can claim control and ultimate responsibility. This is a choice of partnership over patriarchy.

Block (1995) concludes with a caution for researchers:

The desire to see stewardship as simply a different form of leadership is to miss the political dimension of the distinction. When we hold on to the wish for leaders, we are voting status quo on the balance of power. Looking for leadership is some blend of wanting to get on top or stay on top, plus liking the idea that someone up in [the] organization or society is responsible for [our] well-being (p. 19).

Trust as the connecting force
The concept of trust appears throughout the ethical stewardship research. Put simply, the more that the ethical steward is trusted to act for the benefit of the organization instead of the individual, then the more effective the governance of the organization will be. Caldwell, Hayes, and Long (2010) explore how the trustworthiness of the “leader” (or steward) affects the effectiveness of the organization’s governance and Caldwell and Hayes (2007) looked at stakeholders’ perceptions of this trustworthiness.  Caldwell and Karri (2005) wondered if there was a pact (or ‘covenant’) between the steward and the stakeholders.  
One of the challenges for leaders identified by Bloom and MacBride-King (2010) was finding a way for leaders of today to “develop a leadership cadre for the future” (p. 6). In effect, how can today’s leaders beget future leaders? One solution to this challenge might be for leaders to transition into the role of the ethical steward. If an organization retains its values and ethical culture, unimpacted by the self-interests of the steward, then theoretically the organization can survive and evolve on its own – no matter who occupies the role of the ethical steward.

Implications and further inquiry
The literature suggests that one of the biggest challenges that leaders face is to create and maintain values based systems to allow organizations and their leaders to more effectively navigate the complexities of the 21st century. One way to do so for sport may be to adopt an ethical stewardship orientation within the organization that commits to taking into account what is good for people, the business, and society.

Future inquiry into how ethical stewardship might provide sport leaders (stewards) with a values-based framework within which to operate is worthy of further discussion. The following questions surfaced as a result of the dialogue with key informants and a review of the literature. As a reminder, it is often the questions, not the answers generated that matter most. Let us continue to probe and inquire into ethical stewardship as there is strong indication that the time is right for us to do so.
1. What effect do we want an ethical stewardship orientation to have?

This question was posed by a key informant. In his opinion, beginning with the end in mind will facilitate the process. Determining what we want more of, what we want less of, and how we might go about achieving both is a key area of focus for future discussions. Ideas that were brought forward by informants and the literature include:
· Increasing our resilience

· Increasing our ability to adapt and innovate

· Decreasing the number of ethical violations

· Recruiting and retaining people whose values are congruent with the those of the organization
· Developing processes and approaches that support and allow ethical stewardship to flourish

· Increase our ability to meet stakeholder expectations

· Fulfill our promise of being socially responsible

2. How would we begin to communicate an orientation towards ethical stewardship?
One way to stimulate dialogue amongst thought leaders more broadly would be to create a series of questions that would help to deepen their understanding, elevate their appreciation for this topic, and provide them with a place to start. At the core, increasing the conversation around values and understanding their importance in achieving organizational wellness will enhance our ability to communicate more effectively.
The importance of having a common lexicon to ensure shared understanding was referenced throughout the conversations with thought leaders. As the term ‘ethical stewardship’ is fuzzy at best, careful evaluation of this term and how it might be communicated outwardly is required.

3. How would we invest in the capacity of stewards? 
There are a number of institutions that offer ‘higher learning’ opportunities for volunteers and staff. The Director’s College at the University of Toronto and the McMaster/ Conference Board of Canada partnership are a few examples of institutions that provide volunteers with a training program to ensure they have the knowledge they require to optimize their performance and their duties as Board members. Then there are lots of executive learning programs that educate employees and leaders in the areas of leadership, business practices, ethics, and accountability. In sport, other than Sport Management degrees from a handful of Canadian universities, no formalized programs targeting sport leaders is currently available. And what is currently available may be lean on the topic of ethical stewardship. Further discussion on investing in our capacity – for both staff and volunteers – is required.

4. Are we ready as a sector to embrace ethical stewardship?

Informants suggested that we are indeed ready and the timing is right for us to be more intentional around our ethical commitments. With the CSP entering into a renewal phase, the notion of ‘ethical stewardship’ as a way of achieving our policy objectives and social responsibility is before us. Some spoke of this as being a ‘post policy era for sport’. 
As we enter into post policy, do we have a robust platform to support a collective commitment to practicing social responsibility? 

A further note: in the absence of ‘us’ taking ownership of this area, there is the risk that others will define and dictate how we should behave, how we should lead, and the process we should use to be seen to be more ethically oriented.

5. Is an ethical steward a good fit for a sport organization?
As we enter into an era of post sport policy, the idea that sport might require stewardship over a traditional form of leadership is an interesting one. If we believe what we state –  that sport serves a larger public good; that it is one of the main vehicles to transfer and instill positive values amongst youth; that sport is a powerful public asset – then we are not just leading …  we are exercising a responsibility that is for the benefit of and accountable to a larger public. 
6. How would an ethical steward influence an organization? What form would this influence take?

One way to think more deeply about this question is to consider what success indicators would look like within organizations that practice ethical stewardship. It’s likely more about the processes in place to identify, think about, or generate positive outcomes within the organization as it relates to our public responsibility. This may then lead to a framework to generate ethical stewardship within sport organizations.
The literature that exists within POS is a good place to start.

Appendix A - Literature Review 

Agatiello, O. R. (2008). Ethical governance: Beyond good practices and standards. Management Decision, 46(8), 1132-1145.

// This article combines ethical governance with corporate social responsibility.  The author suggests that in order to move to a more ethically governed corporation, the firm can adopt a code of conduct and corporate philanthropy (through both strategic and altruistic corporate responsibility).   

Alexander, J. A., & Weiner, B. J. (1998). The adoption of the corporate governance model by nonprofit organizations. Nonprofit Management & Leadership, 8(3), 223-242.

// This article is meaningful because it explains that adopting a corporate governance model in nonprofit organizations is not feasible.  A chart on page 225 shows the different characteristics of a corporate model vs. a philanthropic model for governance.  The authors explain: “some nonprofits may not find the corporate governance model appropriate because the priorities and design principles it embodies run counter to the institutions’ missions, values, and relationships with key stakeholders. Other nonprofits may find corporate models appealing but may not be in a position to adopt them because of strong pressures to adhere to traditional values of voluntarism, constituent representation, and stewardship.” (p. 239).

Andersen, J. A. (2009). When a servant-leader comes knocking…. Leadership & Organization Development Journal, 30(1), 4-15.

// Servant leadership is critiqued as the author attempts to differentiate when a servant leader exists in an organization.  The author explains that the servant leader is only the leader because his or her primary motivation is to serve others by focusing on the best interests of the followers.   The article contains numerous definitions of servant leadership from other literature, as well as constructs, lists, and charts of how best to explain servant leadership.  Advantages and disadvantages of servant leadership are also discussed.

Barbuto, J. E., & Wheeler, D. W. (2006). Scale development and construct clarification of servant leadership.  Group & Organization Management, 31(3), 300-326.

// This article about servant leadership is most valuable for its comparison of servant leadership, transformational leadership, and leader-member-exchange theories (p. 305).  The authors also included ‘stewardship’ as one of their 11 potential characteristics of servant leadership, and this characteristic (renamed ‘organizational stewardship’) was included in the authors’ refinement of the construct after their investigation.  “Organizational stewardship involves an ethic or value for taking responsibility for the well-being of the community and making sure that the strategies and decisions undertaken reflect the commitment to give back and leave things better than found. They also work to develop a community spirit in the workplace, one that is preparing to leave a positive legacy” (p. 319).

Block, P. (1995). Stewardship. San Francisco, CA: Berrett-Koehler Publishers.

// The definitive book on stewardship.  Block writes about why stewardship should replace leadership (even in for-profit organizations) and gives reasons for why stakeholders should take ownership of their ideas without needing a leader to control them actions or decisions.  Block believes that employees should be more empowered and participate in decisions made by the company (this is not an uncommon belief among researchers) but Block appears to believe there is no room for ANY type of leader in this model.  His chapters discuss how to wean employees away from leaders, how to redesign management structures, how HR can become less paternalistic, and how employees and increase their financial self-control.   Few academics (other than Caldwell) have taken up his calls for stewardship over leadership.  

Bloom, M. R., & MacBride-King, J. L. (2010). Navigating through the storm: Leaders and the world of work in 2020. Ottawa, ON: The Conference Board of Canada.

// One of the more interesting items found in the report was that it identified as challenge for leaders:  that they must ‘develop a leadership cadre for the future’ (p.6) – in essence, create the future leaders who will be better equipped to deal with 2020.  Without explicitly mentioning ‘stewardship’ anywhere in the report (or, in fact, elaborating much further on that particular challenge), the notion of a leader leaving the organization in better shape than he or she found it is, pretty much, a definition of stewardship.

Brown, D. A. H., & Brown, D. L. (2002). Getting the governance we deserve. Ottawa, ON: Brown Governance.

// This report looks at governance from a national perspective, but provides a 10-step call to action for corporate governance within Canada.  The conclusion presents a chart of “lessons learned” from poor governance.
Brown Governance. (2004). Agency governance. Ottawa, ON: Brown Governance.

// This report explains that governors (e.g., board members) have four core responsibilities to members – leadership, stewardship, monitoring, and reporting – which comprise the governance of an organization.  Two others sets of organizational actors (principals – being owners or investors, and agents – being the members who implement the decisions of the governors) also have responsibilities.  In other theories of management, each set of actors would have different responsibilities based on the structure of the company.  Each different theory for management is discussed in the report.   http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=VLzPZuWV-rs 

Caldwell, C., Bischoff, S. J., & Karri, R. (2002). The four umpires: A paradigm for ethical leadership. Journal of Business Ethics, 36(2), 153-163.

// The authors introduce a model for leadership that introduces four types of leaders as four baseball umpires.  Each umpire has a credo that represents his leadership style.  For example, umpire number two says “I calls them as I sees them” which implies that the leader tries his best to be neutral in an uncertain environment.   Umpire number four, which the authors hold up as the ‘facilitating idealist’ and the most ethical steward for an organization, has the credo of ‘I calls them as we need them’ which implies the umpire uses his moral compass to best make the call that benefits the organization as a group.  (To clarify – in baseball – this would be the best interests of the umpiring crew – not one of the teams).  

The authors use a second model – the five beliefs model for assumptions about the world – in order to frame the four umpires leadership model.  A chart is provided (p. 158).  The authors then place umpire number four in the ‘ethically virtuous’ category of individual positions for ethics (p. 161) which means that this type of leader, best exemplified by an ethical steward, makes decisions in the best interests of the members.

Caldwell, C., & Boyle, M-E. (2007). Academia, Aristotle, and the public sphere – Stewardship challenges to schools of business. Journal of Academic Ethics, 5(1), 5-20.

// The authors look at stewardship from an “Aristotelian perspective” but they mostly just apply a virtue ethics list of characteristics borrowed from another author.   The list of six duties, owed to stakeholders by the ethical steward, is very applicable – vision, relevance, responsiveness, excellence, balance, and integrity. 

The context of the article is business schools and what the governors of these schools owe to different stakeholders.  A summary chart is presented on page 9 and explains most of the article.  The authors explain that this is a “framework” for assessing the duties of a business school to its stakeholders and specific suggestions for applications of this framework in context (such as use the framework to fine-tune the business school’s mission) are described.  

Caldwell, C., & Dixon, R. D. (2010). Love, forgiveness, and trust: Critical values of the modern leader. Journal of Business Ethics, 93(2), 91-101.

 // Love, trust, and forgiveness are defined as leadership constructs.  One of the ten commonalities identified among the three constructs is that they are “covenantal in scope, rising to the level of ethical stewardship” (p. 96) because they each demonstrate an interest in the welfare of others.

Caldwell, C., & Hayes, L. A. (2007). Leadership, trustworthiness, and the mediating lens. Journal of Management Development, 26(3), 261-281.

// Caldwell adds to his other articles by conducting empirical research into the trustworthiness of leaders (part of the definition of an ethical steward).  This complicated article shows that perceptions of trustworthiness can be influence by leadership behaviour.  Trust and perceptions of trustworthiness are important concepts in ethical stewardship .
Caldwell, C., Hayes, L. A., Karri, R., & Bemal, P. (2008). Ethical stewardship – Implications for leadership and trust. Journal of Business Ethics, 78(2), 153-164.

// This article explains ethical stewardship as a theory of governance in which managers are stewards whose motives are aligned with the objectives of several parties.  Ethical stewardship is defined as “the honouring of duties owed to employees, stakeholders, and society in the pursuit of long-term wealth creation”.  [Perhaps the ‘pursuit’ in a non-profit organization would be defined differently].  The authors also explained that “stewardship” is “service over self-interest”.  A chart with 15 different issues of governance (such as manager role, function of roles, etc) are identified in relation to their stewardship theory characteristic and leadership implication.

Caldwell, C., Hayes, L. A., & Long, D. T. (2010). Leadership, trustworthiness, and ethical stewardship. Journal of Business Ethics, TBD(TBD), TBD-TBD.

// Currently this article has been published only online and not in print.  The authors further connect the concept of ‘trust’ in the leader-follower relationship in an organization.  Since an ethical steward is a champion of broader organizational moral and obligatory goals (and not self-interest), the degree of effectiveness of this governance model is impacted by how much the followers trust the leader (e.g., trust him or her to act in the follower’s and the organization's best interests at all times).   The authors identify the difficulties of evaluating the governance philosophy of organizational leaders (p. 13 of PDF) which may explain the few scholarly publications of ethical stewardship.  The concluding sentence of the article illustrates the nature of ethical stewardship as an advanced model for leadership:  “Honoring a model of leadership that rises to the level of ethical stewardship can enable businesses to build trust, improve profitability, and achieve more effective results long-term” (p. 13 of PDF)

Caldwell, C., & Karri, R. (2005). Organizational governance and ethical systems: A covenantal approach to building trust. Journal of Business Ethics, 58(3), 249-259.

// A ‘covenantal relationship’ is a pact (or covenant) between the organization and the employee that governs the employee-employer relationship.  Organizations are more likely to build trust with their employees if they honour the responsibilities of this pact.   Stewardship theory of leadership is presented compared with agency theory and stakeholder theory.   Stewardship governance is described as a covenantal relationship and is explained as tough to implement without first building trust.  The contributions of the author’s “stewardship’s theory’s covenantal model of corporate governance” is listed on p. 257.

Caldwell, C., Karri, R., & Vollmar, P. (2006). Principal theory and principle theory: Ethical governance from the follower’s perspective. Journal of Business Ethics, 66(2), 207-223.

// This article introduces two organizational governance perspectives – principal theory and principle theory.  Principal theory seems to be the opposite of servant leadership – because the principal (the unethical steward?) pursues self-interest rather than service for the followers.  The context given is creating short term wealth at the expense of long term profit.  Principle theory is interesting because it describes what might happen if guiding principles are taken too far in an organization.    Primarily, that an organization would become too focused on the process and forget about focusing on the product (or service).  Stewardship theory is compared to principal and principle theory in a chart on pages 210-211.
Caldwell, C., Truong, D. X., Linh, P. T., & Tuan, A. (2010). Strategic human resource management as ethical stewardship. Journal of Business Ethics, TBD(TBD), TBD-TBD.

// Currently this article has been published only online and not in print.  The article attempts to marry the role of a human resource professional (HRP) and that of an organization’s ethical steward.  The author again explains ethical stewardship:  “Ethical stewardship is a theory of organizational governance in which leaders seek the best interests of stakeholders by creating high trust cultures that honor a broad range of duties owed by organizations to followers” (p. 3 of PDF).  The HRP as an ethical steward, therefore, is expected to transform the organizational culture into a “company-first” philosophy since this is the approach shared by the leader.   This process of governance includes a more transformational style of leadership rather than a servant leader.  The article goes on to explain HRPs as level 5 leaders, value-centred leaders, and even with traits of servant leaders.

Cameron, K., Dutton, E., & Quinn, R. (2003). Positive Organizational Scholarship : Foundations of a new discipline. Berrett Koehler Publishers. San Francisco.

// Written by senior scholars and internationally known authors, Positive Organizational Scholarship establishes a new field of study in the organizational sciences. While the concept of positive organizational scholarship encompasses the examination of typical and even dysfunctional patterns of behavior, it emphasizes positive deviance from expected patters. POS examines the enablers, motivations, and effects associated with remarkably positive phenomena – how they are facilitated, why they work, how they can be identified, and how researchers and managers can capitalize on them. The contributors do not adopt one particular theory or framework but draw from the full spectrum of organizational theories to understand, explain, and predict the occurrences, causes, and consequences of positivity.
Dolan, S.L., & Garcia, S. (2002). Managing by values: Cultural redesign for strategic organizational change at the dawn of the twenty-first century. Journal of Management Development, 21(3), 101-117.

// This is a seminal article about MBV.MBV is contrasted with MBI (by instructions) and MBO (by objectives) and the strengths of MBV in comparison to those other strategies are highlighted.  MBV is explained as the trend toward autonomy and professional responsibility as well as a trend toward teams, networks, and a flat managerial structure.  Four additional management trends are listed – and MBV answers all four.  

Dolan, S. L., & Richley, B. A. (2006).  Management by values (MBV): A new philosophy for a new economic order. Handbook of Business Strategy, 7(1), 235-238.

// Extension/summary of the Dolan & Garcia 2002 article.  Also describes the ‘taxonomy of values’ and why they are necessary in an organization.  This is an article written for the practitioner rather than the academic. 

Duska, R. F. (2007). Contemporary reflections on business ethics. Dordrecht,The Netherlands: Springer.

// There are many books on business ethics.  This book is notable because Duska asks ten interesting questions about how to decide on a decision ethically.  For stewards, one particular question would be prioritized but others may be lessened.  Similarly, leaders of a for-profit corporation or those interested in self-interest instead of service would also prioritize certain justifications.  Still, the questions create an ethical justification which can still be used in any context for decision-making.

· is the action good for me?

· is the action good or harmful for society?

· is the action fair and just?

· does the action violate anyone’s rights?

· have I made a commitment, implied, or explicit?  [i.e., have I made a promise]

· what if everyone did this?

· does the action preserve my integrity?

· will it bear up under public scrutiny?

· is it honest?

· is it legal?

Farling, M. L., Stone, A. G., & Winston, B. E. (1999). Servant leadership: Setting the stage for empirical research. The Journal of Leadership Studies, 6(1), 49-72.
// This article is a literature review of servant leadership to the date of the publication of this article.  Expanded definitions are provided.  The author shows a model of servant leadership variables (service, trust, credibility, vision) and references an 1828 dictionary to begin the discussion on each variable.  

Ghoshal, S. (2005). Bad management theories are destroying good management practices. Academy of Management Learning and Education, 4(11), 75-91.

Godos-Diez, J-L., Ferandez-Gago, R., & Martinez-Campillo, A. (2010). How important are CEOs to CSR practices? An analysis of the mediating effect of the perceived role of ethics and social responsibility. Journal of Business Ethics, TBD (TBD), TBD-TBD.
// Differentiates between ‘agents’ and ‘stewards’ in organizations and explains that a steward’s moral values compels him or her to act for the benefit for the organization and its members.  The authors then hypothesize that a CEO who is a steward, rather than an agent, will act more socially responsible.  The authors make an important connection between the leader as a steward and how ethically the leader acts – which results in an ethical stewardship.  The authors also claim that the perceived role of ethics and social responsibility will impact the relationship between leaders and followers.  In addition to support for these hypotheses, the authors found that “the idea that CEOs’ behaviour will be more ethical and socially responsible if they consider it vital to organizational effectiveness” (p. 11 of PDF).

Goldberg, B. (1997). Creating an ethical culture. Executive Excellence, 14(6), 11-12.

// This short article for the practitioner explains that the leader must be trusted and act/govern ethically in order to create an ethical culture.  The author gives one hilarious example of Texas Instruments putting up posters of their ethics director “looking extremely friendly and approachable” in order to emphasize the ethics-first culture at the organization and show that the ethics director was open and available to speak with employees.   One the second page of the document, there is an essay about trust from a facilitator.  Trust seems to be a recurring theme in ethics and ethical culture/stewardship.

Graham, J., Amos, B., & Plumptre, T. (2003). Principles for good governance in the 21st century. Ottawa, ON: Institute on Governance.

// This is the policy brief mentioned by the Ledwell speech.   This is an easy read for a discussion on governance.  I especially liked the little figures of governance showing the different actors and roles of the stakeholders in possible models for governance in an organization.   The brief also lists five principles of good governance – legitimacy and voice, direction, performance, accountability, and fairness.   It may be interesting to apply the principles of good governance to an organization’s constitution and see which ones are more salient.
Henley, R. J. (2000). Ensuring ethical governance in your organization, Healthcare Financial Management, 54(1), 14.

// This one page article for the practitioner is only relevant for its short list of examples of the role for a business ethics committee.  The author explains what the committee is his organization is empowered to do.

Hernandez, M. (2008). Promoting stewardship behavior in organizations: A leadership model. Journal of Business Ethics, 80(2), 121-128.

// This author defines stewardship as “is defined here as the attitudes and behaviors that place the long-term best interests of a group ahead of personal goals that serve an individual’s self-interests” and that stewards take personal responsibility for the effects of the organization’s actions on its members.  The author also outlines a framework for conceptualizing the motivational and relational determinants of stewardship.  

Jeavons, T. H. (1994). Stewardship revisited: Secular and sacred views of governance and management. Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Quarterly, 23(2), 107-122.

// The author explains that boards and trustees who believe they are stewards of the organization need to understand the broader definition of stewardship – that of overall administration – not simply wealth or crisis management.  Boards and trustees need to be “more attentive to a wider range of organizational activities and dynamics from the start; if they are more active in questioning staff members about the correlation between program initiatives and mission; and if they are more engaged in working with staff members

to analyze how different ways of conducting the organization’s work embodies (or fails to embody) the values central to the organization’s purpose” (p. 117).

Joseph, E. E., & Winston, B. E. (2005). A correlation of servant leadership, leader trust, and organizational trust. Leadership & Organization Development Journal, 26(1), 6-22.

// Connects servant leadership to trust.  An empirical study showed that employee perceptions of the servant leader nature of the leader led to increased perceptions of that leader’s trustworthiness.  In other words, the more it seem that the leader was “service-first”, the more that leader was trusted.  Extending from this work, it would seem likely that the more a leader was trusted, the more ethical the culture of the organization would be. 

Ledwell, P. (2008).  Speech by Paul Ledwell, President, Institute on Governance to Ottawa-Gatineau Chapter, CSAE. Ottawa, ON: Institute on Governance.

// Ledwell speaks about three modes of governance that should be included in every board meeting.  The board’s fiduciary responsibility to the members of the organization, the board’s strategic responsibility to discuss the organization’s future, and a generative responsibility to discuss new ideas and to lead the organization.  Ledwell also recommends issues for consideration in organizational governance – risk management frameworks, standards of good governance, clearer policies, purposive board structure, self-evaluation, constant environmental scanning, flexible board committees, and an aim to get “younger” board members.

Magill, G., & Prybill, L. (2004). Stewardship and integrity in health care: A role for organizational ethics. Journal of Business Ethics, 50(3), 225-238.

// The authors argue that “argue that organizational ethics should foster virtuous organizations by developing their sense of stewardship and integrity” (p. 226).  The authors present guidelines for organizational ethics that attempt to integrate both stewardship and integrity – though these guidelines (summarized on p. 228) are sparse.  One of the main connections that the authors draw between stewardship and organizational ethics is that leaders, by focusing on the organization’s mission, can build connections with the community and in turn create a two-way commitment loyalty.   
Menzel, D. C. (2009). In pursuit of ethical governance. The Public Manager, 38(2), 30-35.

// This is another report (similar to the Brown documents) that views governance in a more national scope.  However, replacing “country” with “company” in the OECD section on page 35 lends more relevance to the nature of the document.  Figure 1 lists 12 principles for managing ethics in the public service (this would seem to be focusing on the process – which is the ‘what’ – that being ethical stewardship) which could be adapted to a smaller context.  

Orlikoff, J. E., & Totten, M. K. (2004). Conflict of interest and governance: New approaches for a new environment. Trustee, 57(4), 15-20.

// This article does not have a lot to do with governance.  But it is an excellent practitioner-focused article about conflict of interest and boards.  Particularly, the author recommends that governance include a ‘conflict of interest policy’ and provides a template, tips for avoiding conflict of interest, and questions that board members should ask themselves when considering whether a situation is a conflict of interest.

Ritvo, R. A., Ohlsen, J. D., & Holland, T. P. (2004). Exercising ethical leadership: Conflicts of interest. Trustee, 57(9), 27-30.

// This article is an excerpt from a book and is similar to the Orlikoff and Totten (2004) article.  Four cases studies of conflict of interest are presented and addressed.

Russell, R. F., & Stone, A. G. (2002). A review of servant leadership attributes: Developing a practical model. Leadership & Organization Development Journal, 23(3), 145-157.

// This article further develops servant leadership and introduces a model based on the existing literature.  Stewardship is again defined as an important attribute of servant leadership.  Two models for servant leadership are presented on page 154.

Sendjaya, S., & Sarros, J. C. (2002). Servant leadership: Its origin, development, and application in organizations. Journal of Leadership and Organization Studies, 9(2), 57-64.

// The authors connect servant leadership to stewardship, saying simply “servant leaders also view themselves as stewards” (p. 60).    

The authors add two other interesting and applicable notes:  “Servant leadership is not only about ‘doing’ the acts of service but also ‘being’ a servant.  It logically implies, therefore, that the leader-follower relationship is that of a client-server, not supervisor-subordinate or master-slave relationship” (p. 60).  

Also:  “The stewardship for the people they lead is a critical characteristic of servant leaders.  As stewards, servant leaders regard their followers as people who have been entrusted to them to be elevated to their better selves and to be what they are capable of becoming” (p. 61).

Smith, B. N., Montagno, R. V., & Kuzmenko, T. N. (2004). Transformational and servant leadership: Content and contextual comparisons. Journal of Leadership and Organizational Studies, 10(4), 80-91.

// The authors compare (in a chart form – how unique!) the characteristics of transformational and servant leadership and look for overlapping concepts and contextual constraints.  The authors then present a model comparing the two leaderships.  The authors conclude by recommending transformative leadership in organizations with empowered members and in organizations at the growth and decline stage of organizational development.  Servant leadership would best be used in a static stage of organizational development (perhaps – when the leader is a steward?) and when the leader’s motivation is concerned mostly with the personal growth of the follower.

Stone, A. G., Russell, R. F., Patterson, K. (2004). Transformational versus servant leadership: A different in leader focus. The Leadership & Organization Development Journal, 25(4), 349-361.

// These authors, working independently from Smith, Montagno, and Kuzmenko (2004), somehow managed to come up with the exact same topic and nearly the exact same title as the first group.   Similarly, attributes and characteristics of both styles of leadership were explained in a chart form and the authors conclude that each leadership style have different benefits and drawbacks.

Washington, R. R., Sutton, C. D., & Feild, H. S. (2006). Individual differences in servant leadership: The roles of values and personality. Leadership & Organization Development Journal, 27(8), 700-716.

// The authors measure individual attributes in servant leadership by analyzing the perceptions of leaders’ values of empathy, competence, integrity, and their personality.  Data supported that each value, particularly integrity, were required for servant leadership.

Winstanley, D., Woodall, J., & Heery, E. (1996). Business ethics and human resource management. Personnel Review, 25(6), 5-12.

// From a human resource perspective, the authors introduce four alternative ethical frameworks from analyzing human resource management and discuss four ways for putting ethical behaviour into practice.  This article is also one of the first, chronologically, to introduce ‘ethical stewardship’ (p. 11) and applies it to a HR perspective.  The authors raise concerns about ethical stewardship in this context and believe it will be discussed more in the future
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