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THE GIFT OF LEADERSHIP Stephen Dunne and Sverre Spoelstra The pure type of charismatic rulership is in a very specific sense unstable, and all its modifications have basically one and the same cause: The desire to transform charisma and charismatic blessing from a unique, transitory gift of grace of extraordinary times and persons into a permanent possession of everyday life. 1 Max Weber When someone is given power, for instance, when President Clinton was inaugurated as President of the United States of America, has he received anything? No, nothing, except perhaps for a sheet of paper, a handshake, or the secret number for some military advice. 2 Jean Luc Marion



Gift, leadership, economy: what, if anything, is the nature of the relationship between the three? And how might this relationship be thought? In this essay, we describe leadership as a phenomenon that requires social scientists and philosophers alike to think the philosophical-phenomenological discussion of the gift alongside the sociological-economic analysis thereof. The paper, to be clear, is not as much an attempt to comment upon the interrelationship between a philosophy and a socio-economy of the gift as such, so much as it is an att e m p t t o i l l u s t r a t e h ow a p a r t i c u l a r phenomenon, in this case leadership, demands the inauguration of a deliberate and ongoing dialogue between social science and philosophy, on the topic of the gift. This dialogue is easier spoken about than spoken within. Part of what we want to suggest is that the very possibility of such an interdisciplinary discussion gets routinely foreclosed, thereby establishing, maintaining and naturalizing a sort of chasm between the concerns of social science proper, on the one hand, and those of philosophy proper, on the other. So for the social scientist, the socio-economic model of exchange is routinely privileged at the relative expense of the seemingly irrelevant and certainly indulgent phenomenology of the gift.
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Similarly, for the philosopher, socio-economics is as inappropriate as it is vulgar on the question of the gift. Here we will argue that it is precisely this idea of a fundamental distinction between a socio-economy of the gift, on the one hand, and a philosophy of the gift, on the other, that needs to be suspended in order to properly grasp the phenomenon of leadership. This very suspension, for its part, has already occurred, albeit not in the name of philosophy, where its occurrence might have been expected. It has rather occurred in that seemingly most intellectually vacuous of areas: popular management literature. There, the purely economic and everything that can be understood as beyond economy walk hand in hand. Gilles Deleuze and Felix Guattari famously (and angrily) argued that the concept has become the concern of marketing and advertising.3 Here, we would like to demonstrate how the notion of the gift beyond economy has become similarly seized by both scholars and gurus of business leadership. After a brief introductory section, we discuss Max Weber’s work as an exemplar of how to approach leadership as a gift that oscillates between the economic and the extra-economic. We then continue with a discussion of Marcel Mauss, Jacques Derrida, and ultimately Jean-Luc Marion’s phenomenology of givenness, inasmuch as he offers a profoundly anti-economic account of the gift. Next, we demonstrate how this image of the absolute outside of economy functions for the sake of economic ends within the scholarly and popular literature on leadership. We conclude by arguing for an approach to the gift, in this case the gift of leadership, which keeps the economic and the philosophical in tension with one another, rather than seeking to purge the economic of the philosophical, or the philosophical of the economic.
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Between a Philosophy and an Economy of the Gift? Is it the case that philosophical research into the phenomenon of the gift necessitates a demonstrable degree of hesitation, even hostility, towards the very possibility of favorably embracing the many gift specific insights offered by social science and economics? Inversely, is it not also the case that a socio-economically derived approach towards the question of the gift will make its approach at the expense of a confrontation of, or engagement with, any demonstrably phenomenological concerns? Might it not be possible to establish a productive dialogue between phenomenology and socio-economics, insofar as the question of the gift is concerned, thereby establishing what might be called a phenomenological economy/ economic phenomenology of the gift? Or is there not rather something akin to a fundamental antinomy at work here, a sort of constitutional barrier that negates the very question of w h e t h e r p h e n o m e n o l o g y a n d so c i o economics can be brought to bear on one another? There is certainly clear evidence to suggest that this particular conjunction of research fields cannot but continue to lie more or less fallow. Insofar as an economic phenomenology of the gift might be concerned, a recently published two-volume anthological handbook on the economics of giving, altruism, and reciprocity makes not even a single reference to the work of, for example, Husserl, Heidegger, Levinas, Derrida, or Marion.4 Never the two (economics and phenomenology) shall meet, it seems. On the other hand, insofar as a so-called phenomenological economy of the gift might be concerned, there similarly exists a quite conspicuous degree of ambivalence towards the insights of economics, with respect to the gift, within the phenomenological tradition of theorizing the nature of the gift. The two may well meet here, but only by way of rigorously demarcating such distinct and separate modes of rationality from the very outset and, more often than not, de-prioritizing the economic. To be sure, the gift and economy are intimately related within the phenomenology of the gift, as Derrida argues in the excerpt cited below. But the gift itself, in order for it to remain a gift,



has to remain in its apparently original form, that is, as something aneconomic: Now the gift, if there is one, would no doubt be related to economy. One cannot treat the gift, this goes without saying, without treating this relation to economy, even to the money economy. But is not the gift, if there is any, also that which interrupts economy? That which, in suspending economic calculation, no longer gives rise to exchange? . . . If the figure of the circle is essential to economics, the gift must remain aneconomic. Not that it remains foreign to the circle, but it must keep a relation of foreignness to the circle, a relation without relation of familiar foreignness. It is perhaps in this sense that 5 the gift is impossible.



So socio-economics is not philosophy. And philosophy is not socio-economics. Must we therefore say that a phenomenological economy/economic phenomenology of the gift is little other than an oxymoronic proposition? Inasmuch as the economist seems to see no need for what phenomenology offers in the name of the gift, so too, perhaps phenomenology is no more willing to trade its gift-bearing/ borne insights with those of the economist? In response to this set up, we want to argue that Max Weber’s work is very well placed to figure in an ongoing philosophical discussion which, by continuously engaging Marcel Mauss’ analysis, already brings anthropological, historical, sociological, philosophical, theological, and economic materials to bear upon each other. Such a complex interweaving of a diverse, multi-disciplinary range of materials particularly figures within Weber’s analysis of the gift of charisma. Indeed, that Weber’s work has not already figured within the ongoing phenomenological discussion of the gift is the real surprise. The simultaneity of the economic and the divine within Weber’s analysis of charisma, we argue, offers a challenge to Marion’s antieconomical phenomenology of the gift. So too, the simultaneity of the divine and the phenomenological within Marion’s analysis offers a reverse challenge to Weber’s explicitly economic and sociological concerns. Rather than simply arguing for an opening up to the economic on the part of phenomenology, and rather than simply arguing for an opening up to
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the phenomenological on the part of economic sociology, we instead seek to steer a third path, thereby arguing for the maintenance of the tension between phenomenology and socio-economics as something which demands attention and maintenance in its own right. The Aneconomy of Charismatic Leadership: The Gift of Grace The underlying tensions between the concerns of a political philosophy of leadership and those of a social science of leadership are perhaps nowhere more pronounced than they are within the work of Weber. On the one hand, Weber’s notion of charismatic leadership challenged political philosophers to situate their account of the phenomenon of leadership squarely within an empirically demonstrable, historically contingent organizational context.6 On the other hand, to a then still emergent body of professional social scientists, Weber’s work suggested that the given organizational contexts to which leadership is so frequently said to be reducible might themselves be animated by extra-organizational forces, forces which cannot be simplistically dismissed in the name of social science. Weber therefore accounted for leadership in a manner that was simultaneously metaphysical and empirical. Insofar as his discussion was metaphysical, it attempted to uncover and subsequently reflect upon the manner in which there always seems to be something more to the charismatic leader, something extraworldly, something extra-ordinary. And insofar as Weber’s discussion of leadership was also empirical, it was so by virtue of the fact that it attempted to account for the way in which there still remains scope, even now, for the manifestation of charismatic figures within the rational-bureaucratic institutions that were increasingly coming to prominence at the time of his writing. Weber’s concept of charismatic leadership might hence be described as something of a critical double turning point in the history of the theorization of leadership. His work represents something of a partial turning away from a metaphysically pronounced tradition of political philosophy, stretching at least as far back as Plato’s Republic and Statesman, which derives the nature of the leader out of an ac-
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count of the nature of higher concepts. Weber’s work also represents something of a departure from the more recent social contract tradition represented by figures such as Hobbes, Rousseau, and Locke, to the extent that he writes from the perspective of already existing social and political structures rather than from the perspective of a speculatively derived prepolitical anthropology. Such a departure was required for Weber because, with the bureaucratic co-ordination of worldly affairs becoming so influential, as it was at the time of his writing, it simply was not enough to approach the phenomenon of leadership abstractly, as if it were something unaffected by/prior to/distinct from modern bureaucratic structures. The post-Weberian discussant of leadership is therefore invited to consider how leadership manifests itself within modern institutions and bureaucracies, to derive the nature of leadership out of concrete, material practices and really existing institutions. This initial turning towards an empirical emphasis upon leadership, so obviously encouraged by Weber, greets us today in the form of what is now referred to as a science of leadership within management and organization studies.7 It is not at all clear, however, that such a purging of the metaphysical from the discussion of leadership in the name of science is to be considered desirable, nor is it even clear as to whether Weber would have thought such progress possible. For it was the dual nature of charismatic leadership itself, metaphysical on the one hand, and empirical on the other, that offered the central challenge to Weber’s account of the phenomenon of leadership. Rather than allowing his work to be determinatively pulled in either direction, Weber rather maintained the irreducibility of such contradictory approaches to leadership within his account thereof—his work kept the constitutional tension between the metaphysics of leadership and the sociology thereof conspicuously intact. Leadership, on Weber’s analysis, is therefore simultaneously given to us within a particular organizational context whilst also being given to us in a manner that is not entirely reducible to that context alone. Claims towards legitimate authority can take, according to Weber, three basic forms: legal, traditional and charismatic.8 There is, in



all three cases, always an interest in obedience, that is to say, “a minimum of voluntary compliance,” on the part of the follower.9 Certainly, coercion may well play a predominant part in soliciting the obedience of the follower under conditions of legally derived authority, and, to a lesser extent, under conditions of traditionally derived authority. But it is the nature of the submission to the charismatic leader that makes charisma specific; legitimacy in this case being “freely given” by the follower.10 Charisma, Weber’s analysis continues, is variously expressed by the follower in the form of hero worship, absolute trust, even as miraculous.11 Ultimately, “charisma” is the term applied by Weber: to a certain quality of an individual personality by virtue of which he is considered extraordinary and treated as endowed with supernatural, superhuman, or at least specifically exceptional power qualities. These are such as are not accessible to the ordinary person, but are regarded as of divine origin or as exemplary, and on the basis of them the individual concerned is treated 12 as a “leader.”



We must understand the gift of charisma then, according to Weber, in “a completely value-free sense”: Saint Francis of Assisi and Blackbeard the Pirate are one of a kind here.13 What makes charisma a sociologically valid construct, according to Weber, is not that it is a gift of divine origin but rather that it is experienced as such by a sufficiently recognizable “charismatic community.”14 The charisma of the leader, in all cases, is therefore to be proven “in the eyes of their adherents.”15 It is never a matter of making a normative judgment as to whether charismatic authority is good or not. It is rather always a matter of describing how charismatic authority works, of delineating the relationships it forges, of understanding the actions it sanctifies, of contextualizing the subject positions it evokes, and of characterizing the manner in which it is experienced and expressed within particular sociological configurations. There is charismatic leadership, in other words, by virtue of the fact that charismatic leaders continue to be experienced as supernaturally gifted individuals. So where, then, does the economic come into all of this? Weber says:



Pure charisma is specifically foreign to economic considerations. Wherever it appears, it constitutes a “call” in the most emphatic sense of the word, a “mission” or a “spiritual duty.”. . . What is despised, so long as the genuinely charismatic type is adhered to, is traditional or rational everyday economizing, the attainment of a regular income by continuous economic activity devoted to this end. . . . From the point of view of rational economic activity, charismatic want satisfaction is a typical anti-economic force. It repudiates any sort of involvement in 16 the everyday routine world.



T h e g i f t o f c h a r i s m a , o n We b e r ’s interpretation, is implicated within, while ultimately being hostile towards, economic rationality. This is not to say that grace is fundamentally and irrefutably constituted along such lines. Weber is not claiming to know the workings of the mind of God. He is rather arguing that the experience of the gifts offered by the one who is believed to be gifted with God’s grace, for those who subscribe to the notion that the charismatic leader is supernaturally endowed, is an experience which can be said to “transcend the sphere of everyday economic routines.”17 Charismatic leaders are experienced as “the bearers of specific gifts of body and mind that were considered ‘supernatural’ (in the sense that not everybody could have access to them)” on the part of their followers.18 Charisma, Weber continues, “rejects as undignified all methodical rational acquisition, in fact, all rational economic conduct.”19 The Anti-Economy of the Gift Weber’s analysis outlines the socio-economic situations under which charisma, the gift of grace, can both emerge and wither away. Such a gift is contingent upon social forces. Weber’s is not so much an analysis of the nature of the gift as such as it is an analysis of the nature of a particular gift, charisma, insofar as this gift is exchanged between its “possessor,” the leader, and those who are willing to submit to charisma’s decrees, the followers. Jean-Luc Marion’s analysis of the gift, on the other hand, is an attempt to analyze the phenomenon of the gift as such. This attempt, for its part, comes on the back of his response to Jacques Derrida’s response to Mauss. It therefore makes sense to
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briefly review each of these contributions in turn. For Mauss, first, the gift is spatially and temporally ubiquitous; many forms of human association can, for him, be decomposed through the category of the gift. The gift is not something trivial, coincidental, or arbitrary, therefore. The gift is rather a “total” social phenomenon, an omniscient force which brings a whole variety of interrelated institutions into play.20 What we find behind this complex of co-mingling institutions, entirely irrespective of the archaic anthropological context within which it is analyzed, is the manner in which the reception of the gift necessitates the obligation to reciprocate.21 As Mauss puts it: To give is to show one’s superiority, to be higher in rank, magister. To accept without giving in return, or without giving more back, is to become client and servant, to become small, to fall 22 lower (minister).



The stated necessity of reciprocation continues to make its force felt today, of course, albeit in a predominately juridically inflected form. Nevertheless, for Mauss, an essentially moral compulsion can be found behind each and every modern legal articulation of re-compensatory obligation. And it is on the basis of having posited this universally manifest moral compulsion that Mauss concludes by way of prescribing how economic policy should be conceived in such a way as to make space for the anthropologically natural obligation to reciprocate.23 The gift, in this sense, is a phenomenon entirely conceived, moreover entirely conceivable, from the perspective of exchange, of economy. It is here that Derrida comes in. For Derrida, it is precisely on account of Mauss’s economic determination of the phenomenon of the gift that it becomes possible to suggest, in a way that is not at all paradoxical, that “The Gift speaks of everything but the gift.”24 Mauss’s monumental work, for Derrida, can be said to be speaking about everything but the gift precisely because of the manner in which it allows the gift to manifest itself only as a moment of obligation, not ever as an instance in generosity. Derrida continues:
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It deals with economy, exchange, contract (do ut des), it speaks of raising the stakes, sacrifice, gift and counter-gift—in short, everything that in the thing itself impels the gift and the annulment of the gift.25



The challenge of thinking the gift, for Derrida, is therefore the challenge of attempting to access the phenomenon of the gift in a radically different way to the way of exchange. It involves opposing what he calls the “common logic” of the gift within which a subject (A) gives an object (B) to a recipient (C).26 This common logic, for Derrida, only serves to presuppose precisely what it pretends to explain: it posits a giver, a gift, and a givee without clarifying what these terms actually indicate. As he puts it: For the gift to be possible, for there to be gift event, according to our language and logic, it seems that this compound structure is indispensable. Notice that in order to say this, I must already suppose a certain precomprehension of what gift means. I suppose that I know and that you know what “to give,” “gift,” “donor,” “donée” mean in our common language. As 27 well as “to want,” “to desire,” “to intend.”



This common logic of the gift, Derrida continues, “appears tautological, it goes without saying, and seems to imply the defined term in the definition, which is to say it defines nothing at all.” The three formal conditions of possibility for the expression of an economic logic of the gift (donor, recipient, gift) simultaneously “define or produce the annulment, the annihilation, the destruction of the gift.”28 A formal economy of exchange, in this sense, is anathema to whatever the gift might be (if anything). And yet, the three common terms within the common logic are simultaneously indispensible to a discussion of the gift, for how can we have a discussion of a gift without implying a donor, a recipient, and a gift? In order to think the gift then, for Derrida, we simultaneously must oppose the very terms of the common logic which this thinking naturally presupposes. And it is precisely for this reason that Derrida discusses the gift as “the very figure of the impossible”;29 that which cannot be accessed, attained or described phenomenologically and that which is an-



nulled at the very moment at which it is inserted into a logic of exchange. As he puts it: For there to be a gift, it is necessary [il faut] that the donee not give back, amortize, reimburse, acquit himself, enter into a contract, and that he never have contracted a debt . . . at the limit, that 30 he not recognize the gift as gift.



The gift, for Derrida, finally, “is irreducible to its phenomenon or to its meaning” and is “destroyed by its own meaning and its own phenomenality.”31 And it is on this point that Marion responds: The question that must really be asked is: “Can one attain a concept of gift or does an essential aporia affect it?” Because he did not fear to confront this last question, Jacques Derrida was able to define what one could call the paradox of the gift. Pursuing a very convincing analysis, Derrida penetrates the aporia of the gift and also of the act of givenness. I will follow this analysis, both because of its own merits and in order to find there perhaps the means to establish the 32 paradox even beyond criticism.



For Marion, as opposed to Derrida, it is in fact possible, moreover worthwhile, to undertake an expressedly phenomenological analysis of the gift in relation to the three core constructs of the common logic of the gift (donor, recipient, gift).33 This phenomenological analysis, Marion argues, can be done “from the horizon of givenness itself.”34 From this horizon, any given phenomenon is described not so much with pronounced attention being placed upon its phenomenal status but, rather, with pronounced attention being placed upon its status as a phenomenon that is given. The gift as such thereby becomes approached and analyzed not in terms of its phenomenal properties and characteristics, and certainly not in terms of the manner in which it puts the various aspects of the common logic into circulation, but rather as a more general category of that which is given, as such. What matters in this sense are not the things that are given but rather the manner in which things are given at all. And so Marion argues: Reducing the gift to givenness thus means: thinking the gift as gift [instead of object, being], abstracting from the triple transcendence



that affected it until now—by bracketing the transcendence of the giver, the transcendence of the recipient, and the transcendence of the objectivity of the exchanged object.35



Marion admits, to Derrida, that we cannot describe the gift by bracketing its three formal elements (giver, recipient and object) simultaneously. Nevertheless, he argues that we can describe a given phenomenon by bracketing one, or even two, of these three formally constitutive elements.36 And it is by bracketing the three core constructs of the common logic of the economic model of the gift that we can come closer to an apprehension of the gift as a given phenomenon. First, this bracketing can be undertaken by recognizing that a gift which is not received is richer in its givenness than a gift which is received: The simple fact that a gift is abandoned does not destroy it; on the contrary, it confirms it in its 37 character of givenness.



The refusal of the gift (by the would-be recipient) and the non-reception of the gift by a not-recognized recipient, amounts to a refusal/ non-activation of a potential debt, which also amounts to the gift’s not being inscribed within an economic logic of exchange. The gift therefore remains, nonetheless, apart from the logic of exchange whilst inscribed upon the horizon of givenness. Second, the bracketing can be achieved by recognizing that the gift appears more fully in its givenness when the exchanged object itself is bracketed. In this case, the giver gives more if nothing objective is given, and the recipient receives more if nothing objective is received: the gift is not associated with even the lowest level of object. When it is a matter of making a promise or reconciliation (or a break), or enacting a friendship or a love (or hatred), the indisputable gift is not identified with an object or with its transfer; it is accomplished solely on the basis of its own happening, indeed without ob38 ject and transfer.



Finally, a gift can be seen as manifesting itself more fully as purely given when the giver is bracketed. The giver, against the horizon of givenness, does not need to be aware of the fact that s/he gives. Ultimately, it is not even the giver who even decides to give but, rather, the
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gift itself. In this sense, the giver is best understood as a mediator through which givenness speaks: “the gift decides itself.”39 As Marion puts it: The gifts that give the most give literally nothing—no thing, no object, not because they disappoint expectations but because what they give belongs neither to reality nor to objectiv40 ity.



In order to experience the given phenomenon from the horizon of givenness, then, one must not attempt to attribute an initial cause (recipient, object, giver) to the gift. The very questioning of where the gift comes from itself implies an economy of the gift which distances it from the horizon of givenness. This is because in approaching the gift as something coming from somewhere, we imply that it can in turn go back there, as well as elsewhere, thereby initiating the very circulatory logic which Marion seeks to oppose. The gift, for Marion, rather has to be thought from the horizon of givenness itself, as that which has always already been given. The experience of the given phenomenon is therefore decisively not subjective. “The gifted” has “no other subjectum besides his capacity to receive and to receive himself from what he receives.”41 In other words, pure givenness does not in any way depend upon us, nor upon our inauguration of it, though we are nonetheless thoroughly implicated in it. Given phenomena only appear, therefore, insofar as they give themselves to us. They can only be experienced insofar as they offer us an experience of them. Given phenomena do not fit within the ideal of objective knowledge— knowledge of the object in the subject—because they show themselves only as direct experience of the body, “only the flesh reaches nonobjective phenomena.”42 Least of all does such an understanding of givenness allow us to capture the gift with recourse to any sort of economic logic. So whereas Derrida seeks to illustrate how the analysis of the gift necessitates some sort of reliance upon the very economic analysis which generosity opposes, Mauss illustrates the absolutely economic logic of the gift and Weber illustrates how a particular gift, the gift of leadership, manifests itself within particular contexts. Marion, for his part, seeks to purify
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the gift of each and every economic undertone. In this sense, Marion’s analysis of the gift can be characterized as an inherently anti-economic analysis. In our next section we illustrate the extent to which these tensions between the phenomenological and the economic understanding of the gift are directly implied, however surprisingly, within so much of the literature upon business leadership. The Economy of the Anti-Economy: The Gift of Leadership The literature on business leadership, as well as organizational leadership more generally, has always showed an interest in the gift. Leaders, more often than not, appear both as gifted and as giving people, but not always in the same sense. Sometimes they appear as naturally gifted, other times as supernaturally gifted. More recently, they also appear as people who can liberate the (natural or supernatural) gifts in others.43 In this section we are especially interested in the extent to which the leadership literature portrays the gift of leadership as economically objectifiable, that is, as something which can be captured within an economic logic. This brings us, first of all, to leadership trait theory, particularly dominant during the 1930s and 40s. Trait theorists initiated and subsequently clung to the notion that leaders are bestowed with objective qualities, or a combination of qualities, which set them apart from ordinary people. The challenge of the trait theorist was therefore one of determining what these qualities were, that is, of attempting to isolate the specific characteristics of the gift of leadership (e.g., intelligence, height, and fluency of speech).44 Towards the end of the 1940s, however, the trait approach started to lose most of its appeal when some influential review articles showed that decades of trait studies had largely failed to find any conclusive results.45 Nonetheless, trait research never completely faded away. Even today, the notion that a leader is qualitatively distinct from the mere mortal persists with “moral virtues,” such as integrity and trustworthiness, being put forward as amongst the leader’s defining qualities.46 Important for our argument is that trait theory sees the leader as objectively gifted. Its goal was to discover these leadership



traits so as to assist organizations in the recruitment of appropriate leaders. Once the gifts of leadership were well known, they could be put towards economic and political ends. The dream of discovering the gift(s) of leadership persists today in most academic studies of leadership. However, advocates of the socalled “new leadership approaches,”47 notably of the (interrelated) theories of charismatic leadership and transformational leadership,48 attempt to access leadership via phenomena which are by no means readily objectifiable or measurable. They look for the gift of leadership outside leadership traits or styles. Charisma isn’t a trait, in the sense of trait theory, its nature is much more difficult to ascertain. Nonetheless, the attempt to ascertain leadership is not abandoned on account of its difficulty. Some argue, for example, that the “charismatic disposition or leadership style should be subjected to the same empirical and behavioral analysis as participative, task, or people dimensions of leadership have been subjected to in the past.”49 But this is of course easier said than done: objectifying “gifts of grace” is a far bigger challenge than measuring, say, the length or intelligence of leaders.50 Similarly, in opposition to what’s labeled the “transactional” approach to leadership, which focuses upon “the exchange relationship between leader and follower to meet their own self-interests,” 51 the transformational approach reckons with leadership as something that must be understood beyond the nexus of self-interest and exchange relationships. Among the dimensions of transformational leadership, we once again encounter charisma, albeit here it is termed “idealized influence” in an effort to make charisma measurable.52 So in contrast to trait theories of leadership, the most influential contemporary leadership approaches attempt to find the gift of leadership outside of the common logic of the gift (according to which a subject gives an object to a recipient). Instead, it seeks to measure and objectify a pure gift of leadership. This fascination with leadership as that which must be thought outside of exchange relations becomes even more apparent when we turn towards the train-station and airport bookshelves. There, indeed, leadership is routinely celebrated as something which exists outside of economic exchange, without the concern



with measurability. And it is on this point that we may even discern elements of Marion’s triple bracketing of the gift. First, then, the bracketing of the recipient of the gift of leadership. The leader, it is said, does not simply give to their followers. The gift of leadership, in many accounts, is much bigger than that. For some, the “vocation” of the leader attempts nothing else than “to humanize the world of business.”53 The recipient thereby becomes an abstract category which, by its very abstract nature, is incapable of returning the gift in any meaningful way. Second, let us consider the bracketing of the object. With leadership, there is clearly no certain object that is literally given. Indeed, it is not at all clear what, if anything, the leader objectively gives (to their followers/to the world). Strictly speaking then, the leader gives nothing that presents itself against a horizon of objectivity—at least nothing other than that which “mundane” managers also give (delegation of tasks, jokes, a listening ear, etc.).54 Finally, consider the bracketing of the giver. As Marion argues, givenness “only appears when the ego is bracketed.”55 This bracketing of the ego has also become a dominant theme within contemporary leadership discourse. “Law 18” in John C. Maxwell’s The 21 Irrefutable Laws of Leadership reads: “A leader must give up to go up.” Self-sacrifice is a key to leadership success, as it is within Amanda Sinclair’s plea for “less-ego leadership.”56 Elsewhere, in the bestselling Good to Great, Jim Collins argues that the leader releases him or herself from subjectively derived self-interest in order to exercise what he calls “extreme personal humility”: Level 5 leaders [= ultimate leadership] channel their ego needs away from themselves and into the larger goal of building a great company. It’s not that Level 5 leaders have no ego or self-interest. Indeed, they are incredibly ambitious— but their ambition is first and foremost for the 57 institution, not themselves.



What is at stake in all of these examples is precisely the awareness that the subject or ego must be bracketed, not denied, in order to truly give (to followers, to the organization, to the world, etc). This triple bracketing results in an image of leadership that exists outside of econ-



THE GIFT OF LEADERSHIP 73



omy, that is, outside of business. It may even appear as love: Of all the things that sustain a leader over time, love is the most lasting. It’s hard to imagine leaders getting up day after day, putting in the long hours and hard work it takes to get extraordinary things done, without having their hearts in it. The best-kept secret of successful leaders is love: staying in love with leading, with the people who do the work, with what their organizations produce, and with those who honor the organization by using its products and ser58 vices.



So why, we might ask, does business desire to be out of business in this way? Here our analysis might go in one of two directions. First, we might explain the notion of “leadership as a given phenomenon” as a genuine possibility, thereby entertaining the notion that the leader truly gives beyond any notion of economic exchange. Within this analysis, the contemporary leadership discourse would then simply be a call for a greater awareness of, and gratuity towards, the possibility of given phenomena. Second, we might explain the image of the gift of leadership in terms of an economic model. In this interpretation, the image of the outside of business is made part of the economic circle and recruited as a means of energizing economic circulation. Paradoxically, then, leadership appears here as a given phenomenon against the horizon of objectivity, that is, within the economic circle. On this reading, contemporary leadership discourse provides a semblance of the given phenomenon: that which is outside economy and that which puts economic circulation in motion. But there is also a more sinister interpretation available. Much like the potlatch described by Mauss, the semblance of the given phenomenon of contemporary leadership routinely realizes the exact opposite of a “free gift”: a gift that can never be fully returned, an infinite debt, on the part of the recipient. Insofar as a gift is always seemingly given for free, in the context of the discussion of leadership it practically amounts to the exact opposite: it receives something for free. Such a self-serving image of leadership therefore establishes a supposedly infinite debt, one which cannot be



PHILOSOPHY TODAY 74



repaid. No counter-gift seems good enough, which is why followers of transformational leaders, as Bernard M. Bass proudly declares, work “ridiculous hours” and display “total commitment.”59 It is also why Max de Pree’s bestselling Leadership is an Art concludes as follows: The best people working for organizations are like volunteers. Since they could probably find good jobs in any number of groups, they choose to work somewhere for reasons less tangible than salary or position. Volunteers do not need 60 contracts, they need covenants.



The leader therefore gives nothing objectively valuable (no salary, no objects, no free time), yet nonetheless receives something which is hugely valuable (dedication, hardworking employees, total commitment, etc.) in return. The gifted leader receives time for no money: the gift of leadership is such that it is able to recruit willing slaves to its cause. Such, also, is the perversity of attempting to account for leadership outside of an economic logic: we end up with an entirely idealized, otherworldly analysis. It is by no means clear that this is desirable, at least not from the perspective of the “recipient.” Leadership: The Gift of Debt? While it is not necessarily clear whether leadership can be adequately approached as a given phenomenon or not, it is undeniably the case that it can be, indeed frequently is, experienced and retrospectively constituted as such. Drawing upon Weber, Derrida, and Marion, we have shown how contemporary leadership literature has been very successful in reducing the gift of leadership to a semblance of the status of givenness. We have suggested that this pseudo-bracketing of exchange relations is to be understood as a means of extracting even more out of exchange, a move which denies the relevance of the economy only in order to subsequently assert economic fundamentality all the more. Derrida’s assertion that the gift is annulled in exchange equally applies to the pseudo gift of leadership, a gift which really is constituted through exchange. And it is this really and truly economic, in the last instance, status of the only notionally non-economic which



guides the pens and fingers of just so many contemporary theorists and gurus of leadership. The very notion of a gift of leadership is one which perpetuates exchange relations, all the more so for its having initially denied economy’s hold upon it. It is for this reason that its logic is one requiring interruption, no less than by the economic. This means that it is not a question of choosing between the economic and the non-economic, between exchange relationships and relationships beyond exchange. It is rather a matter of interrogating how the economic and the non-economic are implicated in one another, of demonstrating how the economic relies upon the notion of the



non-economic and of how the non-economic, for its part, works within a certain economy.61 To constitute the gift as something entirely economic is to ignore the manner in which the economic relies upon the image of the noneconomic. But to constitute the gift as something entirely non-economic is to ignore how the image of the non-economic gets put towards a variety of inherently economic ends. Both the absolute economy and the absolute anti-economy of the gift require interruption. A reading of a socio-economy of the gift of leadership, alongside a reading of the philosophy thereof, perhaps represents the sketching of the parameters of just such an interruption.



ENDNOTES 1.



Max Weber, Economy and Society: An Outline of Interpretive Sociology, trans. Ephraim Fischoff, Hans Gerth, A. M. Henderson, Ferdinand Kolegar, C. Wright Mills, Talcott Parsons, Max Rheinstein, Guenther Roth, Edward Shils and Claus Wittich (Berkeley: University of California Press), 1121. 2. Jean Luc Marion, "On the Gift: A Discussion between Jacques Derrida and Jean-Luc-Marion," in John Caputo and Michael J. Scanlon, eds., God, the Gift, and Postmodernism (Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1999), 63. 3. Gilles Deleuze and Felix Guattari, What is Philosophy? (London: Verso, 1994), 10. 4. Serge Christophe Kolm and Jean Mercier Ythier, eds., Handbook of the Economics of Giving, Altruism and Reciprocity (Amsterdam: North Holland, 2006). 5. Jacques Derrida, Given Time: I. Counterfeit Money (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1992), 6–7. 6. Weber, Economy and Society, especially 212–307 and 1111–57. 7. For an overview of the development of (organizational) leadership studies see: Alan Bryman, Leadership and Organizations (London: Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1986); Gary Yukl, “Managerial leadership: A Review of Theory and Research,” Journal of Management 15 (1989): 251–89. 8. Weber, Economy and Society, 215. 9. Ibid., 212. 10. Ibid., 242. 11. Ibid. Regarding the supposedly miraculous nature of such an experience, Weber’s work can surely be said to share something more with Mauss than a concern with the nature of the gift. We are referring, in partic-



12. 13. 14. 15. 16. 17. 18. 19. 20.



21. 22. 23. 24. 25. 26. 27. 28. 29. 30. 31. 32.



33.



ular, to Mauss’s analysis of magic, in A General Theory of Magic (London: Routledge, 2001). Weber, Economy and Society, 241. Ibid., 1112. Ibid., 243. Ibid., 1112. Ibid., 244–45. Ibid., 1111. Ibid., 1112.. Ibid., 1113. Marcel Mauss, The Gift: The Form and Reason for Exchange in Archaic Societies (London: Routledge, 2002), 3–4. Ibid., 9. Ibid., 95. Ibid, 83–107 Derrida, Given Time, 24. Ibid. Ibid., 11. Ibid. Ibid., 12. Ibid., 7. Ibid., 13. Ibid., 15. Jean-Luc Marion, “Sketch of a Phenomenological Concept of the Gift,” in The Visible and the Revealed, trans. John Conley, S.J., and Danielle Poe (New York: Fordham University Press, 2008), 81. While our discussion in this essay focuses mostly upon Marion’s “Sketch of a Phenomenological Concept of the Gift” and Being Given, it should be pointed out that Marion’s phenomenology of the gift is unfolded more broadly across a variety of works, principal among them: Reduction and Givenness: In-



THE GIFT OF LEADERSHIP 75



34. 35. 36. 37. 38. 39. 40. 41. 42. 43.



44.



45.



46.



47.



48.



49.



vestigations of Husserl, Heidegger, and Phenomenology (Evanston: Northwestern University Press, 1998); Being Given: Toward a Phenomenology of Givenness (Stanford: Stanford University Press, 2002); and In Excess: Studies of Saturated Phenomena (New York: Fordham University Press, 2002). Marion, “Sketch of a Phenomenological Concept of the Gift,” 88. Ibid, 89. Marion, "On the Gift," 65. Marion, “Sketch of a Phenomenological Concept of the Gift,” 96. Marion, Being Given, 103. Ibid, 91. Marion, “Sketch of a Phenomenological Concept of the Gift,” 91. Marion, Being Given, 4. Marion, “Sketch of a Phenomenological Concept of the Gift,” 150. For example, Max de Pree writes, in Leadership is an Art (New York, DoubleDay, 2004): “when we think about leaders and the variety of gifts people bring to corporations and institutions, we see that the art of leadership lies in polishing and liberating and enabling those gifts” (10). Similar ideas are offered by proponents of a coaching style of leadership, which has gained much popularity since the late 1980s. For an overview, see chapters 4 and 5 by Bernard M. Bass, in Bernard M. Bass and Ralph M. Stogdill, Handbook of Leadership: Theory, Research, and Managerial Applications (New York: The Free Press, 1974). See especially Ralph M. Stogdill, “Personal Factors Associated with Leadership: A Survey of the Literature,” Journal of Psychology 25 (1948): 64. See, for example, Bernard M. Bass and Paul Steidlmeier, “Ethics, Character, and Authentic Transformational Leadership Behavior,” The Leadership Quarterly 10 (1999): 181–217; Thomas Maak and Nicola M. Pless, eds., Responsible Leadership (New York: Routledge, 2006). Alan Bryman, “Leadership in Organizations,” in Stewart R. Clegg, Cynthia Hardy, and Walter R. Nord, eds., Handbook of Organization Studies (London: Sage, 1996). Bernard M. Bass, Leadership and Performance Beyond Expectations (New York: Free Press, 1985) introduced transformational leadership into a business context. The most comprehensive account of charisma in organizations is Alan Bryman, Charisma and Leadership in Organisation (London: Sage, 1993). Jay A. Conger and Rabindra N. Kanungo, “Toward a Behavioral Theory of Charismatic Leadership in Organizational Settings,” Academy of Management Re-



PHILOSOPHY TODAY 76



50.



51.



52.



53.



54.



55. 56.



57.



58.



59.



view 12 (1985): 640. See also Jay A. Conger and Rabindra N. Kanungo, “Charismatic Leadership Organizations: Perceived Behavioral Attributes and Their Measurement,” Journal of Organizational Behavior 15 (1995): 439–52. For this reason, many scholars call for a “demystification” of some of the most fundamental concepts in contemporary leadership research (e.g. charisma, vision, authenticity, and spirituality). See, for example, Brad Jackson and Ken Parry, A Fairly Short, Fairly Interesting and Reasonably Cheap Book About Studying Leadership (London: Sage, 2008). Bernard M. Bass, “Two decades of Research and Development in Transformational Leadership,” European Journal for Work and Organizational Psychology 8 (1999): 10. Bernard M. Bass and Bruce J. Avolio, Improving Organizational Effectiveness through Transformational Leadership (London: Sage, 1994). Johan Verstraeten, “From Business Ethics to the Vocation of Business Leaders to Humanize the World of Business,” Business Ethics: A European Review 7 (1998): 111–24. Mats Alvesson and Stefan Sveningsson, in their article “Managers Doing Leadership: The ExtraOrdinarization of the Mundane,” Human Relations 56 (2003): 1435–59, report that managers attribute extraordinary qualities to mundane activities, such as listening or being cheerful, which they present as “doing leadership.” They conclude that “leadership discourse [makes] managers invest a strong symbolic, even magical, meaning in mundane acts and talk” (1457). The primary function of leadership discourse, then, is to make phenomena that readily give themselves to our understanding (we can easily identify a listening manager when we see one) appear as if something remains hidden. In reality, Alvesson and Sveningsson suggest, leadership in the cases they have studied is as mundane as “ordinary” management. Marion, “Sketch of a Phenomenological Concept of the Gift,” 83. Amanda Sinclair, Leadership for the Disillusioned: Moving Beyond Myth and Heroes to Leading that Liberates (Crows Nest: Allen and Ulwin, 2007). Jim Collins, Good to Great: Why Some Companies Make the Leap . . . and Others Don’t (New York: HarperCollins, 2001), 21. James M. Kouzes and Barry Z. Posner, The Leadership Challenge, 4th edition (San Francisco: JosseyBass, 2007), 351. Bernard M. Bass, ‘Leadership: Good, better, best’, Organizational Dynamics 13 (1985): 26–40.



60. Max de Pree, Leadership is an Art (New York: Dell, 1990), 28. 61. One interesting (and provocative) analysis of the way images of the non-economic can function within an economy is Mark C. Taylor, “Capitalizing (on) Gifting,” in Edith Wyschogrod, Jean-Joseph Goux, and Eric Boynton, eds., The Enigma of the Gift and Sacrifice (New York: Fordham University Press,



2002), 50–73. In this chapter, Taylor argues that the academic interest for the pure gift is best understood as an act of self-interest: the academic gets a handsome return on investments for their speculations on the pure gift, but their students, many destined to ”lifelong unemployment” (because of the useless nature of the knowledge that they study), are sacrificed in the process.



School of Management, University of Leicester, Leicester LE1 7RH, United Kingdom Lund University, Lund, Sweden



THE GIFT OF LEADERSHIP 77



























[image: volume6-issue1.pdf]
volume6-issue1.pdf












[image: School Spirit V56 Issue1.pdf]
School Spirit V56 Issue1.pdf












[image: Metering 2009 issue1 - DLMS.pdf]
Metering 2009 issue1 - DLMS.pdf












[image: Leopard Ledger 2017-2018 Volume2 Issue1.pdf]
Leopard Ledger 2017-2018 Volume2 Issue1.pdf















Issue1 2010.vp






from the more recent social contract tradition .... It deals with economy, exchange, contract (do ut des), it ..... Short, Fairly Interesting and Reasonably Cheap. 






 Download PDF 



















 95KB Sizes
 2 Downloads
 200 Views








 Report























Recommend Documents







[image: alt]





volume6-issue1.pdf 

Cadets have fully entered the encampment environment by today, starting with a rous- ing wake-up this morning. After marching to Starbase, where most classes and drill. take place, cadets took part in a period of physical fitness to boost teamwork th














[image: alt]





School Spirit V56 Issue1.pdf 

There was a problem previewing this document. Retrying... Download. Connect more apps... Try one of the apps below to open or edit this item. Main menu.














[image: alt]





Metering 2009 issue1 - DLMS.pdf 

WG13 is concerned with dependability (reliability) aspects of meters. Convenor. Jacques Talbot (France) reported that work had progressed on the IEC 62059.














[image: alt]





Leopard Ledger 2017-2018 Volume2 Issue1.pdf 

Page 1 of 20. Hello Odyssey Families,. Welcome to the first issue of the Leopard Ledger for the 2017-2018 school year. We. started the Leopard Ledger last school year as another opportunity for students to get involved. in an extra-curricular activit


























×
Report Issue1 2010.vp





Your name




Email




Reason
-Select Reason-
Pornographic
Defamatory
Illegal/Unlawful
Spam
Other Terms Of Service Violation
File a copyright complaint





Description















Close
Save changes















×
Sign In






Email




Password







 Remember Password 
Forgot Password?




Sign In



















Information

	About Us
	Privacy Policy
	Terms and Service
	Copyright
	Contact Us





Follow us

	

 Facebook


	

 Twitter


	

 Google Plus







Newsletter























Copyright © 2024 P.PDFKUL.COM. All rights reserved.
















