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Brexit will bring about economic uncertainty in the UK...Especially challenging Brexit is to the English cities
and regions; they can’t relocate themselves like businesses can if a need arises... They need to be innovative.
But, local leaders ... do not have a strong enough position to work with, by and through their networks to secure
a smooth transition... Consequently, comprehensive and systematic local strategies for transition may suffer

from lack of place-based leadership.

Ayres and Beer (2018).!
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Learning outcomes

After completing this chapter, you should be able to:

1. Explain what regional innovation systems are and why they are important in the economic
development of regions;

2. Explain how leaders within them need to find novel context-specific means of influence where their
actions and words may have no formal authorisation;

3. Explain what place-based leadership is and understand that it differs significantly from
organization-based leadership;

4. Explain the indirect nature of place-based leadership and understand its generative nature;



5. Explain why in regional innovation systems, leader-follower relationships are indirect and often

contested.

Introduction

Leadership research has continued to advance new theoretical perspectives and empirical evidence on
leading urban and regional innovation. To build on these advances in leadership thinking, this chapter
will develop the notion of place-based leadership — a concept that is rooted in a conviction that it is
crucial to better understand what kind of leadership may serve the many efforts to boost innovation in
different urban conurbations and regions. In this context, place-based leadership is often generative by
nature. Generative leadership focuses on those processes that are geared to constructing local
conditions for knowledge creation, circulation and valorisation. In contrast to much of the mainstream
literature on individual leadership, generative leadership calls for mobilisation of collective action and
pooling existing and new knowledge, power and resources of many independent actors. This again
calls for better understanding of how actors influence each other in the construction of shared strategic
intentions across complex public-private-higher education constellations, where no one is in charge
alone. Place-based leadership is therefore concerned with mobilizing, directing and facilitating inter-
organizational development strategies and practices across many institutional boundaries. Leaders
need to find ways to make people work for a region but simultaneously to strengthen their own
position. Leaders often are the glue that keeps collaboration together, and they open new horizons in

collective thinking.

In this chapter, we first discuss why leadership is important in the context of urban and regional
innovation systems. We then continue by explaining the nature of urban and regional innovation
systems. Next, we proceed to examine the notion of place-based leadership in a multi-actor context,
and examine complex and varied leader-follower relationships. We conclude the chapter, by offering

criticism and a summary of possible research questions for future place-leadership research.



Pause and reflect — How do organizational leaders influence other leaders outside in the local environ

and for what purpose?

The nature of place-based leadership for urban and regional innovation

In the early 21 century, economic development is driven by knowledge-intensive activities and
business services that tend to concentrate in the main urban regions both globally and nationally. It is
the Londons, Shanghais and Silicon Valleys that dominate the world economy. Post-industrial cities
and rural areas often struggle to find their place in the knowledge economy. Market-related
entrepreneurial agency, geographical proximity of knowledge and expertise, venture capital and world-
class universities are more often than not in the core of theories and models aiming to explain the
spatial concentration of the knowledge-based economic development (Asheim et al, 2006). Research
acknowledges this view but highlights the need to look more in detail how all sorts of regions and
cities generate avenues for the future, why some cities and regions do well in a new situation while
others do not, and what makes some places capable in working against all the odds while others are
caught by a downward spiral. While there are many studies searching answers to these questions, few

focus on leadership.

Studies focusing on economic development of cities and regions face an interesting double
challenge. First, structurally oriented studies tend to downplay issues related to human agency, and
thus neglect the roles many actors play in local and regional changes. According to Rodriguez-Pose
(2013), a large share of regional development differences remains unexplained after taking account
structural preconditions, the most obvious being industrial structure, the size of the region, capital and

labour characteristics and the quality of infrastructure. In other words, some regions grow more than



could be expected from their preconditions, and conversely, some other regions grow less than could
be expected (Grillitsch & Sotarauta, 2018). Second, there is a need to see beyond standard public
policy repertoires to identify what leaders actually do to influence economic development in their
regions.

Since the beginning of modernity in Western Europe, cities have been an engine driving
economic and social change, attracting intellectuals and entrepreneurs and fostering the myriad
interactions that energize creativity and innovation (Bratton and Denham, 2019). However, since the
1990’s, the ascendency of neoliberalism (see Chapter 2) has caused economic activity to be more
polarized in Western Europe and North America between the “successful” and the “unsuccessful”
regions due to increased differentiation in innovation and economic growth. In the UK, it is argued
that such polarization, which has created high levels of interregional inequality, was an important
factor in explaining voting patterns in the 2016 EU referendum — so-called Brexit. UK levels of
interregional inequality are 50 per cent higher than similar-sized economies such as Germany and
France. To emphasize the point, of Britain’s sixty-three cities, Mansfield, a post-industrial city, which
has a miniscule private sector in knowledge-based activity and where average wages are 19 per cent
below the national average, had the highest percentage vote to Leave the EU - 71 per cent. In contrast,
the city of Reading with its university, highly developed networks into London and upward social
mobility, voted 58 per cent to Remain (Hutton and Adonis, 2018, p. 12). It is argued that Brexit was a
vote against an economic order that seems only to work for the educated and the upper middle class,
leaving the majority “increasingly frustrated and angry, but also dangerous because they have no
voice, and hence they are vulnerable to the siren calls of extreme political parties” (Bridle, 2018 cited
by Bratton and Denham, 2019).

In the United States, a compelling explanation for why so many working class voters in post-

industrial regions — the ‘rust-belt’ - supported Donald Trump has been linked to job losses and



interregional inequality (Vance, 2016). In this context, addressing interregional inequality through
leadership has resonance and has, unsurprisingly, been gaining in importance in regional development
spheres. Under such conditions standard recipes alone do not produce desired outcomes. Whether a
region is peripheral or central, innovative or less so, successful efforts to construct and/or improve
urban or regional conditions for innovation depend both on the ability to exploit existing resources,
and to create and attract new ones. All this calls for mobilisation of collective action. This again cries
out for an elaborate understanding of how leaders working to improve regional conditions for
innovation influence a wide spectrum of decision makers as well as resource and knowledge holders.
Beer and Clower (2014) argue place-based leadership is the missing piece in the regional
development puzzle, and more specifically in regional innovation systems and related policy arenas.
Hambleton (2014) describes place-based leadership as leaders exercising their decision-making power
to improve the quality of life of communities living in a particular place. This contrasts with
organizational leadership or “place-less” decision-making in which leaders are unconcerned about the
impact their decisions have on particular communities. Place-based leadership aims to answer to some
of the main challenges of any regional development effort: how to choose priorities in a multi-actor
and multipurpose context, how to collaborate for a locality/region while simultaneously pursuing one’s
own goals — how to combine individual intentions to collective intentions and vice versa, and how to
see beyond formal policies to identify the ways human interaction for innovation can be shepherded,

and by whom.

Nicholds et al. (2017) conclude that it indeed is possible to cultivate multilevel and shared
place-based leadership aimed at finding third solutions among competing vested interests, relying on
communication, negotiation and the co-ordination of myriad of relationships. Beer (2014) reminds that
place-based leadership may even be a crucial ingredient of tailoring development strategies to serve

specific needs of specific regions. Indeed, earlier studies show that place-based leadership as a specific



form of leadership exists, and that it matters to the economic development of regions and cities (see for
example, Beer et al., 2019; Storper et al., 2015). Place-based leadership is not a quick fix recipe
producing instantaneous impacts on innovation dynamics but a long-term quest to improve regional
conditions for innovation. In this kind of setting, the role of an individual leader may be limited, but

leadership has become more and more important (Grint, 2001).

Regional innovation systems and strategies

Actors in the regional development community are unanimous that the innovative capacity of firms
and other organizations as well as individuals in finding novel solutions to tackle with a variety of
challenges and grasp opportunities, and thus also shaping regional futures, is crucial. All this calls for
conscious efforts to construct and improve regional innovation systems providing organizations with a
fertile soil to operate on. Studies focusing on regional innovation systems have explained how sub-
national economies can construct their own competitiveness by boosting the systems of knowledge
creation and exploitation. They also show how regions may specialize and/or diversify their economies
on technological and other types of innovations, and how these efforts enable them to compete in the

global economy.

Many regions have, with varying success, attempted to formulate and implement strategies
aimed at constructing high-level knowledge pools in selected areas of economic activity, and finding
ways to strengthen mutually supporting internal networks as well as pipelines to knowledge sources
elsewhere in the world (Bathelt et al, 2004). But, regions have different preconditions to compete,
support innovation, and stimulate economic growth. Michael Storper simplifies the differences as

follows:

“Some regions are specialized in dynamically growing industries while others are specialized in

mature industries, and there are also regions specializing in several industries being in different



stages in their development. Highly knowledge-intensive and innovative industries tend to cluster
in space while the less knowledge-intensive and standardized activities, e.g. low-skill
manufacturing, are located to more peripheral regions. Some regions, typically peripheral regions,

may not have developed a critical mass in any industry” (Storper et al. 2016).

Innovation systems comprise a number of factors that influence the creation and utilization of
economic opportunities. The core is the systemic interaction between creative and innovative
individuals, universities, research institutes, vocational education and training, finance (and
particularly risk finance and targeted R&D funding), supporting organizations such as cluster
organizations, incubators, technology transfer centers, for example (e.g. Cooke, Uranga, & Etxebarria
1997). The systemic view discussed and studied in the regional innovation system literature suggests
the many resources crucial for innovation are both constructed and exploited by actors who are

embedded in a web of regional and extra-regional networks as well as a socio-institutional context.

Regional innovation systems can be separated from the national innovation systems
conceptually but also empirically; research and development intensities, technological developments,
industrial structures, policy initiatives and practices, business services, and governance structures
differ from each other. Most importantly, the nature and intensity of the interaction between key actors
may deviate between regions (Oughton, Landabaso & Morgan, 2002). Innovation systems may also be
inherently more sectoral than regional by nature, if the actors’ knowledge sources and main innovation
partners are fairly alike irrespective of location (Isaksen & Onsager 2010). In addition to the existing
preconditions also the capacity of regional actors to create new resources and exploit the existing ones
varies. It is now more or less established view among regional development scholars that to make a
difference regional innovation strategies need to be customized to suit the needs of the country, region
and/or industry in question (see Todtling & Trippl 2005). First, national innovation strategies have a

regional impact that ought to be acknowledged whether it is intended or not. Second, regional



dissimilarities in the quality and quantity of innovation activity are not limited to performance of a
regional innovation system or activities embedded in it but also institutions framing and shaping
innovation processes and interaction patterns may differ (Fritsch & Stephan, 2005, 1123-1124).
Therefore, tailor-made strategies and policy instruments are required to serve the regional needs but

also to achieve national-level objectives effectively.

Importantly, Crevoisier and Hugues (2009) maintain a regional innovation system or, more
broadly speaking, a knowledge economy is not spatially bounded but a massive global playground for
different actors to source knowledge and collaborate. Even though the emphasis is on regional
innovation systems, innovation processes are often multi-locational in nature. Thus, regional systems
need to be understood in wider contexts, which is why place based leaders need also work to establish

extra-regional linkages to complement localized learning and networks.

In sum, the rationale behind regional innovation strategies is to enhance knowledge-based
economic development, and more specifically, to boost collective learning for economic and social
renewal through introduction of innovations. Place-based leaders work to improve a regional
innovation system to support better regional organisations and individuals. They work to mobilise and
co-ordinate resources and competencies of many actors to change institutions, interaction patters and
mind-sets for innovation. In so doing, they aim to construct a shared vision to provide a heterogenous

groups of actors with a direction.



Pause and reflect Leadership for regional innovation is about stimulating interaction between key
actors in a region and beyond its borders. Thinking of your own city or region where you live or study,

what are the most important interaction patterns and how they might be improved?

Place-based leadership

By definition, a regional innovation system is a multi-actor context, where no actor or leader alone has
the power or resources to change the system to better boost innovation processes. As OECD (2015)
argues, place-based leadership is not the concern of public agencies or elected local/regional
government alone. Indeed, the diversity of actors and multi-voice nature of any region may add
significantly to the resources, innovation capacity and powers of regional and local economies. But, to
secure these advantages, place-based leaders need to pool the distributed system of leadership and
make it more coherent to make a difference. Consequently, as said already above, leadership is
concerned with mobilizing, directing, co-ordinating and facilitating inter-organizational development
strategies and practices across many institutional and organisational boundaries. This kind of
leadership is fairly generally labelled as place-based leadership (or place/regional leadership), as
leaders need to have a good sense of place and its social fabric to make a difference (Trickett & Lee
2010, p. 434). As others have pointed out, many place-based leaders are strongly motivated by their

emotional attachment to the place and/or the issues they address.

Critical Insight

Place leadership is a new kid on block both in the regional innovation and leadership scholarship. For
long, its development was based on individual case studies and under theorised assumptions. Over the
last 15 years, or so, theoretical and empirical rigour as well as sophistication of the

scholarship has grown. In spite of the encouraging developments, we still do not know much how



place leadership is exercised in different regional and/or industrial cultures. Drawing upon a limited
number of empirical studies, we may only assume what the similarities and differences across the
globe are. In many ways, the place leadership agenda is still in an embryonic stage. Undoubtedly, it
has a huge potential, as it, first, broadens the standard leadership approaches to cover issues related to
inter-organisational regional development efforts in all sorts of locations, and, second, it provides
structurally oriented regional development studies with a more agentic theories and methodologies.
To realize the potential, we need studies that approach urban and regional innovation as contested
arenas for the search for many futures instead of a single pre-defined one. In other words, to
understand urban and regional innovation, we need place leadership that is embedded in a deep
sociocultural understanding of power and influence systems in a specific place. All this would root
regional innovation strategies in the sociocultural-political-economic fabric of a place instead of its

administrative machinery and a few selected stakeholders only.

Question: What are the main differences in place-based leadership in a highly centralised country and

a decentralised one?

To learn more, read the following: Mabey & Freeman, 2010

Place-based leadership is not the same as local or regional government’s usual service relayed
tasks or administrative functions. Applying OECD report on local economic leadership, place-based
leadership is about shaping and influencing activities over which leaders have limited formal authority,
but which affect regional development broadly. Place-based leaders thus aim to attract private
investments for innovation; establish innovation agendas influencing a wider set of organizations

beyond short term political cycles; construct a vision and joint narrative for the future of a regional
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economy; negotiate and coordinate with higher tiers of government for investments; and stimulate

demand and create markets and opportunities for a regional economy (OECD, 2015).

Place-based leaders work for a region’s future with, by and through its inhabitants and
organisations, and hence they, by definition, work to engage other actors in regional development
efforts. Many actors indeed contribute to efforts to upgrade regional innovation systems, but usually
they are not able to leave their own interests, incentives, operational logics and paymasters behind.
Therefore, place leaders are facing a notoriously difficult task in shepherding all sorts of actor towards
a common ground. Place-based leadership is therefore “a process of reconciling conflicting and
competing interests aimed at generating collaborative advantage and an understanding of the
challenges associated with transforming places as well as organisations and capabilities” (Trickett &

Lee, 2010, p. 434).

Place-based leaders need to understand the opportunities and restrictions provided by the
location as well as the many social networks shaping its character. They need to be aware of, and
continuously observe the dominant networks internal and external to a region, and the nature of
relationships between their core members. Place leaders thus need to identify leading private and/or
public actors, their backgrounds and potential coalitions. At their best, place leaders are masters in
identifying what motivates the core actors and in what ways they might be able to contribute to
regional development efforts, and benefit from them. Most importantly, place leaders are supposed to

be better aware of the desirable, imaginable and predictable futures of their region than anybody else.

As development of regional innovation systems is fundamentally concerned with long-term
processes, place-based leadership is rather to be seen as a force in time than a leader—follower
relationship in the here and now, and hence the relationship between leaders and followers is
ambiguous (Sotarauta, 2016). In line with the contemporary leadership literature, place-based

leadership is more useful when seen as an activity than as an individual in possession of a formal
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position. Consequently, the primary empbhasis is to be moved from issues related to how leaders
deliberately coordinate their followers in the pursuit of a consciously absorbed objective (assigned
leadership) (Ceuto;2040)-to the in-depth scrutiny of emergent processes of leadership. In doing so, the
first step would be to see beyond assigned leadership to identify the many manifestations of place-

based leadership.

In simplification, assigned leaders are granted the authority to exercise power - have a formal
position - to boost regional innovation. Some assigned leaders aspire to reach beyond their
authorisation to influence beyond their normal sphere of influence. Assigned leaders may comprise
mayors and the chief executives of local/regional economic development agencies, and other leaders
of such organisations, whose mission it is to develop, one way or another, regional economy. Assigned
leaders have an organisation, resources and/or a mandate to work for a regional innovation system or
some elements of it, while non-assigned do not possess an institutional position that might allow them
to influence directly, they need to exercise other forms of influence. Non-assigned leaders earn their
leadership position in spite of not having a formal authority or assigned position but because of the

ways other people respond to them. (see, for example, Sotarauta, 2016).

In place-based leadership, however, the boundary between assigned and non-assigned
leadership is not at all clear. An assigned leader may become non-assigned when they aim to reach
actors beyond those institutional arrangements from which the assignment is derived from.
Conversely, a non-assigned leader may gain authority if they can earn the respect of other actors,
and/or if the institutional conditions change, thus enabling the leader to become an assigned leader. All
in all, in the world of regional development and innovation, the tendency is to conflate leadership with
authority and formal positions, and by doing so, overshadow some important aspects of it. It is fairly
common to raise only influential individuals with authority and formal positions to the limelight. In

addition to assigned leaders, it is also common to analyse structures and processes of a city or regional
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government instead of processes of influence. The assigned leaders and related structures are visible,

while non-assigned leaders and emergent forms of leadership are much more difficult to identify.

In sum, a place-based leader is assumed to be more capable than other actors in understanding
overall requirements of a regional innovation system; key actor’s interests; motives and resources as
well as anticipating their responses to various initiatives; the ways they might be induced to contribute
to the collaborative efforts; and estimating power bases of crucial actors and capacity to influence their

behaviour.

Pause and reflect Non-assigned leaders are not asked to influence the course of events and mobilize
networks for regional development - why are some people willing to spend time and energy in the

efforts to influence beyond their normal operational field?

Place leaders, knowledge producers and decision makers

In order to better differentiate between place-based leadership and other forms of agency two generic
categories are added to that of place-based leadership. They are knowledge producers and decision
makers. As hopefully has become clear, a place-based leader is an actor who works to influence other
actors for regional innovation. A resource holder refers broadly to an individual or group of
individuals or an organisation having some kinds of resources and/or powers that are, or might be,
important from regional development and innovation perspective, but who are not assigned to work for
regional development — it is not their mission to shape a selected a regional innovation system or some
aspects of it. Similarly, a decision maker is here simplified to refer all those actors having power to

make decisions to influence regional development without having a mission of doing so.
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Decision makers and resource holders may include (a) influential individuals (wealthy
philanthropists; entrepreneurs; business owners); (b) representatives of industry (leaders from interest
organisations; cluster project organisations; larger firms with regional anchorage; local small and
medium sized companies); (c) representatives of public administration (leading bureaucrats both at
national and regional/city level; publicly owned firms); (d) representatives of financial world (leaders
from both private and public funding bodies; banks); and (e) elected representatives (politicians;

national level representatives, etc.).

On their part, knowledge producers are such actors whose primary work is to produce new
knowledge and its applications as well as interpretations of current events and future trends. They are
not working to develop a region or make significant decisions, but they may influence either directly
or indirectly the thinking of others. The most obvious of knowledge producers are different types of
investigators and media workers. Research (see, for example, Norman 2013; Sotarauta and Beer, 2017)
suggest that knowledge producers may include (f) representatives of R&D institutions (universities;
renowned professors; research institutions; knowledge parks; technology transfer institutions;
consultancies; larger R&D projects); (g) representatives of media (local, regional and national media

organisations as well social media); and (h) community groups (civil society activists).

Of course, above categorisation is a crude simplification, and the borders between various
groups are fine indeed; an actor may take many roles and the roles may change in time. At all events,
almost endless arrays of actors may either directly or indirectly have an effect on regional
development. Some of the actors listed above may be assigned place leaders and consciously work to
boost regional development or target their action at a selected local/regional aspect. It is important to
keep in mind that actors aiming to influence are not some external third parties, which aim to bear
influence course of events from above and outside, but the effect of different actors on each other and

on themselves-
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As indicated above, to improve a regional innovation system and perhaps also the roles actors
are playing in it, place leaders aim to influence other actors’ choices, decisions and actions by
moulding, if possible, institutional arrangements, collective perceptions, interaction patterns and
assemblies of actors working. Place leaders aim to pool and direct all sorts of activities and actors to
change institutions (regulation, normative expectations, collective mind-sets) so that core actors would
act differently as they otherwise would do. Ideally, place leaders are not aiming to break the resistance
of other actors; they are not in a position to make them to do something against their will, but to induce

them to willingly do things they would not otherwise do (Sotarauta, 2016).

S Place Dlrect_ Regional development and
leaders influence innovation
Institutional Perceptions Interaction Actor setup
arrangements patterns and roles
Indirect influence
Decision-makers and resource Core actors willingly change their
—> holders in firms and public Knowledge producers behaviour and do something for a
organisations in HEls and media region they would not otherwise do

Figure 16.1. The relationship between place leaders, other actors and regional development and
innovation

In sum, place leaders often influence indirectly, they:

e aim at creating novel context for collective action instead of directly trying to change the

course of actions and events
e induce, or rather ‘seduce’, other actors to do something differently

e do not aim to challenge preferences of the other actors but aim to combine individual aims to

collective regional objectives

e aim to multiply the opportunities and alternatives for other actors

<START>

15



Leadership in Action: Leadership Relay in Peripheral Finland

South Ostrobothnia is an example of how a small rural region may pursue a regional innovation
strategy. In the 1990’s, Finland was recovering from an economic recession by strategies focusing on
research, development and innovation. South Ostrobothnia was facing a huge challenge; the entire
region and its centre Seindjoki seemed to be unsuitable for the rapidly evolving innovation oriented

Finnish knowledge economy. Collective anxiety was palpable.

The assigned leaders from the Regional Council of South Ostrobothnia (the region), the Centre
for Employment and Economic Development (the state), and the Town of Seinéjoki (the local
government) in collaboration mobilized networks to discuss the future options and strategies.
However, the formal regional development system was not a sufficient condition for a truly collective
action to emerge. Importantly, the first mobilisation phase exposed the fragility of the local innovation

capacity and the introverted nature of it.

Step by step, sometimes through heated debates the key actors started to acknowledge that their
own basic assumptions and deeply held convictions were based more on the past than the future needs.
Gradually, towards the end of the 1990’s, the generic realization that development strategies should
not anymore focus on such traditional strengths of the region as agriculture, village activity, machinery
and the metal industry began to emerge — the new strategies ought to focus on strengthening the

innovation capacity of the region.

The leadership in South Ostrobothnia was like a relay race, it shifted from assigned leaders to
non-assigned leaders and back to assigned leaders but different from the initial ones. In the formal
planning process, it was agreed to strengthen the institutional capacity for innovation by establishing ‘a
network university’ in a region, where there were no universities, only few smallish university filials.

But, the assigned leaders were not able to concretize the idea of a network university, and thus they
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were not able to induce universities or other actors in implanting the idea. Moreover, they lacked a

view on how the process ought to be organised and lead beyond the formal planning process.

In this kind situation, a handful of young scholars from local university filial units took the lead
in framing the thinking and constructing alternative visions for network university on how to proceed
in getting all the main players involved. Professors and their research groups tapped into sources of
information that were previously unreachable to local actors. They transferred fresh ideas and
knowledge into the region and translated it to fit into the regional situation. What followed was a

collective agreement on what to focus on and how to do it.

Ultimately, a university network comprising six leading Finnish universities was established
with more than 20 professors with their research groups, and all the relevant regional organizations
(firms, municipalities, etc.) with some national bodies have been engaged in funding the network for
past 19 years. The final mobilization of complicated set of actors — formal contracts and relationships
of trust between them — were, and is, coordinated by the University Association of South Ostrobothnia
and the University Consortium of Seindjoki. The local and regional development agencies, who

launched the process, support the activities from the background.

In the 2010’s, South Ostrobothnia is one of the rare regions that has been capable in upgrading its

innovation system to a new level.
Questions
1. What is the main leadership lesson from this case other regions should learn?

2. Imagine all the obstacles that needed to be crossed to reach a collective place-based leadership

relay?

Further reading: Sotarauta (2016)
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Generative leadership - a missing link in transformative efforts

Especially in the context of regional innovation systems and strategies, the definitions of place-based
leadership are often rooted, at least implicitly, in an assumption that it works for transformative
changes. Simultaneously, place-based leadership literature acknowledges the complexity of making
difference in a multi-actor and multi-force context, and does not assume that place-based leaders might
somehow be able to lead transformational process in a similar vein as leaders do in individual
organisations. The well-known categories of transactional and transformational leadership introduced
by Burns (1978), and further developed by Bass (1999), are useful in the efforts to understand the gap
between the idealised version of place-based leadership and every-day practices of it (see Chapter 7).

It also helps us to locate generative nature of place-based leadership in wider debates on leadership.

Transactional leadership refers to actors taking the initiative in making contact with others for
the purpose of an exchange of valued things. It does not connect leaders and followers in a mutual and
continuing pursuit of a higher purpose. It may not be exaggeration to argue that, in most countries and
regions, regional innovation strategies and related leadership fairly often follow transactional mode: a
close agreement between what actors are expected to accomplish is made and it is clearly agreed on
how beneficiaries ought to contribute to a regional innovation strategy (contingent reward). All too
often action is taken and new strategies formulated only when the need for change is visible, and all
too easily development efforts turn into transactive management of public funds instead of truly
transformative leadership for the future. Ideally, also in regionally embedded transformational
leadership, several actors would engage with each other to raise one another to higher levels of

motivation and purpose.

Interestingly, in regional innovation system and/or policy literature, regional innovation
strategies and transformational leadership are not usually connected conceptually, even though

transformational leadership could easily be seen as an ideal for both assigned and non-assigned place-
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based leaders to boost change. Inde