



Leadership

All building of humankind’s well-being cannot be justified if built on a single child’s tear drop.







Fiodor Dostoevski

As a whole, there is a very important truth in the body of our knowledge. But particularly, every book or a piece of written paper or articulated speech represents, in the best case, only a small part of this truth, even though they may claim that they represent or discover not a partial truth but a particular undeniable truth, a causal relationship, a law of social process. Only partial truth is exposed to the individuals. The overall truth does not belong to any single individual. But individuals can differ in their appreciation of the overall truth. Those who endorse mutuality and cooperation are more likely to construct models closer to overall truth than those who do not.


This is perhaps a peculiarity of human mind: trying to explain something through some other thing and believing in success, it tries to expand the explanation and explain as many things as possible through one and the same thing. The institutionalized ancient requirements of simplicity of scientific explanation and the ideal image of universal scientific language perhaps are guilty for this. Thus, the theory of rationality in economics appeared as a theory of profit-maximization, and further this theory tried to expand and cover any other aspects of social behavior, as if in any situation, in private as well as public life, people maximize something: it does not matter, what. However, since the theory originated in economics with its devotion to wealth and money, its expansions could not avoid the bias toward seeing economic and financial relations in any possible social situation, not as a part of the situation, but as a cause of that. As a result, a partial truth becomes an unrecognized metaphor, and our understanding of social processes because of such simplification is worsened rather than improved. If this would be a recognized metaphor, a comparison, an analogy, this would be fruitful; but when a part (in the best case) of the causes of the processes is represented as a whole of them, this impoverishes human creativity, mental capabilities, and knowledge.


Herbert Simon introduced the term ‘to suffice’ in polemic against the omnipotence of the term ‘to maximize’, and the term ‘sufficiency’ as opposed to the term ‘efficiency’. They enrich our understanding of social relationships. Whenever the analogy, comparison, metaphor, new term are overtly used in social sciences, they are fruitful. Whenever they remain unrecognized and are assumed to substitute the genuine intrinsic causal relationships, laws, they are dangerously misleading.


The contemporary organizational theory recognizes the importance of such terms as ‘to balance’, ‘to muddle through’, ‘to suffice’; it understands that there cannot be a universal law for organizational management: the phenomena covered by this term are so ubiquitous that make any particular causal relationship irrelevant. Whether doing A will produce the effect B depends on concrete type, form, function, history of organization, on its place in a particular society and in time, on its size and internal structure, on the relations of the former with the latter, and also on many other subtle variables, all of which together bring about the effect that even in relatively similar organizations and circumstances doing A can produce very different effects. The organizational theory, thus, on one hand creates the causal hypotheses and carries out research; on the other hand, it states, by the very body of this thorough research, the limited applicability of causal relationships to the functioning of complex organizational systems. Particularly, this is one of the causes of conflict between the professors of economics and real business managers: the former work in the abstract and highly formalized system of the perfect market. The latter work in the real world, and even manage to make real profits. 


The truths about the behavior of organizations are relative truths, they cannot be generalized. In any particular case, a hypothetical truth should be redefined so as to accommodate to the specific peculiarities of the case. When I speak about the advantages of political leadership in terms of being free of the specific organizational bias and internal quarrels in making decisions, I have some particular examples in my mind. When you criticize political leadership in terms of imposing upon the organizational goals the short-sighted political bias of a non-professional high appointee, you have some other examples in mind. In what case what factor is more important, depends on case. In the best case, organizations of similar type have similar problems, so we can speak about the advantages/disadvantages of the political appointment of a leader at the US state university system, and our judgment, based on our limited knowledge, even if research, will more or less likely hold true for all the US state universities and even for some indeterminate amount of state universities outside the US. 



Scholarship, research, trying to encompass the truth, to understand the hidden internal causal relationships between the phenomena are already a leadership-type inquiry, even though speaking about administrative leadership we could be inclined to mean something much narrowly defined. However, the questions Why this is so, How to change it, Is it good that it is so, How to improve it and the like, directed toward social phenomena, belong to a potential leader, since it requires a considerable courage to question the Order of Things. It requires an internal freedom and independence in opinion and judgment, a courage to express opinion/judgment and to be laughed at by those silent, an ability to have an opinion constructed in an internally valid, coherent manner, even though it can be disapproved by the mass because of its anti-conventional strangeness. 


Here I am in trouble: Badaracco and Ellsworth speak about the courage (particularly, p. 201). However, even if I wouldn’t read them but would be required to answer a question what is one of the major properties of leadership, I would reply that courage, particularly a moral courage to resist the uncritically accepted social conventions which are for evil rather than for good, as for simple example inequality in pay and career opportunities based on gender or race differences (or any other). Courage “to do and say what one believes to be right, rather than what is convenient, familiar, or popular” (ibid.). Is there any particular insight in that administrative leadership requires courage, or is it just a commonplace? This depends on the context of our discussion and on the types of participants involved. For the administrators who were shaped in a different “paradigm”, say, under the shadow of the ideal that administrative leadership requires commitment to efficiency, or that it requires a charisma, or that it requires strict and disciplined compliance to rules, this statement may sound fresh. In other words, this statement is important if the actual danger of bureaucratization is high, or if one tries to dissuade the bureaucrats. Other human beings, however, would perhaps say that any leadership requires courage, and that in general an ideal human being should be courageous, that this is a good ideal for everybody and not specifically for just administrative leaders. Moreover, they would continue, some of us will never be leaders but will work in organizations. Can it happen that courage is not, in a normative sense outlined above, required from every administrative worker? From every worker in general? From every human being? There is a problem here, that of the redundancy, of non-necessary repetition of important ideals: in general, courage is good; the implicature is that in any particular case, courage is good too. It turns out that most features of administrative leadership which I collected from readings and compared to my own understanding of administrative leadership are of a general rather than of a specific character. Scarcely one would claim that isolationism is better for leadership than communication, or that not to take account of constituency is one of the important administrative skills. Even in the most bureaucratized societies, as in the USSR or Nazi Germany, the same values were allegedly defended as in an open and democratic society: there, as well as everywhere, courage was good, and administration was, in a final account, for constituency (it is another question how this constituency was defined: Jews were excluded in Germany, ‘people’s enemies’ were excluded in Stalin’s USSR). The thing which makes ultimate difference, thus, is hardly propaganda, or even education of good virtues (I know you would disagree with this statement. I do not claim that education of virtues is unnecessary. I merely claim that not every type of education of virtues makes good results, particularly, education based on narrow specialization principle; and I hope, in this point we agree; see below more about that). The thing which makes real difference is if these virtues really exist in a society, and if the society performs well particularly because of the presence of these virtues.


So, courage, communication skills, value-laden, ‘biased’, ‘prejudiced’, morally guided approach, and many other leadership virtues are rather ‘fully developed personality’ virtues than strictly leadership virtues. Meanwhile the narrow specialization (an illness of our technicalized- technologized civilization) obscures the general value of this fact. Administrators, medical doctors, sportspersons, artists, all know and are taught that to be moral, to be courageous, to be honest, to be.. etc. is good and important in their particular fields. They were also taught perhaps, in school, that the same is good not only in any particular field, but in general. But when they become adults, they often become isolated in their particular fields. The quality of interdisciplinary communication is still poor, according to my opinion. That is why in today’s world it is so important to be a generalist, to stress the general applicability of certain values, to find commonness across disciplines and fields of human activities whenever such a commonness is apparent.


These abilities were delineated in the speeches of Confucius and Lao Tsu. The independence from that huge leveling and averaging force called society, the ability to get rid of any possible societal/social concerns in search of truth, ability to question the basic values of society, to go contrary to popular opinion, and even a higher ability: ability to change one’s own opinion, change promptly and be ready to ask for excuse for an earlier, a wrong opinion... And one of the highest virtues of Chinese philosophy I would consider the ability to consciously contradict oneself. Everything has a meaning and is deprived of that simultaneously. Depending on, perhaps, one’s current view point. When two persons say one and the same thing, they say different things. When one person says one and the same thing in different times, s/he means different things. If you want to create a bamboo, look at the bamboo. Know everything possible about the bamboo. Then forget about the bamboo, and create it. No tangible authority mediates between you and Tao. You and Tao are alone, face-to-face. No excuse, no exit.


I would call this type of consciousness a syncretic consciousness, as opposed to Western analytical type and ideal synthetic type: syncretic means that a consciousness is still unstructured, the internal ‘division of labor’ between its abilities to analyze, to synthesize, to create and to subordinate, reinforced/influenced/shaped/institutionalized by the more and more elaborate structure of the external society, is not still fully developed, since the external society is fresh and young. It is a paradox that the ultimate maturity of some minds in human history occurred at the times of youth of the global societies. Perhaps, then, the elaboration and complication of societal structure, imposing their properties on human mind, create obstacles to its becoming mature?


What I take absolutely seriously from Lao Tsu, and what I consider very important and directly applicable to administrative leadership, is, however, not only this peculiar mixture of absolute self-dignity with absolute selflessness (contradicted, by the way, with the justification of selfishness as another part of the order of things), but another, more specific feature, though intimately related to this one (as everything is related in Lao Tsu): the rejection of differences in favor of commonness; or the rejection of specialization in favor of generalization; or the rejection of the ability to be a specialist in favor of the ability to be a generalist (see p. 93, “if we observe things from the point of view of their differences... to ...so much dirt”; p.101, “life and death are the same line viewed from different sides”; etc.). Especially contrasted with Plato, the ‘inventor’ of division of labor and expert knowledge of scholars/philosophers and of elitist statesmanship, Lao Tsu’s denial of specialization is striking. I interpret this, first, as that in ethical matters there cannot be specialists and non-specialists. Because the ethical matters are present in any political matter, everybody has a right to judge politics and policies. Because leadership involves power relationship and thus politics, everybody has a right to judge it and to acquire it, and there is no specialization in leadership, as there is specialization, say, in being a teacher of history rather than of literature. But leadership, for me, is even more subjected to ethical/moral judgment than any other activity (and this is a more specific claim about the nature of leadership than the claim that it requires courage). The requirement of high morality in leadership is not the same requirement of moral behavior as in any position in social hierarchy. Leader has less rights to ethical/moral mistakes than a subordinate, because leader is in a position of powerful, and power, for me, is an immoral force. Thus, to balance the immorality of power, from a leader greater morality is required. Power, for me, is the ability to determine the destinies of the others. Parents, teachers, employers, rulers, males, adults, whites, Anglo-Saxons etc. have more power than children, pupils, employees, subjects, females, young people, blacks, and Russians. Tomorrow, the situation can change, and blacks can make a bloody revolution and take over the power. In this case, they will become relatively more immoral, whatever they do, and more subject to moral judgment. Morality, for me, is equal to responsibility. First, I understand responsibility in an enlarged sense - as answerability, i.e. an ability to adequately react to the needs of the others, and by this reaction insure the others that their voice was heard (we together laughed at some specific group which used ‘I hear you”, because the expression was ritualized and lost its sense. But I think you agree that it is very important to hear what the other voices are saying). Dialogue, polylogue, other voices are very important concepts for me and particularly for my mapping of what is leadership. It is very important to listen to the others and to hear them, to understand what they are saying and what they want to say and what they are implying and why, rather than try to reconstruct and guess their sayings in advance, cutting short their voices. Second, the reason to be moral, for me, is responsibility for the others. This is a subtle issue, and the chief reason, obviously, is not a single one. All the reasons can be reduced to the Kantian categorical imperative, or to John Rawl’s idea of reciprocity without attracting the question whether God exists or not to the argument, or something else; however, I see a clear element of responsibility in the abstinence to commit an adultery (it will be short-run good and long-run harm to all of the involved parties in any possible case of the development), in the Biblical requirements not to kill, not to steal, etc. I like to think that for me the question of suicide is also a question of responsibility: I do not kill myself not only because I enjoy the life -- somebody can kill him/herself particularly because s/he enjoys the life, as a part of tasting life, because death--both the process and the result--can be seen as parts of life-- but also because this would harm my nearests; some adolescents reason the same way dreaming how they would lay dead and their relatives would be hurt -- see Mark Twain, The Adventures of Tom Soyer. Leader has more power to hurt, larger circle of those who can be hurt, so s/he should have more concern about how not to hurt, even unconsciously.


Lao Tsu’s text is seemingly outside the scope of moral/ethical problems. However, the essence of his teaching is not: he can teach to be independent of society and its values insofar as this independence does not hurt any other member of the society. If a mother is taught to abandon her child in order to obtain a virtue of joining the Tao, and if the implication is that the child will suffer because of that, Lao Tsu’s teaching becomes subject to moral judgment.


To the extent to which every social relationship involves ethical and moral problems, there cannot be a division on specialists/non-specialists. In particular, the argument of specialists that the non-specialists do not know so they do not have a right to judge the appropriateness of an action, is immoral: if the non-specialists do not know, they should be educated as soon as possible to know everything about the issue in question, to be able to make a competent judgment. This brings about the second extremely important for me problem: that of the openness of information (knowledge, understanding, however defined). Free access to information is essential: those in power (leaders) sometimes claim that they know-how that is why they are in power, and that their subordinates do not know-how that is why they are not; vice versa, they claim that their subordinates are subordinates that is why they do not know; and that they are leaders that is why they do. This dead circle should be broken: the position in power should not be justified by specific knowledge; and the position in knowledge should not be justified by power. There should not be any secrets in general from anybody independently of the type of organization: public, private, security, etc.


[I disagree with Badaracco and Ellsworth in their discussion on clarity versus flexibility, in the point that political leadership likes imprecision, which I interpret as a particular case of secrecy (p.115, see also below): it depends on how you define politics. On the other hand, I highly praise their position that “clear objectives and candid feedback on performance, along with a norm of precise communications, can also help create an atmosphere of trust...”(p.121)].


But since the secrets exist, a leader in the real world should try to decrease their amount. There are two kinds of secrets: those by substance for good and those by substance for bad. A secret military action is by substance for bad to the population who will be hurt by that. A potentially dangerous invention kept in secret by the inventors insofar as they do not know how to use it for good rather than for bad is by substance for good. The difficulty is that any kind of secret is justified by the alleged considerations of good. A secret military action is justified as good for one’s own nation. A leader, thus, shall have an ability of independent judgment to decide whether these particular secrets are justified by their substance or not. If this will result in the conflict between loyalty to organizational values and ethical commitment to openness, the leader should choose the latter and abandon the organization. Thus, even though I do not deny the usefulness of compromises and importance of moderate and cool judgments, I consider, for a leader, the ability to sacrifice career because of the prevalence of moral considerations over any other as one of the most important components of his/her leadership image.


The third implication from Lao Tsu’s holistic-syncretic vision as contrasted with Plato’s tradition for me is the ability to see one and the same ‘thing’ (phenomenon) from different sides, and/or different standpoints. This is very important in many senses. Such an ability is creative: creativity in general is defined as the ability to find commonness between seemingly far, remote phenomena (or to find linkage between opposite perspectives). This is creativity in arts, which produces metaphors, and creativity in sciences, which produces discoveries. 


Also, such an ability is humanistic and responsive: if one is able to see the phenomenon from the standpoint of other, one is able to empathize. If one understands how the other sees, one understands also how he himself is seen from the standpoint of other. Because of that, one becomes unable to be arrogant and to neglect the visions of the others. These are true communication and tolerance.


Further, such an ability expands the reflective/deliberative abilities of mind: if we do not assume that what we see from a particular perspective is what it is, and that there are no hidden/unseen parts of the phenomenon, we are more open to innovative vision, and our understanding of phenomenon better covers it. We are aware that only partial truth is given to us, and we believe that by multiplying visions of the phenomenon we will increase our understanding of it, perhaps not the understanding of a particular person, but the understanding of the whole community. Thus, the multiplicity of view points on a phenomenon becomes a good model for the internal structure/substance of it. This is especially important for social phenomena, the content and essence of which often are the result of human creation. If Gorbachev would not allow Glasnost (Openness), the Soviet society and authorities would be unable to realize that the socialism which they constructed was not that what was intended to be; as a result, the explosion of inconsistency between the reality and its reflection/image in ideology could take much bloodier forms than it occurred in reality.


Even though Plato is one of the cornerstones of the Western wisdom, if he would not be supplemented by his critics and by the multitude of other philosophies, he would be more a burden than a help. Karl Popper in his classical “Open society and its enemies” demonstrates this peculiar tendency of such genial great thinkers as Plato, Hegel and Marx, not only to offer totalitarian social projects, but even to so influence the course of human history as to make these projects successful for a while. This, for me, is another lesson: a leader should be critical toward accepted pantheon of authorities rather than respectful toward them; s/he should notice the deficiencies of their systems rather than uncritically praise their success.


As I stated at the beginning of this paper, all of this does not make any sense if taken out of context: criticism to the authorities in one circumstances is not less important than respect toward them in another; and rejection of specialization in one context is not less important than the assertion of its significance in another. When I speak about these rather than the other virtues, I speak implicitly assuming a particular image of society, and particular problems which it faces: for me, today innovation and revolutionary vision, at least in some aspects of social organizations and leadership, are more actual, emphasized, and important, than conservatism and adherence to the past values. It is possible to imagine a situation where a conservative standpoint for me will sound more innovative than a revolutionary rhetoric. Actually, writing these words for my own society, I would perhaps be more conservative, since my society is tired of revolutions; writing in the American society, I push forward the lever of innovative and non-traditional approaches, since from my viewpoint the American society is before the danger of stagnation because of self-satisfaction. This danger is much less than it was in the USSR, and is even lessened by the openness, open-mindedness, freedom of enterprise, traditions of liberalism and self-criticism, but some signs of it are apparent, as for example the deficiencies of educational system which I can observe closely. It can happen that there is no better society and better educational system in the real world, but that this particular society has some deficiencies, is not less apparent than that this is the only society able to think from the standpoint of the whole world, the only globally-thinking and globally-responsible society, and in this sense, relatively the most selfless society, a society which constructs the lighthouse for itself to produce the lighthouse effect for everybody.


The innovation I was discussing is itself a very old and traditional one, it is a well-forgotten past: to be a generalist rather than (only) a specialist. To have at least a syncretic vision of the situation (because whether somebody really has a highest, synthetic vision, is to be decided not by her/him, but by her/his constituency, customers, readers or students). At least to be able to feel that everything is connected with everything, and everything affects everything, and that this very particular moment of our lives is a part of that ‘everything’, so it has its own very important significance. I think that for a leader, the rule ‘no factors can be discounted in advance’ is essential, whatever enormous mental and/or psychological pressures such an approach produces.


Chester Barnard discusses the natural causes of specialization; he maintains that specialization is unavoidable and starts from physical differences between the persons and geographic differences between the regions. I understand that specialization and generalization come together and are mutually determinant. But there can be two kinds of professional specialization. In one, a specialist is too far specialized in his/her subject; s/he is an expert; s/he is trained to induce hypotheses about causal relationships, to exclude the factors which seem to be irrelevant for that relationship, and to check these hypotheses; s/he is trained to put his/her argument in as simple as possible way, and does not care about the damage the argument will receive because of that; s/he believes that there are ‘brute facts’ out there, in our social reality, i.e. some laws which are independent of human subjects’ and of researchers’ vision of them, as for example the law of supply and demand; finally, s/he tries to expand his/her specialty so as to cover, from one particular perspective, as many phenomena as possible. This oversimplification, belief in unified language, belief in ‘brute social facts’, belief that truth and morality are rigidly distinct ‘things’, and one can be dealt with independently of the other, and professional expansionism can become very dangerous. Such a scholar is a bureaucrat in scholarship, who believes, in any particular moment, in superiority of Standard Operating Procedures, in Hierarchy, in Discipline. If s/he has to choose between truth and the dogma of his/her belief, s/he is likely to choose the dogma of her/his belief. S/he disregards the visions of others. S/he is overrationalized.


To be a generalist does not mean to neglect specialization. But especially for a leader it is important to bear in mind that very often the specialists are wrong, and if they are good specialists, they recognize the limited applicability of their expertise. Perhaps some whole disciplines are essentially wrong, as laissez-faire economic liberalism or Marxism-Leninism; and they just try to improve themselves through partial adjustments to reality, through opportunistic convergence with less extremist theories. But if the foundational assumptions of a theory are wrong, any partial improvements only prolong the lifetime of a monster, as it becomes apparent from the USSR case. When I say ‘wrong’ about Marxism-Leninism’s or laissez-faire economic liberalism’s foundational assumptions (antagonistic class conflict versus self-interest without constraints), I mean that they are, a) partially true but b) represented by their supporters as essentially, generally, absolutely true.


A leader, thus, must be a specialist as well as a generalist, a specialist plus a generalist; but being a specialist is good requirement for everybody, whereas to be a generalist is, I think, a specific requirement for a leader. To be a generalist does not mean to rely on vague, elusive and broad ideas; it does not mean also to expand a particular perspective in order to cover as much phenomena as possible; rather it means to have an all-encompassing holistic vision of the situation, and appreciation that general problems are embedded in every single one.


The specialization is, for me, the major cause of organizational opportunism, as it is rightly discussed by Barnard. However, he takes it also as an unavoidable factor. I would disagree with that. If a factor produces negative consequences it should be improved, however complex it would be. The leaders must work on the lessening  of opportunism. The organizational opportunism develops a form of double personality: “as a human, I understand that this action should be done; but as an employee, I know that this is not my duty”. The split between organization personality and personality in general must be overcome. The empowering of personnel means precisely this. This is a kind of self-censorship, a self-humiliating self-discipline which has devastating effects for organization and society as a whole. It is reinforced by the ‘responsive’ policy of the powerful: “that is not your problem”; “you have no right to intervene in that question”; “who are you to think about such high matters?”; “we will take care of that, and if we decided not to do that, we had our reasons which you can’t understand”, etc. (Where is the cause, where the effect? Whether the powerful impose humiliation over the subjects, or the subjects produce self-humiliation because of the remnants of slavery in their souls and thus empower the powerful and deprive themselves even further? Marx would say: this is a dialectic, a self-reinforcing perpetual exchange between causes and effects). On such arguments, I can only repeat: social problems and most of the technical problems have ethical/moral dimension; this means that everybody has a right to intervene in them, to discuss them, to offer a solution, and to fight for that solution. This is a difficult way, much easier is to cut off the initiative from below. I had an example of a leader who created this atmosphere of empowering the members of organization. The result was that the members spent a lot of time discussing how they should work instead of real work; they brought about a lot of irrelevant issues; even worse, they tried to use this opportunity to promote their relatives into the organization (which may be not bad in itself, but was bad in the concrete case). The leader was in a very difficult situation and spent an enormous amount of energy trying to satisfy, within the reasonable limits, the suggestions of all the members. Fortunately, he had some good deputies who could help him with that. But the most important thing was that the organization was united, integrated, the members were friendly to each other, they enjoyed their work in very hard circumstances, and produced good results.


The circumstances were hard because the “organization was unable to afford incentives adequate to the personal contributions” (Barnard, p.149). Barnard suggests to persuade, which means, for him, to coerce, to rationalize, and/or to inculcate the motives. All three sound very suspicious to me, although I would not deny that they are largely used in the absence of other incentives. Coercion obviously violates some ethical considerations. Rationalization alone can be insufficient. Inculcation of motives and values and in a more general sense, indoctrination as a part of organizational policies can be justified only if the motives and values of the organization are in directly traceable relationship with more general moral, societal, and global values. As a part of enlightenment, education, and production of supporters of good ideas, the politics of inculcation and propaganda of values seem very important. But who will determine which values ought to be inculcated? To what extent those who decide this have a right to decide? What is the criterion which differentiates propaganda from brainwashing? Perhaps not accidentally propaganda was considered as one of major tools for indoctrination in Stalin’s USSR, Enver Hoja’s Albania, Nazi Germany and Mao’s China, in North Korea and Kampuchea of Poll Pot, in all the totalitarian states. Propaganda is the final resort for the priests of dogma. Rational values should be accepted consciously. Their acceptance shapes the rules of the game, and the institutions evolve. Institutional values are already being inculcated through subconscious channels.


Instead of one-sided one-directional propaganda, I would suggest to achieve persuasion through the encouragement of free discussion. In Armenia, we have a lot of situations where the organizations are unable to adequately reward the contribution of members. Nothing can preclude the flow of members in such a situation. However, the propagandistic tools and nationalist slogans do not work here, perhaps because every former Soviet citizen has an allergy toward propaganda; the only way to persuade the members to work is to democratize the organizational atmosphere, to discuss with them the situation, to accept their proposals for its improvement. A good discussion results in common understanding that only patience and mutual help in these difficult times can improve the situation. 


Barnard proceeds discussing the questions of authority and responsibility on a very high theoretical level, and concludes: “I believe in the power of the cooperation of men of free will to make men free to cooperate; that only as they choose to work together can they achieve the fullness of personal development; that only as each accepts a responsibility for choice can they enter into the communion of men from which arise the higher purposes of individual and of cooperative behavior alike. I believe that the expansion of cooperation and the development of the individual are mutually dependent realities, and that a due proportion or balance between them is a necessary condition of human welfare. Because it is subjective with respect both to a society as a whole and to the individual, what this proportion is I believe science cannot say. It is a question for philosophy and religion” (p.296). In another place, he adds to these two metaphysics the third one: arts. I would only add to this excellent paragraph: public organizations, constrained by scarcity of resources and necessity for reproductive rather than productive-creative work, and by permanent tension between the requirements of quality and quantity, and by the traditional institutions of society, are in a permanent danger of degeneration in an engine which produces bureaucracy, authoritarianism and dictatorship. For every person who claims to have leadership abilities, thus, all of the purposes of organization, cooperation, fully developed personality (an old communist slogan, but how good!), communication etc., stated in Barnard’s above passage, should be supplemented by another one: to make the rigid, formal, dictatorial, technical, routine, and all other immoral aspects of the organization disappear. Everything is important. If there is a routine, then this means that a fascinating core of the problem which requires routine was overlooked. The best organization is that where there is apparently no organization, no hierarchy, no force, no power relationship, and yet the functions are realized, the constituencies are satisfied, and the members feel themselves to be rather artists than bureaucrats. This requires modesty rather than pride of being a leader, and such an approach can perhaps really incorporate Lao Tsu in contemporary organizational theory. (As the Chinese philosophy says and I recalled above, two things said by different persons can mean different things. The same with the thesis about the invisibility of organization: the members of KGB were also very invisible, very ‘modest’, and silently, for themselves, very proud of that. What distinguishes good organization from bad, I repeat, are not the words, but deeds. Actually, a good organization is an elite, perhaps even arrogant, conspiracy with high self-esteem. But it is a conspiracy for good rather than for evil, and this is decided ex poste, the criteria are the results of its activities rather than its principles; and further, it is an overt conspiracy, an Order of Knights open to be joint). In the rest of this paper, I will defend this thesis discussing Badaracco and Ellsworth. 


They define leadership as the quest for integrity. Integrity, for them, is “a matter of coherence and consistency among organizational aims, personal values and beliefs, and individual behavior” (p.106). If so, then a leader should feel him/herself almost identical with the organization. This can happen if the organization is created by a leader, or if leader is created by the organization. If a leader comes to an organization from outside, it will in the best case take some time for this coherence between his/her own beliefs (and also interests) and organizational aims to evolve. The authors speak about private organizations, which are more flexible. As far as public organizations are concerned, the integrity will as a rule be imperfect, because only if a person realizes his/her basic purposes, or what s/he considers his/her main task in this life through the organization, this integrity can be achieved. The leaders in public organizations, alas, are restricted in a variety of ways. A kind of compromise, of sublimation or adaptation to the rigid structure of an already existing organization is unavoidable. Because of that, the integrity in the sense as the authors understand it is impossible in public organizations, unless the leaders give up a part of their beliefs. It is good if they give up the beliefs which are not important (say, those which are not discussed in this paper, since I assume that the beliefs mentioned here are important). But what if they give up precisely these beliefs, what if they adapt and conform rather than resist to the enormous institutional/societal or bureaucratic pressures (assuming that the society is not balanced but is inclined toward wrong, one-sided system of values)? In such a case, the distorted individual beliefs will add up to distorted organizational aims and reinforce the social disbalance, in other words, strengthen dictatorship of some values and groups over the other. Thus, the decisive element among these factors (the “independent variable”) is the society itself. If the society is open, democratic, and liberal (=balanced), the appearance of good public organizations is more likely. More precisely, to the extent to which the society is open, democratic, and liberal, public organizations are good. Public organizations reflect and share the advantages and deficiencies of the society and are dependent upon those as upon the major determinant of their type (even though subsequently they influence the very type of society). This means that the cause of problems of public organizations is not absolutely within them. But however realist a leader be, s/he is not a leader if s/he has no dreams; and one of those dreams should be to make his/her organization, as a whole, a leader in the society, to reverse the cause-effect relationship and to lead the society to some particular ideals rather than be passively driven by the society (this does not mean restriction of plurality of ideals, since a leader’s particular ideal can be the very plurality of ideals which seems to him/her imperfect in the current society). A leader will desire to influence and shape society consciously and consistently rather than through the automatic systemic feedback. This line of reasoning leads to the understanding of importance of politics and political approach in leadership. Apparent neutrality in politics results in stagnation. Apparent abstinence is always in favor of conservation of existing power hierarchies. It makes the intangibles tangible, emphasizes process over substance, and kills intangibles and substance. 


The relationship of society and organizations, as I read Badaracco and Ellsworth, is absent from their discussion and from the various definitions of integrity offered by them. (This relation is present in Barnard and some other organizational theories, as system theory, organizational ecology theory, etc.). The factor of society is absent even from their discussion on three perspectives or three philosophies of management, value-driven, directive, and political. Where are these values from? What these politics are about (whether they are only about organizational politics?). The part on description of the three philosophies was absent from our readings, so this is perhaps my fault that I did not find it and check, whether the authors really and absolutely omit the factor of society (constituency, customers, clients) or not. However, in what follows from their applications, it becomes apparent that they mean some class of cases by these types of leadership rather than a consistent system of views. For example, they define: “political leadership holds that man is motivated by self-interest and by a search for power, wealth, and coherence in the face of self-interested behavior by the others” (p.95). If this is the premise, then, according to the commonsense logic of argument construction, it should be possible to arrive at this premise again from the applications. But now they apply (p.114): “In both situations (which are irrelevant for my point so I discount them), the political leader would act believing that precision and clarity can be costly or even hazardous. The more specific the leader is, the less latitude subordinates have in their decision making, the less creativity and initiative they employ, and the fewer alternatives they explore and present to senior management”. Apparently, suspicion toward precision and clarity is not deducible from the self-interest of individuals. Further, the value of creativity should be, as I understand it, discounted in the environment of self-interested individuals, because creativity is inherently social and selfless (of course it depends on definition of creativity, but it seems  they would agree that creativity has these properties).


So, despite the promise to have a premise, we have only a form of an experimental-logical construction, whereas the essence of it is a free essay (I can easily demonstrate that the strict requirements of a research paper are not met in this work too). Then I take it as a free essay, and the definition quoted above (from p.95) is not a definition of an essential feature which characterizes the whole phenomenon called ‘political leadership’ but rather one of (perhaps very important) features, and the second application is not its deduction but rather another (perhaps also very important) feature. This is therefore a description of an ideal type derived from some cases rather than an application of this ideal type to these cases. The authors have an overt prejudice and they are value-driven, and they want to inculcate their values. But even though they claim this overtly, they choose a genre which by its external-’tangible’ properties looks more like a ‘traditional’ one and tacitly claims objectivity of research contained in it. Both the neglect of societal factor and the description/inference conflict in their text are the result of this dictate of tradition (“traditionally”, a research must isolate the phenomenon under consideration, and have the applicable results rather than be a collection of descriptions, which lowers the status of scientific inquiry). 


This reasoning was important for me to make the following move: because of the inconsistency between the form, or genre, which the authors choose, and the content, what they are speaking about, I feel free to depart from their description of three ideal types and to interpret/define (perhaps redefine?) them as I understand them. For me, political leadership means to believe that politics are essential for leadership in a public organization. Depending on how one defines ‘politics’, as a set of power-relationships which penetrate the whole society and should be adjusted to the needs of its members or as a short-run program of a political party striving for power, political leadership can be good or evil. But since I assume that a good leader should take the first understanding rather than the second, I claim that political leadership is very important. A leader should reveal and disclose obscured power relationships and make an action of self-determination, deciding whom s/he is with. So, good leadership is a matter of justice (and this connects it to the requirement of moral/ethical judgment): a good leader is a judge who decides which party is more right than the other one and supports those who are relatively more right than the others, to the extent to which they are right.


Directive leadership, for me, has limited applicability, because it is in constant danger to degenerate in charismatic leadership and, subsequently, in dictatorship.


Value-driven leadership, apparently emphasized by the authors, is a very strong argument for me. Here Barnard and Badaracco & Ellsworth converge most of all. First, I assume that any activity is consciously or subconsciously value-driven; so it’s better to overtly claim values. But second, in the conflict between clarity and flexibility, a leader anticipating this unavoidable conflict should ask in advance for an indulgence from the constituency because even s/he her/himself cannot be absolutely confident that his/her values are those which s/he explicitly defines (simply because of subconscious motives). Openness and open statement of values mean openness to criticism, rather than claim about absolute consistency between one’s own system of beliefs and behavior. Words and deeds must be as close as possible, but if the strategic purposes were substituted by simplified short-sighted declarations of a political character (in the narrow-deficient sense of the word ‘political’) sometime they will be unavoidably contradicted and will seriously compromise the leader.


The authors contrast clarity and precision to flexibility. I would like to modify that dichotomy. The leader should distinguish between tactical and strategic purposes and clearly state the latter. Tactical purposes should be flexible, strategic purposes should remain untouched. But flexibility does not mean self-contradiction. Clarity and precision should be opposed to self-contradictions rather than to flexibility. They should be opposed to short-sighted declarations and actions which further prove to be devastating. Insofar as flexibility involves modification and development of purposes, it is acceptable. When the Armenian National Movement forced the communist authorities to shut down the nuclear power plant and a giant of chemical industry, they did so partly because of their ecological agenda and honest security considerations, and partly because this was an example of  their power: they would dictate the communists what to do, and this was essential vis-à-vis the upcoming elections in 1990. However, soon after they took official power they started to think how to reopen both plants. This was an inconsistency, a contradiction between two policies rather than a modification and development of the agenda. The wrong decision to shut down the plant had bad consequences for the Armenian economy; the right decision to reopen it had bad consequences for the image of the government. Clarity and precision are important since they allow to distinguish clearly the long-run good from the short-run profit, the essential social problems from the problems of corporate performance, and to give priority, whenever possible, to the former factors.


I like the decision offered by the authors concerning top-down versus bottom-up influence: “managers can resolve this dilemma best if they try to exert direct top-down influence, but limit sharply how frequently they exercise this capacity” (p. 135). This is the essence of my understanding of directive leadership: ‘limit sharply’. The same holds true for substance versus process dilemma: process is always there, it is unavoidable at the limits. However, the best way for a leader to lessen its dangerous impact is to focus on substance personally, serving as example for the others, inspiring them. Process must exist, but be invisible, and by no means it must hinder creativity.


It should be apparent from the above text that I am at the threshold of a contradiction (and certainly not of one): I do not like directive leadership, which according to the authors prefers confrontation to compromise; and yet I prefer not to compromise. I resolve this contradiction by a specified understanding of confrontation and compromise. The chief question is what are the purposes of confrontation? If confrontation is for final diktat of a leader’s view; if it is just because a leader is conflict-prone (s/he likes the conflicts for their own sake), then I do not consider the confrontational policies worth pursuing. Confrontation is meaningful only if it is the first step toward negotiation and consensus. For me, consensus and compromise are not compromised per se. Rather some of their instances are compromised, because humankind so far have not invented good procedures for achieving them. If a compromise implies compromise with one’s moral values, it is a bad compromise. As Soljenitsyn would claim, the real cause of Stalinism was the inadequate moral strength of those accused. They were behaving in a selfish manner and were afraid of generalizing the case. When their friends were arrested, they compromised with their own knowledge that these friends were not guilty, and decided that “Party knows better...”, “perhaps they did something...”, “there is no smoke without fire...”, etc. Insofar as their own well-being was not touched, they were consciously blind. However, when they themselves were arrested, they believed that this particular case was a fault. Because they were unable to generalize based on moral judgment, they were unable to unite and to resist to the terror in advance, when they were free. This emphasizes once more that generalization is worth pursuing, and every particular case is worth to judge as a representative of a type, rather than in isolation from one another. This, however, does not imply that I appeal to revolutionary change of power whenever it does something wrong; but the internal silent resistance, a Leo Tolstoi and Mahatma Ghandi-type resistance to violence without violent reaction to it, is the best reaction in such situations.


If, however, compromise means the recognition that one’s vision of the situation was wrong, if it means surrendering to valuable voices of others, re-vision of one’s own understanding of the situation, and enrichment of this understanding by the opposite perspectives, then compromise is essential. Otherwise a leader, locked in his/her own stubbornness, will very soon lose the criteria who is right and who is wrong and the feeling that “however sophisticated I would be, my single viewpoint cannot be exclusively right and all the others’ wrong, or my viewpoint cannot be perfect and all the others’ deficient”). If the conflict becomes irresolvable through compromise, a leader should be ready to quit. Values (intangibles) should not be sacrificed in any conflict; only tangibles (formal positions in power hierarchy) can be sacrificed.


This is also a specifically leadership-type ability: not only to recognize the limits of one’s own knowledge, not only appreciate the worth of other viewpoints, but also aspire to construct another, a higher perspective from this knowledge, which in the ideal case will incorporate all valuable contributions from all available perspectives. At this point, a leader ceases to be overly, consciously value-driven (even though it is impossible on the subconscious level): s/he believes that his/her values and interests (however selfless they would be prior to this point) are only particles in the system of the values and interests of the others (specifically of the organization members and constituency members). Organization, constituency, and leader become a team, a group which does not hinder the creativity of its members but allows to develop it further, to re-liberate every individual involved so that they will not feel the constraints of standardization upon their personalities, and at the same time the team result will be a more precious creativity than a simple sum of members’ contributions. This is the integrity for me, and it seems to me that the authors, while striving to speak about this integrity, somehow disregard both the role of constituencies for integrity (earlier I stated that they disregard society as a factor; both neglects are interconnected, because what is society if not the ultimate constituency?), and the importance for a leader to achieve another level after commitment to selflessness: and this level is so intangible that it is difficult to describe it more specifically. However, everybody who has experienced the joy of being a member of such a team-organization will understand what I mean. It can be compared to a soccer team at the top of success, or to a religious group in exaltation, but the important difference is that this ‘highness’ in some spheres, unlike in sports or religion, is not only creative but also creatively productive. Perhaps those who are happy in theater troops, or in movie-making with genial directors, or in a magazine which leads public opinion, will understand this feeling. Perhaps, this is what Chester Barnard  feels speaking about ‘the ethical ideal upon which cooperation depends’ (Barnard, p.293). He much more explicitly states that “the senses of what will be for the ultimate personal interest and of what will be for the general good both must come from outside the individual. They are social, ethical, and religious values” (ibid.). 


Charisma is irrational. Weber’s theory of charisma, and its elaborate discussion in Schweitzer, are very important for understanding of this outstanding social phenomenon. However, as Badaracco and Ellsworth rightly point out (p.4), if leadership is the matter of charisma then one has nothing to do with aspiring it, because charisma is the attitude of others toward a leader. If somebody has followers-dependents, then s/he has an embryo of charisma. To be a father is already a charismatic position. It is not by acicdent that the charismatic leaders are called the fathers of the nation. If constituency rewards you for your accomplishments by fame, you are more likely to lose the critical, skeptical and disillusioned stance toward yourself. Theoretically, it is possible to imagine a research and/or an argument on ‘how to become charismatic’. But it seems to me that this argument will mainly resemble Macchiavelli’s advice. Charisma gives an additional strength to a leader, but from my viewpoint, leader must not pursue it consciously. Modesty, which I mentioned earlier as a leadership virtue, contradicts aspiration of charisma. I have three examples of charismatic leaders whom I approve as leaders, and all three were very unhappy that their charisma distorted their requirement to make an explicit conscious choice whether to follow their advice or not: Leo Tolstoi, Mahatma Ghandi, and Andrei Sakharov.

Conclusion.


Leadership requires to avoid poor simplifications of complex social phenomena, even though these simplifications would be justified by considerations to be heard and understood by others, or to persuade the others and get supporters, or to conform to norms. Not all the norms are good. Everything affects everything, and no factor can be overlooked, even though this is a self-defeating, a Siziphean effort. There is no unimportant time or activity or factor in human life, and if there is one considered unimportant, it should be improved. All the reproductive technical work should be left to the machines, and human beings should concern themselves with creative work. Here is the answer what to do with computers: they facilitate technical functions and enhance requirements to creativity. Only a non-creative way of dealing with them can be harmful for humankind. If we break the walnuts with microscopes this can be hazardous (not only to microscopes but also to our mental state).


Leadership, as science, is an edge of the collective effort to encompass the truth. Leadership requires to know the imperfections of human nature and not to exclude one’s personal imperfection from this account. Leadership requires a thorough usage of the right to self-contradiction. Leadership requires constant favoring of generalization and the ability to see the world holistically. Leadership requires readiness to critical attitude toward the authorities and innovative vision. Leadership requires suspicion toward the suggestions of narrow specialists, since they will misuse computers, damage ecology, and kill humankind, because they start from wrong assumptions about the ultimate causes of human activities. Leadership requires to know that wrong means oversimplified, overapplied and overgeneralized, and that there rarely are absolutely wrong assumptions. Leadership requires constant emphasis on ethical and moral questions, questions of justice and of politics, in other sense all those questions where power relationships are at stake. Leadership ought to be morally even more responsible (and judged according to the criterion whether the leader actually is responsible or not) than simple human being, because leadership implies power and hierarchy. Leadership is elite, and cannot absolutely discount hierarchy. If it can avoid socially-constructed artificial and unjust hierarchy, it can’t avoid biological hierarchy: some are more virtuous than the others. This is the curse over leadership. The true leadership is self-defeating and suicidal: it aspires to make leaders from all the others, from everybody and anybody, and thus to kill its curse of elitism.


Leadership requires communication skills, empowering of others, mutuality of respect, openness and rejection of secrecy, ability to listen to the others, to hear them, and to understand what they are saying and why. Leadership requires to look at the same phenomenon from different perspectives. Leadership requires to achieve persuasion through the encouragement of free discussion. The results of free discussion should not coincide with the leader’s opinion, and the leader should be able to change his/her opinion through discussion. The best organization is that where there apparently is no organization, and the best leader is that where there apparently is no leader, and yet the functions are realized, constituencies and members are satisfied. A good organization is a conspiracy for good. Whether an organization and leader were good or bad, is decided ex poste, the practice being highest criterion, rather than ex ante, from the explicit principles declared by them. Leader’s values are good, if they are consistent with global good, societal good, and organizational good. Global and general values are preferable to particular societal and/or organizational values, because the wider constituency they encompass (even though imaginative), the more relevant they appear to the problems of “grassroots”. The problem of famine is a global problem. The problem of damage to health because of computers is a problem of particular society. The focus on the latter while disregarding the former would strengthen the selfishness of the society. Leader should be ready to self-sacrifice. Under no circumstances a leader should believe that s/he is indispensable and try to preserve his/her tangible position. Leader should resist to violence without violent reaction. Leader should be accountable to his/her highest constituency rather than to his/her particular organization and should try to lead the constituency through the organizational facilities. Leader should be inherently modest and have a lot of other perfect and ideal traits. This is my description of ideal leadership, and I even would claim that this is a description of ideal administrative leadership. I claim that if the leader is guided by these general principles, s/he will be able to identify in every concrete administrative problem the part of it which is relevant to this general set of values, and this ability will elucidate if not the ultimate resolution to the problem, then at least the way how to deal with it. However, none of the above taken separately or together guarantee success and/or prevent a leader from poor performance, from failure in resolving specific concrete problems, or from becoming a dictator. S/he can be absolutely confident that s/he behaves according to the above-described prescription, and fail to create anything but dictatorship (I mean dictatorship in its substance rather than a political form of it; a tyrannical teacher is an example). There is no law in social processes, that doing A will necessarily produce the expected outcome. The leader should know this too.
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