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Abstract


Leadership is a function in social systems and that aims to reduce ((social)) complexity and contingency. Hierarchy as the predominant leadership model is seen gradually being superseded by more egalitarian approaches, because as, due to the fact that in nowadays contemporary organizations need to access the full human potential  of their membersof humans is needed, while cascading instructions top-down is often not anymore sufficiently functional enough anymore in many cases.

The associated power shift leads to new tasks for leadership, as well as for and those those taking over on leadership roles, that  involvewhich are reflected by facilitating and maintaining cooperation, where cooperation the latter is a deliberate act of “free”sovereign individuals.	Comment by Author: I suggest “sovereign” or “autonomous” to avoid the ambiguity of “free”

WWe will argue for two forms of cooperationthat cooperation can take either  a weak form (compliance) and or a strong oneform (considering the interests of all). The theory of cooperation is being discussed from an ethical point of viewperspective, based on the moral philosophiesy ofby Morton Deutsch and James Tufts, and . mMajor implications foron leadershipthe principles and practices of leadership arewill be showndrawn out. Ultimately Finally, suggestions for the implementation of a corresponding leadership ethics are givenprovided as a . The findings are important contribution relevant tofor building sustainable work units on an ethical foundation.




Introduction


Leadership has  long been studied for a long time predominantly from thea perspective of the dyad, operating with the designated difference between the leader and the follower, or with  or the leader as the powerholder, and the subordinate or follower as the “«receiver”» of influence or governance (Ko et al. 2018).. “«Traditional leadership theory is oriented toward dyadic processes that occur at low levels of the organization [(…]) most researchers still define leadership as a micro-organizational phenomenon occurring between a leader and a follower, while ignoring multiple stakeholders and competing demands on leaders.”. (Gordon and Yukl, 2004, p. 361). Another study comes to the conclusion that “leadership and ethics research [(is]) too CEO-centric and focused on the top hierarchies,;” and further that, “it is centered more on declarations than on results or on ideas rather than on real implementations””» (Bachmann, 2017, p. 61).

More recently, the understanding of leadership has been expanding and opening for up to multiple models of leadership (see Chemers, 2000 for a historical review).

Nowadays Today the aim is that peoplepeople should voluntarily do what is being askeddemanded and/or what is generally considered necessary for being successful atin the given work process, rather than merely complying and not withbecause a a leader’s or manager’s is giving instructions or orders, as once formerly suggested by Taylor’s idea of separating head and hand (Taylor, 2012). More entrepreneurship is asked for, more self-leadership is expected, and more governance is taking place, which has its its source in either in the  individual or in the group.

A shift from traditional hierarchical leadership models towards the greatermore autonomy of individuals and groups is obvious evident in practice (Zirkler, M., Power Shift: Transitions from Hierarchy to Holacracy, oral conference contribution). Where previously hierarchy (ranked order) had beenwas seen as the single mechanism to reduce complexity and provideto give orientation, now lateral leadership and networks of leadership impulses are  evolving to greater importancemore and more enfolding. However, this she drifts towards a multiplicity ofin leadership forces is occurring happening although despite the hierarchy that is still operating, at least on a formal and official levels. This results in a variety of leadership models which are operating in parallel in a given social system at the same time. Thus wWe propose that the sources as well as the  kindsquality of processes leading to order and orientation within a social system, as well as their sources, are becominge more diverse.	Comment by Author: or „core“ or „main,“ please choose as fitting

The less power and dominance are forcing people into action, and the less hierarchy becomesis the only option way to of aligning, the more “«real”» cooperation as a deliberate and voluntary act is becomesing necessary.	Comment by Author: Use „cooperation in its strong form“ to avoid the ambiguity inherent in „real,“ if this is what you mean. Else clarify „real.“ 

CCooperation can be conceptualized ascome manifesting in eithers in a two versions, it reveals a “«weak”» form (based on compliance, obedience, followership) and or a “«strong”» oneform (implying equity, partnership, egalitarian mutuality). Although While many mixed forms are found on the continuum in between, the two represent rather two ends on a continuum and many mixed forms will be found in between, we will only discuss mainly these two extreme ends for reasons of the sake of simplification. Below wWe will present findings on the shdrifts in leadershipthe concepts and practices of leadership, discuss the theory of cooperation, and will present an understanding of an ethics of leadership that understands the latter as in terms of facilitating and maintaining cooperation.	Comment by Author: “drift” would imply random and unpredictable changes; I have consistently replaced it with “shift” to imply a more permanent change or progress.	Comment by Author: Is this what you meant? 

This will be done is analysis is carried out in the context of labor and work, as well as againstand against the the background background of work- related productivity.

ShDrifts in the leadership concepts and practices of leadership

2.1. What is leadership?


Leadership is basically and first of all a function in a social system. Assuming theHuman’s basic social orientation assumedof humans, it is’s one of the forces thatto counterbalance a social entropy, or, the “natural” tendency of social systems to fall apart.disintegrate over time (Aya, 1978; Deutsch, 2011, pS. 253; Elias, 2000). This function’sThe main objective of this function is to reduce the complexity originatingwhich origins from human’s contingency, i.e., the fact that people may usually have options to decide differently and to do different thingstake a wide range of differing decisions and actions. In tThis way, leadership provides orientation, limits the scope of potential actions, and focusseschannels the latter toward intentional plans;, thus alignment is established. These may be plans towards which action is channeled may originate withof individuals who need others to implement them, or be both collective plans that are developed collectively and pursued jointly. When leadership takes place, psychological and social influence is usedused to endorse execute a limitation and that set directs focus towards  something the goal currentlywhich is desiredwished for at a given moment: “«Leadership today is seen as an extraordinary influence that is found in a person or group”» (Praszkier, 2018, p. 10).	Comment by Author: I have deleted „basically“ because in this context it seems almost synonymous with „first of all.“ You might also consider „fundamentally“
.
On the basis ofUsing a basic model of “distribution ofng influence” model,, leadership research has been looking for the characteristics of a) the leader, b) the follower, and c) the processes which explainingexplains theire relationship,  particularly the distribution of influence in it; the research has also been investigatingand d) the outcomes of different forms or leadership for a) and b), as well as their effect on performance indicators such as productivity, quality, but also innovation, eand otherstc. Another more theoreticalnother stream of research has been exploring dealing with a variety of ideas, concepts, theories, practices, etc. on how leadership is being or could be done. 	Comment by Author: It is prefereable to either spell out the full list or delete "etc." here, because it is probably not self-evident to the reader what the other items are.

A good option might be „productivity and quality, but also less conventional variables like innovation and [X/others],“ if this is what is implied

AOne of the well-known forms of leadership comes is referred to asas “«hierarchy”» (ranked order, literally from the aAncient Greek: “authority of the priests”). Rank has been attached to individuals and crystallized into symbolized for the sake of “usabilitysymbolic forms for the sake of convention,”, e.g., asas the chief, the boss, the king, etc. However, rank isrank only works to order a social systeming if most if not all or most  actors in a system accept the it as a governing principle of rank. This principle isIt rooted ins basis is rooted in the “«rule of force»,” which which meansmeans that the stronger, i.e., the one wieldingwho has more resources, will prevails at the end;.  thus in such a system, tThe strongest could theoretically just tpush his agendaake what he wants (Tufts, 1918, p. 29). However,, however we shawill show that it would be shortsighted to act in this manner, at least under conditions that require the solution of complex tasks, as is often the case today.	Comment by Author: It is not clear what you mean by „symbolize“ and „usability“ – is my guess more or less correct? If not, please clarify. 	Comment by Author: Is this what you meant? I assume "could" is conditional; if it refers to the past, use "could in the past" to clarify.

The eExtreme forms of hierarchy would be eitherare aAutocracy, where just one person holds the ultimate power, and or oOligarchy, where a group of people are rulesacting without being accountable to the rest of the systemas they want.	Comment by Author: Is this what you meant? If not, please clarify „act as they want“

Ironically though, these individuals, necessarily need to be replaceable if the principle should is to survive. It i’s not crucial central whetherif Smith or Muller currently holdsing the leadership position of a leader; still,, although the person is not completely negligibleneglectable becausedue to his personal capacities etc.,qualities may which will have an impact on his or her actions the way this person is acting in the leadership role (which is, by the way, incidentally, itself subject to contingency).

The framework of hierarchical leadership sets up sets a ranked order that situates power where the power is situated in the respectivea person (leader), who gets receives a “mandate” impartingand obtains the right to exercise use powerit.  Leadership is seen as exercising imposing the leader’s will (which is itself often represented as a representation of an “idea” or the aims of an organization’s will or ends) upon “«followers”» using power as the main means. The leader’s function is to command people to do to what he wants them to do, or to follow based on the leader’shis  understanding of what ought to be done. The leader’s job has been , and thus to align people them towards a common goal.	Comment by Author:  Or did you mean 

„which itself often represents an idea/ideology or the aims of an organization” 

or perhaps both?

If both, use “which itself often represents, or is represented as, …”

In the light of anthropology and the history, hierarchy seems to be  the «natural» way, the way leadership style human systems are most used accustomed to, and to provideand the way, which is most elaborate of ways to organizeing a social system and structureing leadership. However, even wWithout needing to going delve into the related associated historical, anthropological, and sociological discussiondebates, we can see observe many other forms ways of doing leadership in recent times. Some authors call theose “«post-heroic”» forms of leadership (Sobral and Furtado, 2019).	Comment by Author: I have taken out „natural,“ as this is vague and probably needlessly loaded / controversial. E.g. much of the newer anthropology on hunter-gatherers would probably argue with it – „accustomed“ is strong enough?

Heterarchy is anthe umbrella term namingfor such other forms of leadership (which then might be better called governance). Heterachical systems are network systems with a (more or less) equally distribution ofed power or “«voice”»: “The addition of the term heterarchy to the vocabulary of power relations reminds us that forms of order exist that are not exclusively hierarchical and that interactive elements in complex systems need not be permanently ranked relative to one another. In fact, it may be in attempts to maintain a permanent ranking that flexibility and adaptive fitness is lost” (Crumley, 1995, p. 3)..

One line of arguments regardssees hierarchy  as working reasonably working well as long asif the conditions in the environmental conditions aroundof a social system are not changing too fast. According to Ashby’s law of requisite variety, the complexity of a (social) system needs to be sufficiently high to manage corresponding levels of external (environmental) complexity (Boisot and Mckelvey, 2011). Thus hHierarchy doesis not working properly any more when processes need to be accelerated or if more knowledge is required than the top- down approach can provide. Yet, aHowever, nthe other reason for a crisis of hierarchy is rooted in the cultural change shift of society towards a “«society of singularities”» (Reckwitz, 2019). The emphasis onof individuality leads to a pressure to “put “using” individualitythe latter to work,” so that just mere followershiping and subordination is become less and less of an option.

Thishis sh drift goes hand in hand with what Peter Drucker called the “«next society”» (Drucker, 2012) –, which isnamely, a knowledge society. Digitalization (Neufeind et al. 2018; Schwab, 2019) and its social consequences have accelerated the process of multiplying options (Gross, 2002; Rosa, 2014) for solving work- related challenges. Hence new conceptualizationss of leadership have also been developed by researchers.

2.2. The recent eExpansion of perspectives on leadership perspectives	Comment by Author: Optional clarification


Laloux’s (2014) book “«Rreinventing organizations”» (Laloux, 2014) markswas a milestone from ain management practice’ point of view. The book displays proposes a series of evolutionary steps inof organizational development leading towards a “«teal organization».” A keyOne main feature of the latter would beis “«self-management”» (Laloux, 2014, p. 61 ff.): “«Teal Organizations have found the key to operate effectively, even at large scale, with a system based on peer relationships, without the need for either hierarchy or consensus”» (Laloux, 2014, p. 56).
.
An ever- growingexpanding body of research and literature has evolved focusesing on leadership concepts and theories transcending hierarchical models (cf. Praszkier, 2018 for an overview), such as “«shared leadership”» (Hoch, 2013; Hoch and Kozlowski, 2014), “«distributed leadership”» (Spillane, 2010), “«servant leadership”» (Greenleaf, 2002), or “relational leadership”» (Uhl-Bien, 2006).. Related Related issues organizational systems have been discussedproposed and their issues discussed, such as “«HHolaacracy”» (Bauer et al. 2019; Robertson, 2016;6). (H Heifetz, 1994), which.  Holocracy sees leadership as “«mobilizing people to tackle tough problems”» (Heifetz, 1994, p. 15). HolocracyHolacracy  (from the Greek holos = whole, kratein = to govern) literally literally means that a system in which everyonebody is included in decision making; . It is a shared decision making process, where the leader  mobilizes the whole group in this joint process.

However, the situation is more confusing, at least in practice (Zirkler, 2019). E. Despite the fact, thatven though formally still muchmuch hierarchical leadership is still formally seen in organizations, leadership functions are increasingly becomingare more and more distributed overamong multiple actors in the social system (Zirkler et al. 2020; Zirkler, M., & Herzog, J., Inclusive Leadership: Die Gestaltung von Zusammengehörigkeit als zentrale Herausforderung in der digitalen Arbeitswelt, article submitted for publication). Currently we find more often observe a patchwork of methods than a “pure” leadership philosophyies or styles within a given system.

The above This conceded, the situation often is gives rise to a paradoxical in many cases: while at an official level,  formal and hierarchical leadership is still prevailing and operatprevailsing officially, many other forms of leadership are present – and . They are often  working inofficially in a given social system at the same time – at the unofficial level at the same time. While Sometimes tthis sometimes leads to confusion  and problems or even tensions and conflicts, , in other casessometimes these different forms of leadership are coexisting peacefullyfunctionally side by side. However, , but onlyjust few organizations have explicitly integrated different forms of leadership (Kotter, 2012, 2014).	Comment by Author: Or, if you wish to keep “confusion and problems,” clarify the kind of problems, e.g.:

“While this sometimes leads to confusion and practical problems, or even tensions and conflicts, in other cases these different forms of leadership coexist functionally and peacefully.”

Heifetz 
(Heifetz, 1994) sees notes a relatedn evolution of leadership concepts in business and the corporate world: “«For decades, the term leadership referred to the people who hold the top management positions and the functions they serve. In our common usage, it still does. Recently, however, business people have drawn a distinction between leadership and management, and exercising leadership has also come to mean providing a vision and influencing others to realize it through noncoercive means”» (Heifetz, 1994, p. 15, our emphasisze)..

Leadership is not just the a place juncture at whichwhere interests and wants are being negotiated and managed –, leadership nowadaysnowadays it also means encompasses stimulating and maintaining “«possibilities”» and potentials, in the sense of human aspirations, ambitions, dreams, purposes, etc. People’s talents, capacities, and inspirations are waiting to be harnessed for the formers’ the benefit of their self-self-fulfillmentfulfilling as well as for the benevolence benefit of the community they belong to (Zirkler, M., & Herzog, J., Inclusive Leadership: Die Gestaltung von Zusammengehörigkeit als zentrale Herausforderung in der digitalen Arbeitswelt, article submitted for publication).

One particular aspect Two concepts particularly needs to be addressed when discussing expanded forms of leadership:, i.e. responsibility and accountability. The leader is an agent , who is adopting and carrying a specific form of responsibility that . Hence, the role of leadership includes “«care- taking”» in the sense of vitalizing, transferring energy to persons or processes, which thus strongly connects . Therefore, leadership is strongly connected withto skillfully working with emotions. A. At the same time, the leaderhe iswill often be made held (legally) accountable. Unlike in earlier times when where blind obedience was socially and legally acceptable or even a virtue, nowadays every member ofone in an organization could can be held accountable for their his or her actions (or inaction)or failures. Since this also applies to the leader could be hold accountable for what he is doing and neglecting a, it is in his or her own interest to tact responsibly.	Comment by Author: The overarching point of the paragraph is not fully clear: Is the main idea the tension between the leader’s responsibility for emotional work (which is probably harder to define/document) and the well-defined legal accountability? Or is this paragraph about how in the past either the followers or the leader were not held accountable (seems to confusingly imply either/both)? I have edited it to sound more coherent, but clarification would make this paragraph more informative.	Comment by Author: Is this what you meant? If not, please clarify.

It’s still questionableIt remains an open question how the acquisition of a person’s responsibility and care-taking formerly assigned to the leader cancan be distributed or shared in a group. Accountability can be more easily attached to specificdifferent roles, but a perceived responsibility is not  easily transferable easily. In this context, rResponsibility hascan be divided into its an intrinsic and an extrinsic aspects:. while iIntrinsic responsibility, in the sense of “ethical caring” (Nicholson & Kurucz, 2019), is a very personal thingis situated in the personal realm, whereas extrinsic care-taking could can be more easily attached to job descriptions and task lists.	Comment by Author: „questionable“ implies that you doubt it is possible at all. If you meant that, use

“It remains an open question whether the responsibility and care-taking formerly assigned to the leader can be distributed or shared in a group.”

Otherwise consider specifying: 

“It remains an open question how the responsibility and care-taking formerly assigned to the leader can be effectively/justly/etc. distributed or shared in a group.”

2.3. Leadership and ethics

The intersection of lLeadership and with ethics have has become ofattracted major research interest in the recent years (Brown et al. 2005; Brown and Treviño, 2006; Ahmad et al. 2017; Pietersen, 2018). The research field started out as “«from a research context looking at individual traits and virtues before becoming integrated into steward, authentic, and transformational leadership research. Later studies turned to looking at social context and collective leadership behaviour. The most recent focus is on how ethical leadership can change the organisational culture, or how it can be utilised for OD interventions”» (Bachmann, 2017, p. 42).
.
A wellwidely  accepted definition of ethical leadership was is given by Brown et al. (Brown et al. 2005): “We define ethical leadership here as the demonstration of normatively appropriate conduct through personal actions and interpersonal relationships, and the promotion of such conduct to followers through two-way communication, reinforcement, and decision-making.” (Brown et al. 2005, p. 120).
.
We see draw a clear distinction between “ethical leadership” and “moral leadership”:. wWhere the former refers to ethically reflected leadership that is ethically reflective (involves ethics or moral philosophy in the decision-making processagainst the background of ethics (moral philosophy)), the latter means bases decision-making on specific moral values and norms for good leadership.	Comment by Author: Your meaning was not clear here; I have made some guesses, but you might be talking about something else. Please clarify.

Also, it would be good to clarify how the paragraph relates to the preceding and following quotations (as there seems to be no further discussion of „moral“ leadership).

A recent empirical study (Bachmann, 2017) comes to the conclusion that “«[i]In the broadest sense, the absence of unethical behaviour can already be seen as bearing positive leadership characteristics [(…])”» (Bachmann, 2017, p. 141)..

Wart (Wart, 2014) presents a compilation of six “«types of ethical leadership”» and assigned their respective concepts, concerns and emphaseis. However, he argues that the six major leadership perspectives he could identifiesy are all expressions of the three classical approaches to moral philosophy: the virtue approachvirtue ethics, the deontological approachy, and utilitarianismthe teleological approach.	Comment by Author: This is the more common expression in English.

«The view that leadership should be based on values and ethics blossomed in Burns’ (1978) [(Burns, 1978)] seminal book, Leadership, which is recognized by many as pivotal in the perceptual shift from leadership as vested in an individual to leadership as a process. Understanding leadership as Burns proposed called for transforming relationships among followers and leaders that would result in achieving greater purpose and developing followers into being leaders themselves.» (Komives, 2016, p. 7).	Comment by Author: Consider formatting this and other long quotations as block quotes with a preceding introductory / contextual comment (I’m not doing this as I would need to reconstruct the context of each). 

Depending on where you submit this, „loose“ long quotations might not be Ok unless re-formatted/integrated that way.

The consequences for leadership ethics are a relatedis a corresponding shift from virtue ethics of centered on the leader to an ethics of cooperation. Nevertheless, weWe argue that a leader’’s virtues are still importantimportant and have meaning, notably coming into play at the limits of compliance (Bachmann, 2017, p. 29 ff.). However, Where compliance ends, virtues of the leader are coming into place. sSince leadership is expanding into networks and relationships, virtues of the leader are still of relevance, though an ethical framework for cooperating in a system of changing leadership functions is also required. Hierarchy as a means ofto reducinge complexity and creatinge (social) order could then be then seen as one aextreme form and special case  of distributed leadership, namely an extreme form in where thewhich leadershipdistribution is extremely concentrated inat only one placeperson (, i.e. the leader).

In the following sections we will introduce into the theory and practice of cooperation and will elaborate work out an ethics of leadership as a “«service”» (function) for the social system that: aims to makeing sure that that the interests of all are sufficiently considered (Rescher, 1989a).

The concept and theory and concepts of cooperation 

CFor cooperation within a social system requires coordination will be required: t. The elements of the system must be related to each other in a target-oriented manner. Thus, cooperation requires leadership. 

Cooperation as co-operation (from the Llatin. con = with, operarei = to work, from; lat. opus = work) is fundamentally linked to relations: it. Cooperation requires that at least two distinguishable units or systems, which are distinguishable, operateing according to their respective structure and processes (their respective auto-logic), and and are relateed to each other in some way atby the same time. Focusing on human or social systems in the following considerations, cooperation indicates a specific quality of relations between human beingss. This is in contrast to mechanical systems, which can be related purely structurally: “«In a two-party relationship, while trust and cooperation can be broken down because of the actions of either party, they can be created or maintained only by the actions of both parties”» (Bunker & Deutsch, 1995, p. 254)..

 Cooperation points towards surplus values (emergence of values, the metaphor that 1 + 1 equals more than 2, non-zero sum games), whereas its opposite refers to zero sum games (the gain of one is the loss of the other). WAnd we propose that in the case of cooperation, the actors are also basically fundamentally free to make decisions and behave differently in any given casesituation.	Comment by Author: Is this what you meant? Your original formulation „in any given case“ left it unclear whether you refer to the „cases“ of both cooperation and its opposite.

On the basis of Martin Buber’s ideas on dialog, Rothenberg favors a concept where the partners can exist side by side: “In the ‘«I-Thou’» relationship, the ‘«I’» and ‘«Thou’» remain intact and are not swallowed up in a dialectical process that must and in ‘«I or Thou’», that is, in a new entity that nullifies the previous one.” » (Rothenberg, 2015, p. 9).
.
Morton Deutsch’s “«theory of cooperation and competition»,” an early developed psychological theory ofon social interdependence (Bunker and Deutsch, 1995; Deutsch, 1985, 2011; Johnson and Johnson, 2011; Tjosvold and Johnson, 2000), which  has been continuously expandedand since its inception constantly expanded, is built on a fundamental distinction betweenof positive and negative jointing goal attainment : “«I identify two basic types of goal interdependence: positive (where the goals are linked in such a way that the amount or probability of a person’s goal attainment is positively correlated with the amount or probability of another obtaining his goal) and negative (where the goals are linked in such a way that the amount or probability of goal attainment is negatively correlated with the amount or probability of the other’s goal attainment). To put it colloquially, if you’re positively linked with another, then you sink or swim together; with negative linkage, if the other sinks, you swim, and if the other swims, you sink”» (Deutsch, 2011, p. 24).
.
Group members maycan believe that their goals are either cooperatively or competitively related, or unrelated (Deutsch, 1949, 1962; Johnson and Johnson, 1989):	Comment by Author: unlinked reference

1I. In cooperation, individuals' goal achievements are positively correlated; individuals perceive that they can reach their goals if and only if the others in the group also reach their goals. Thus, individuals seek outcomes that are beneficial to all those with whom they are cooperatively linked.

2. In competition, individuals work against each other to achieve a goal that only one or a few can attain. Individuals' goal achievements are negatively correlated; each individual perceives that when one person achieves his or her goal, all others with whom he or she is competitively linked fail to achieve their goals. Thus, individuals seek an outcome that is personally beneficial but detrimental to all others in the situation.

3. In independence, there is no correlation among participants' goal attainments. Each individual perceives that he or she can reach his or her goal regardless of whether other individuals attain or do not attain their goals. Thus, individuals seek an outcome that is personally beneficial without concern for the outcomes of others. Of course, most situations are mixes of these pure forms. (Tjosvold and Johnson, 2000, pp. 133–134).



Interdependence leads toinvolves three psychological processes: substitutability, attitude (cathexis) and inducibility (Johnson and Johnson, 2011, p. 42). Substitutability means refers to the extent to which which one individuals’ actions of one individual can be substituted for for thoseactions of another one. Deutsch’s definition goesdefines it as as follows: “«how a person’s actions can satisfy another person’s intentions”» (Deutsch, 2011, p. 25). For example, e.g., building a house will needrequires the support of many people with specific expertise;, without cooperation one might only build, if at all, a simple hut.

Attitude (cathexis) is defined by a natural tendency to react positively or negatively to helpful or harmful environmental , respectively on stimuli, respectively given by the environment:
“«This inborn tendency to act positively toward the beneficial and negatively toward the harmful is the foundation on which the human potentials for cooperation and love as well as for competition and hate develop. The basic psychological orientation of cooperation implies the positive attitude that “we are for each other,” “we benefit one another”; competition, by contrast, implies the negative attitude that “we are against one another,” and in its extreme form, “you are out to harm me.” (Deutsch, 2011, p. 25).

Inducibility refers to the capacity to influence and being influenced by others. Deutsch talks about the “«readiness to accept”» influence from others. (Deutsch, 2011, p. 25). In a cooperative setting, it is assumed that i individuals will beare able to manage exert mutual influence by persuasion (argument) rather than by force. Openness should mitigate communication problems and create a positiven atmosphere of positiveand constructive attitudes among the actors.

Bateson’s concept of “«schismogenesis”» (G. Bateson, 1936) fits Deutsch’s ideas on the dynamics of cooperation and competition. Bateson postulates two forms of schismogenesis based respectively on , symmetrical and and anon-symmetrical relationships. A symmetrical schismogenesis is a pattern of behavior which can be called competitivcompetitive and takese. Competition comes in the form of armamentan “arms race”:. While by reacting toon an opponent’s move, one escalates the rivalry further (.t The more A is doingreacts, the more B is doingreacts, which in turn causes A to do react even more). 

Complementary schismogenesis is indicated defined by a behavioral pattern where in which one part side is showingenacts dominance and, the other submission:. tThe more assertive A is getting assertivebecomes, the more  B will become submissively B acts. If B has is in the role of the leader, his submissiveness of the leader hasmay have unwanted consequences. If A embodies the role of is the leader, the result is the old hierarchical form of leadership. Shared decision-making with differentacross the different roles (leader, team) prevents schismogenesis.	Comment by Author: Is this what you meant?

The basic dynamics of positive and negative relationships, respectively, areis clearly linked to the prisoner’s dilemma paradigm, particularly in the form of zero-sum games. Those are characterized asby a strategical situations where in which each “«rational”» “«players”» aims to realize the best individual result outcome defined asfor themselves, which is the maximumum pay- off (utility maximization) (Rescher, 1989b). However, playersthey are limited in their behavioral options to behave: n. No direct communication is possibleallowed and, not coercive power can be executed exerted overon the other; , just lone the only valid actions are reasoning, anticipationng and decision- making exists. AtBy the same time, the “«players”» are connected,inter dependent, in the way that what one decides has an impact on the other as well, and vice versa. The massive voluminous research on theis issue subject clearly shows that one, as a “«rational”» actor, one has to consider the possibility that the other “player” to might opt forchoose a move which could causesmean great massive loss to oneself (Pies et al. 2009). In this situation it seem’s rational to choose a “«solution”» which that is less than optimal for both actors, but, and this is an advantage, they can avoids the risk of great a big loss for oneself. The research also shows that trust can be quickly destroyed broken if one of the actors decides to defect (Bunker and Deutsch, 1995, p. 133). Thus, the prisoner’s dilemma paradigm leads us into the a midst thicket of moral issues. One could argue that from the a virtue ethics’ point of view of virtue ethics, an individual does not necessarily need to follow the strategy presented as “rational” strategy as suggested by economic theory, because it’s the latter is not a natural law. Rather heInstead, an actor could could decide to give assume trust in advance. Cooperative leadership is requiredshould aim to to prevent prisoner’s dilemma-type situationss from arising  forfor the team in the first place.	Comment by Author: Unclear. I’m leaving the sentence as is because it is correct from the language point of view, but best to clarify.	Comment by Author: Is this what you meant?	Comment by Author: Is this what you meant?

A connecting pattern ofC cooperation and competition have in common that they both requireso far is the fact of two (at least) having a relationship of interdependence. Hence,Hence we need to focus on the quality of this the relationship’s quality, which is crucial for justifying assessing whetherif it shows beneficial characteristics and effects of productivity for both sides (cooperation) or just for one (competition).	Comment by Author: Unclear; is this what you meant?

Based on the theory presented, we posit two forms of cooperation: a weak and a strong formone of cooperation. The weak form enof cooperation forces a joint mutual operation in which  and the relationship will always bestays asymmetric in the sense of Bateson or competitive in the sense of Deutsch. A prerequisite for the strong form of cooperation is the participation ofthe  principally fundamentallyfree free, sovereign independent individuals, which  who haves the choice to either engage in or refrain from the jointmutually operations or not. One of the main prerequisites of cooperation as interdependence is independence. Cooperation is driven by the insight, that joint goal attainment makes sense tois an effective way of meeting one’s own needs and wants; at the same time it acknowledges is an admission that the other side has the same legitimate intentions and that thus a fair process of considering all interests is required. In this latter case the individual chooses deliberately to participate and is a full-fledged partner. The less formal or  factual power systems enforce cooperation (in its weak form), the more possible – and needed – strong forms of cooperation are possible and in needbecome. We also seecan also conceptualize weak forms of cooperation as compliance,  (where individuals to some extent are more or less behaving according follow pre-given to the rules given,) and, strong forms as partnership,  (where two or more actors who are «free» to make sovereign decisions) (Ulrich, 1988).

There isCooperation has a conceptual connection to trust. Lewicki und Bunker (Bunker and Deutsch, 1995, p. 133 ff.) distinguish three forms of trust in professional relationships: deterrence-based trust, knowledge-based trust, and identification-based trust. Deterrence-based trust implies is present in a situation in which that people do what they ought to do due because ofto their fear of negative consequences if they don’t behave according to the rules set. Knowledge-based trust is rooted in the predictability of another person’s behavior. Identification-based trust is characterized by fully internalizing the other’s desires and intentions: “«At this level, trust exists because each party effectively understands, agrees with, emphasizes with, and endorses what the other wants, and can act fort the other. Identification-based trust permits one to act as an agent for the other, substituting for the other in interpersonal transactions”» (Bunker and Deutsch, 1995, p. 143 f.).	Comment by Author: Or „These forms of cooperation have a conceptual connection to corresponding qualities of trust.“
.
In the following section we aim to clarify the ethical foundations offor cooperation as well as the role of leadership in cooperative relationships amongst individuals.

The eEthics of cooperation and the role of leadership in a cooperative system	Comment by Author: Delete if you find this too long; I have in some cases added words so the section titles speak for themselves and the paper can be skimmed for an easy overview of contents.

4.1. The eEthics of cooperation

Cooperation as “co-operation,” as we have defined it above, is a relationship of (at least) two independent (freesovereign) humans who who are operateing jointly (Ulrich, 1988). Joint operation means making things (ideas, services, resources, etc.) available to each other of which one can dispose of (knowledge, goods, etc.). Cooperation manifests itself in different forms and versions:	Comment by Author: „dispose of“ means „throw away,“ and does not seem to make any sense here. Please clarify.	Comment by Author: Also unclear: why are these items not in the same bracket as „ideas, services, resources“?

Early in this great process of social organization three divergent types emerged, which still contend for supremacy in the worlds of action and of valuation: dominance, competition, and coöperation[endnoteRef:2]. All mean a meeting of human forces. They rest respectively on power, rivalry, and sympathetic interchange. Each may contribute to human welfare. On the other hand, each may be taken so abstractly as to threaten human values. I hope to point out that the greatest of these is coöperation, and that it is largely the touchstone for the others. (Tufts, 1918, p. 4 f.). [2:  Please excuse the outdated spelling: the diaeresis indicates that the second vowel forms a separate syllable.] 


According to Tufts, dominance means requires inequality, whereas cooperation “implies some sort of equality, some mutual relation” (Tufts, 1918, p. 5 f.). Tufts distinguishes two forms of competition:, viz a social and an unsocial form. The best example offor a social form of competition would beis sports as . Sports isa form of rivalry where in which the participants agreed to act play according to the rules given (see also Caillois, 1979). Tufts sees a common social purpose in sports, which is “the zest of contest” (Tufts, 1918, p. 8 f.): “The contending rivals are in reality uniting to stimulate each other. Without the cooöperation there would be no competition, and the competition is so conducted as to continue the relation” (Tufts, 1918, p. 9). On the other hand, An unsocial forms of competition areis characterized by the participants not having a common common purpose, such as in: “[…]to contests in which there is no intention to continue or repeat the match, and in which no rules control” (Tufts, 1918, p. 10). An example would beis sports in which the participants turn to  the illegal use of doping substances in sports and the the associated “competition” about of which finding loopholes in the anti-doping rules on the use of doping can be still discovered. Competition in those cases is, according to Tufts, wasteful and rather destructive.	Comment by Author: Is this what you meant?

What are the ethical aspects of Tuft’s concept of cooperation? Unlike competition, where one needs the others to play one’s own games, cooperation builds on mutuality and common ends for “playing together.”. Mutuality implies more than a mere transactions (exchange of things), mutuality meansbut rather implies partly or temporarily becoming a unit, although even though the actors remain basically isolatedfundamentally sovereign and independent.	Comment by Author: Unclear; do you mean „their own game“? Or something like „in which each player plays only to fulfill his own ends“?

The purpose in cooperation is joint. Whether originally suggested by some leader of thought or action, or whether a composite of many suggestions in the give and take of discussion or in experiences of common need, it is weighed and adopted as a common end. It is not the work or possession of leaders alone, but embodies in varying degrees the work and active interest of all. (Tufts, 1918, p. 7)

To see this formAcknowledging this interdependence of dependency from one to another leads to  acceptance of and respect for everybody’sof respective basic freedom and independence, as well as to seeing  as well as each person’sall interests as equally significant:	Comment by Author: Is this what you meant?

A cooperating group has two working principles: first, common purpose and common good; second, that men can achieve by common effort what they cannot accomplish singly. The first, reinforced by the actual interchange of ideas and services, tends to favor equality. It implies mutual respect, confidence, and good-will. The second favors a constructive and progressive attitude, which will find standards neither in nature nor in humanity's past, since it conceives man able to change conditions to a considerable extent and thus to realize new goods. These principles tend toward a type of liberty different from those just mentioned. As contrasted with the liberty of a dominant group, cooperation favors a liberty for all, a liberty of live and let live, a tolerance and welcome for variation in type, provided only this is willing to make its contribution to the common weal. Instead of imitation or passive acceptance of patterns on the part of the majority, it stimulates active construction. As contrasted with the liberty favored in competing groups, cooperation would emphasize positive control over natural forces, over health conditions, over poverty and fear. It would make each person share as fully as possible in the knowledge and strength due to combined effort, and thus liberate him from many of the limitations which have hitherto hampered him. (Tufts, 1918, p. 19–21).

Incidentally, tThe last sentence ofin the above’s quote reminds us, by the way, ofis reminiscent of Seligman’s and Csikszentmihalyi’s central pillar of pPositive pPsychology: to make regular people stronger and to include the perspective of what could be, rather than only of what just currently is (Seligman and Csikszentmihalyi, 2000), .t hereby Thereby, it referrings to a potential which that is not yet fully tapped.

Mutuality, communality, and reciprocity are important terms which are atin the center of Tufts’ ethical concept of cooperation. Cooperation is the basis for innovation and progress within a group of people:

Similarily with justice. Cooperation's ethics of distribution is not rigidly set by the actual interest and rights of the past on the one hand, nor by hitherto available resources on the other. Neither natural rights nor present ability and present service form a complete measure. Since cooperation evokes new interests and new capacities, it is hospitable to new claims and new rights; since it makes new sources of supply available, it has in view the possibility at least of doing better for all than can an abstract insistence upon old claims. It may often avoid the deadlock of a rigid system. It is better to grow two blades of grass than to dispute who shall have the larger fraction of the one which has previously been the yield. It is better, not merely because there is more grass, but also because men's attitude becomes forward-looking and constructive, not pugnacious and rigid. (Tufts, 1918, p. 21 f.)

Power is likewise a value in a cooperating group, but it must be power not merely used for the good of all, but to some extent controlled by all and thus actually shared. Only as so controlled and so shared is power attended by the responsibility which makes it safe for its possessors. Only on this basis does power over other men permit the free choices on their part which are essential to full moral life. (Tufts, 1918, p. 22 f.).

As regards the actual efficiency of a cooperating group, it may be granted that its powers are not so rapidly mobilized. In small, homogeneous groups, the loss of time is small; in large groups the formation of public opinion and the conversion of this into action is still largely a problem rather than an achievement. New techniques have to be developed, and it may be that for certain military tasks the military technique will always be more efficient. To the cooperative group, however, this test will not be the ultimate ethical test. It will rather con- sider the possibilities of substituting for war other activities in which cooperation is superior. And if the advocate of war insists that war as such is the most glorious and desirable type of life, cooperation may perhaps fail to convert him. But it may hope to create a new order whose excellence shall be justified of her children. (Tufts, 1918, p. 23 f.)

Tufts is fully aware of of the fact the problem ofthat system the size of a systemcan give rise to problems. His remark points towards seeing this as a practical challenge, i.e. the systems’ size, whichthat could can be handled productively without too much many corrosive effects; we discuss this , a challenge we will later discuss in the issue below in the section on pragmatic’s section(Section 5) (see also Ulrich, 1991).

An ethics of cooperation must illuminate the question of why and how human actors decide to solve problems jointly; we address it by. We want to expanding our proposal of seeing cooperation on a continuum from “weak” to “strong”:. aA weak form of cooperation would beis given present when the actors are forcoaxed to act according to somebody’s another person’s intentions, whereas .a A strong form of cooperation would beis characterized by each actor’sa deliberate act of decision making, coming to an agreement with the others, and eventually working on joint problem solving.	Comment by Author: I have used a softer verb because above you seemed to largely exclude the use of force from the concept of cooperation. 

In the middle thereBetween these two extremes  liesis a form of cooperation in which, where the leader listens to the groups’ suggestions of the group/others, but decides at the endstill makes the final decision. The group has only a so-called votum consultativum (only consultancyit must be consulted), not a votum deliberativum (it has no right to decide bby y majority or other established rules).	Comment by Author: These Latin terms seem to be used in some German and French-speaking countries, but are not common in English. Depeding on where you publish this, you might just use the English paraphrases in brackets.

SinceEven a strong form of cooperation could can be in the rational interest of both actors, therefore we do not need any additional driving force, like such as altruism, to explain it. Rather, What we need conceptually requireis a sufficient overlap of the perception, that the outcome and the way process and outcome of the joint action is considering the interests of both actors. .This  This is what is usually is expressed by the term “trust,” which refers to the. Trust is an expression for the assumption that the outcome and means and results of doing things jointly will be (sufficiently) beneficial to all actors involved actors.. “Cooperative action [(...]) unlocks options through trust by reducing complexity for actions that would have remained unlikely and unattractive without trust, i.e., would not have found favor.” (Luhmann, 1979, our translation from of the German edition, p. 30).	Comment by Author: unclear; do you mean „a sufficiently strong perception among the actors“

If weak and strong forms of cooperation are situated on a continuum, many intermediate “blends” of cooperative qualitiesstyles in between are conceivable. There might be settings where in which we find weak forms of cooperation within thea traditional setup of hierarchical setup ofy in an organization and, atby the same time, strong forms within a team. However, mixed forms of cooperation will have their owncause some problems, such ase.g. the need for speciificfic boundaries towhich can protect the system against pressure from the outside (Vanderslice, 1995).

Nicholas Rescher’s “hierarchy offor moral norms” is a useful model for the further study of cooperation because it combines fundamental ethical aspects with a very pragmatic perspective (Kellerwessel, 2014).

Rescher starts with the basic proposition that “at the heart of morality lies benevolence – a due care for the interests of people-in-general” (Rescher, 1989a, p. 6). Thereby he clearly expresses his conviction that no moral relativism exists is false and that the  variability of behavior (minor or majormore or less, sometimes against violating moral norms) does not undermine moral absolutism (see also Gabriel, 2020).

His model posits five5 levels of abstraction, moving from a universal and “absolute moral principle” (Rescher, 1989a, p. 48) down to the “individual resolutions with respect to the specific issues arising in concrete cases” (Rescher, 1989a, p. 52).


Fig. 1  Rescher’s hierarchyLevels of moral norms (Rescher, 1989a, p. 50)

His theoryHe sees allows for a variety of ways of being moral, without questioning the higher-level norms: “Different ‘“moralities’” are simply diverse implementations of uniform moral principles” (Rescher, 1989a, p. 48).
.
At the top level of Rescher’s model we find the proposition for theproposed moral  aims of morality, relevant when it comes to cooperation, to “act with a view to safeguarding the valid interests of others” (Rescher, 1989a, p. 50). Basic principles and values (Llevel 2) must support be defined in such a way, that “such values define the salient norms that link the abstract characterizing aims to an operating morality of specific rules” (Rescher, 1989a, p. 51). It i’s important for Rescher to make clear that on the two highesttopmost levels, “there is simply no room for any ‘“disagreement about morality’”” (Rescher, 1989a, p. 51).

Level 3 contains “controlling do’s and don’ts of the moral practice of a community, providing us with general guidance in moral conduct” (Rescher, 1989a, p. 51). However, thiose guidance s are still sometimes remains abstract and too much disconnectedfar removed from currently prevailing circumstances. On Llevel 4, context enters thecomes on stage and exceptions from the norm are possible under certain conditions (e.g., killing is legitimate if done in cases of self-defense). Level 5 incorporates action plans for all concrete real cases one could encounter.

MSome more illustrative examples are displayed presented in Ffigure 2:

Fig. 2  Exemplary Example applicationillustration of Rescher's hierarchy of norms (Rescher, 1989a, p. 53)

Since the notioconceptn of “interest” is pivotal toin Rescher’s conceptmodel, next  we  aim to briefly discuss the question of “what is a ““real”” or ““best”” interest.” briefly.

People certainly have different understandings of their respective best interest, .a And thesey may additionally vary acrossin time and culture. “Morality is concerned with furthering (…) particular interests only insofar as they reflect the universal interest that all people have.” (Rescher, 1989a, p. 17). This condition would be met by earninggaining “one’s livelihood in an way that suits one’s abilities and enables one to derive some personal satisfaction” (Rescher, 1989a, p. 17).[endnoteRef:3] [3:  See also the debate on individual merit and achievement versus advantageous conditions, initiated in Michael Sandel’s latest book (Sandel, 2020).] 


“What is at issue with real interests are those things that are worthy of being wanted, preferred, pursued because their attainment would be better for us – would enable us actually to improve our condition and circumstances. It is on the things we should want and prize that our best (or real) interests turn – and it is these that determine morality.” (Rescher, 1989a, p. 17). 

Hence, to act heedfully (nowadays we may say “in a reflective way”) and within an awareness of mutual interests is essential for acting morally.

4.2. The role of leadership in a cooperative system

Coming back to our definition of leadership as a function in a social system function that aims to which reduces complexity and gives provide orientation, we can restate restate the role of leadership asto asking (and answering) the significant question: of “Wwhat shall we do?” From a moral point of view, we need to add: Wwhat would be good to do? And how can we do the what thingsought to be done well? Hence, “[a]Analysing ethical leadership involves the interpretation of values and various assumptions about how influence is exercised” (Bachmann, 2017, p. 31).

Leadership in a cooperative system is a joint task with shared responsibilities in a social system. The sources of leadership are manifold and stem from rank (hierarchy), team (distributed, shared leadership), and also as well as from  within the individual itself (self leadership) (Zirkler et al. 2020). Leadership can be executedtake place in the field of norms (deontic leadership) or  in the fieldthat of expertise (epistemic leadership) (see Bocheński, 1974). Pure hierarchy is one extreme and special form of leadership (as in, e. g. the epistemic leadership of a schoolteacher),. but by no means the only one. However, it might be the form with which we are most familiar and used to, which is familiar and seems to have provenofed its functionality for a long time.

An ethics of leadership has to embrace a threefold responsibilityies: economic, ecological and social sustainability (Knoepffler and Albrecht, 2009).: “The principle of sustainability should be regarded as a fundamental ethical 
principle also guiding ethical leadership behavior.” (Knoepffler and Albrecht, 2009, p. 468, our translation).

Based on the work of Peter Ulrich (Ulrich, 1988, 1998, 2016, 2017), an ethics of leadership needs to discuss issues of leadership in an normative-reflexive way, covering the relationship between the leader and the followers, the legitimization of leadership (what a leader may and/orone do, what should one do) and its limits (what one a leader must not do). All this has to be discussed against the backdropground of inalienable human and personal rights (Knoepffler, 2006, p. 65 ff.).	Comment by Author: Use „reflective,“ unless Ulrich uses specifically „reflexive“	Comment by Author: Do you mean „the legitimate scope“? „Legitimization“ seems to imply how a leader or leadership system becomes (not just stays) legitimate.

Leadership ethics as applied ethics must be placed in a superordinate framework that is "not an uncorrectable incorrigible system of rules" (Knoepffler, 2006, p. 15, our translation). "This framework of a good world must then be concretized for the different ranges of the ethics. (...) Each concretition of the ethics on for a specifical sector of options of human action must, so to speak, orient itself byso to speak at the ‘"rules of the game’" that, which apply in it." (Knoepffler, 2006, p. 15 f., our translation)
.
While leadership in settings of weak cooperations represents the a one-sided exercise of power, it is different in strong cooperations. Here leadershiitp implementsis the expanded function of moderating the moral norm of care for the interests of all. It raises the questions of Llevels 3 to 5 guidances (of Rescher’saccording to (Rescher, (1989a)a) model) and ensures that athe given moral norm becomes feasible in practice. While doing so, leadership is fully aware of the fact that “feasibility” could be misused. Taking the context into account whenfor implementing a norm into account does not mean that the context justifies any conceivableany behavior. Feasibility rather means do to the one’s best to meet honor the norm, and while considering taking into account that certain context factors may work act as hinderances and obstacles in to fully doing so,meeting the norm and acknowledging that there may be variousdifferent ways to meet the norm best of achieving this goal (equifinality).

The role of leadership can be illustrated by the Drucker’s idea of “social ecology” (Drucker, 1992). The social ecologist cares for his system and provides conditions in which the system can flourish. However, this needs to be done without maintaining one’s own comfort aton the costs of others’ rights. This suggests a moral understanding in which fair relationships are significant.	Comment by Author: or „that [the comfort] of others“

A leadership ethics that wants to meet the demand for strong cooperation must express express a specific moral leadership that. Moral leadership related to strong cooperation takes care of creating a special specific environment:. “«The major challenge for leaders of cooperatives is to provide strong leadership for the organization while at the same time encouraging the development of leadership and responsibility throughout the organization. Leaders must provide a clear vision of cooperation at the framework for organizational functioning and yet nurture the development of an evolving organizational vision that is shared by all organizational members”» (Bunker and Deutsch, 1995, p. 195)..

Therefore, it aims at the following:

1. Establishing a purpose quest in the organization, expressing the organization’s purpose explicitly, periodically reflecting on and adjusting the organization’sthis purpose from time to time, keeping a joint and mutual vision vivid and attractive for all people involved.
2. Transparency: providing and stimulating the exchange of information, giving providing access to information, preventing information asymmetry as best as possible.
3. Maintaining a culture of “non-coercsive discourse” (Habermas, 2009); this requires psychological safe spaces and error friendliness.
4. Inquiring how the interests of all can best be met furthered within the group or system, differentiating frequent recurrent from occasional interests and single interests, since frequent recurrent interest have more urge to be methave to be met more urgently; documenting and (internally) publishing the commitments made.	Comment by Author: „occasional“ or „one-off“ – Is this what you meant? If not, please clarify.
5. Finding solutions as best as possible to solvewhere individual issues (interests) if they are in conflict with the joint interests.
6. Prophylactic conflict management, perceiving noticing the “weak”early signals signs of aat the passage from difference evolving into a to conflict (Deutsch, 1985; Zirkler, 2014).
7. Frequent reflections on the principles of the “game,” adapting the rules if required, reflecting on the processes which lead to specific rules, adapting the rule- making process, and if required, inviting outside observers who canto help to mitigate blind spots.	Comment by Author: more idiomatic: simply „rules“
8. Accepting the fact, that not every difference or issue (conflict) can be solved to the satisfaction of all, giving solace if required, preventing people fromto falling into a pattern of “learned helplessness” (Peterson, 1993).

It is certainly helpful if the person who hasin the leadership role (for however long and at whatever intensity intensivethey have been fulfilling it) is virtuous, i.e., has developed a set of habits that, which are a are “prescription for action in accordance with a good plan of life. The actions which express moral virtue will, Aristotle tells us, avoid excess and defect” (Kenny, 2010, pS. 213; Nass, 2018, pS. 33 f.). Virtue ethics is particularly relevant toof meaning in strong forms of cooperation as. a leaderThe person acts as a representative ofrepresents the entire idea of the wayway the actors agreed to jointly operate (if they cooperate strongly);, role models should “walk the talk” tois supporting the idea and, role models promote the idea, they signal integrity. Virtues are particularly importantof relevance where a person in aits leadership role cannot invoke on rules and regulations to, i.e. enforcebeyond compliance, where the personi.e. where someone is asked to  has to act according to the idea behind a the rule, not rather than following the ruleit literally. Moreover, a leadership position can corruptbe seducible – which is why. tThe person holding itthe position needs a good inner compass to refrain fromnot exploiting it forthe position for the sake of her singular personal interests. He mayWhile one may gain some personal profit while from serving as a leader, onehowever she must by no means take full advantage.	Comment by Author: unclear – is this what you meant?
The realm bBeyond compliance is also the realm space forof organizing processes which allows a social system to come toreach agreements and develop doable solutions concerningof how the participants can and wish tocan and how they want to be productive together.	Comment by Author: Is this what you meant?

Pragmatics of an ethics of leadership thatas facilitatesing cooperation (how to do «it»)	Comment by Author: Or if you want to stay more precise: 

Pragmatics of an ethics of leadership understood as facilitating cooperation (the “how-to”)

It i’s one thing task to claim postulate an ethics of leadership which that ought to facilitate (strong) cooperation and envision reason why this should beis good and beneficial,. bBut it’s another thing to implement such an approach in real life. According to modern thinkers in business ethics such aslike Ulrich (Ulrich, 1988), Homann and Suchanek  (Homann & Suchanek, 2005), and Lütge and Uhl (Lütge & Uhl, 2018), it would be naïve and quixotic to try to implement an ethics of leadership and cooperation against in the context of the predominant logic of “modern” organizations, particularly their calling prioritization offor efficiency and effectiveness. 

However, we can basically fundamentally distinguish between a logic of maximization and versus one of optimization. The The formerlogic of maximization would mean to be as much as possibleaims for maximum effectiveness and efficiencyt achieved by anyll means (Tufts would speak ofcall this “cut-throat competition,” (Tufts, 1918, passim)), whereby maximation is restricted toonly the well-being of the respective organizsation is maximized, without caring fordisregarding any external effects. Optimization, instea, on the other handd,  gives roomgives importance to other external aspects values as well, e.g.such as ecological and social sustainability, which may be underof consideration with for good reasons as well (e.g., human rights). Thise distinction refers ties in to the ethical discussion about what a “good” life consists in, and about to the question whether business is restrictedrestricted  to being merely to business only (are means of “productivity” according to capitalist ideas,) or rather business is thereexists for improving our common well-being.	Comment by Author: unclear; do you mean „which may be directly tied to [legally/ethically relevant] matters of human rights“?

Rescher’s level model itself is in itself a recommendationprovides a methodology on how to come move from abstract norms to everyday activities. A group or any other social system does not necessarily need to develop the required do processesthis on their its own, although they it may, and some actually do. InsteadHowever, a lot ofmany ethically functional practices are already available thatand can serve as “templates” or blueprints are already available. Leadership should make sure that the discourse on thea practical level is kept on going continuously –, we are not sayingwhich does not mean all the time, keep on going. Templates are also available on thea management level in the form ofas “operating systems,” such as HolaHolacracy (Robertson, 2016), and as documented experience (Bauer et al. 2019). From HolaHolacracy we derive adopt the idea to distinguish distinction between settings which are determinedmeant to clarify operative issues and such those concerned where it is aboutwith reflecting about the (cooperative) processes on a meta- level.	Comment by Author: These terms seem synonymous; you might delete one of them or clarify the difference.	Comment by Author: Unclear; do you mean

Leadership should make ensure that practices are in place to keep the meta-discourse continuously going on

or

Leadership should make sure that the discourse concerning the practical level [of operations] is kept alive continuously

?

Those templates, blueprints and experiences need to be customized and adjusted adapted to the respective conditions. This is possible, which can take place throughby discourse, decision making, and the implementation of whatever was has been decided. Facilitating and maintaining a non-coercsive discourse (as much as possible) iswill be one of the most important tasks for leadership functions if strong cooperation is desired. Skill in this areaTh constitutes a is will be prerequisite for leadership on a personal level, and is also a specific personal virtue of the respective leader. Some degree of moral and personal development will is also certainly be required from of every member inof the group. It i’s the leaders’ task to support and foster continuing the process of individual maturation as a joint task.	Comment by Author: Is this what you meant?

For managing the discourse and mutual sense- making processes (Weick, 2009), some methods and means tools have been turned outbeen found to be helpful, such as “nonviolent communication” (Rosenberg, 2015), “sociocracy” (Buck and Villines, 2017),  “wWarm dData lLabs”  (N. Bateson, n.d.), and “appreciative inquiry” (Cooperrider, 2005). Schein’s concept of the levels of relationships (Schein, 2018) helps to better understand the consequences of carefully listening to and being interested in the other, rather than just utilizinge the other to meet one’s ownmy needs because oneI may have the power to do so. We must not forget that “one’s ownmy needs” are often are representations of the interests of others (the boss, the organization, the nation, etc.;  here acting as so-called; “introjects” in psychoanalytic languageterms), to whichfor whom people feel obliged.	Comment by Author: It would be useful to clarify whether this was „found“ in research, by practitioners, or both.

Another pivotal aspect of the pragmatics of an ethics of leadership refers tois conflict management. Leadership in cooperative social systems has to carefully observe and “manage” differences prior to them gettingbefore they turn into serious real conflicts. We see regard the various differences present within social groups as an inevitable part of social life and the basis of progress and development. However, if differences are being expressed as conflicts, there is an increasing increased risk of acceleration and “widening the gap” by which would be an amplifyingication of potential negative aspects within thea relationship. Thus pProphylactic conflict management would beis an important competence for those who function as care takers, i.e., leaders in a social system. Since differences are inevitable and productive within a range of quantity and quality, leadership should be sensitive to induct differences into a discourse, before they become “hot” (Pastoors and Ebert, 2019, p. 25 ff.).

In some cases, “hot” conflicts cannot be prevented fromof evolving. The way those servingin in leadership functions manage the process of conflict resolution will beis a crucial signal for all actors on how much trust, justice, and equity etc. is really existent present in the system (see also Deutsch, 1985, p. 72 ff.).	Comment by Author: Avoid „etc.“ here – delete or list all items, as again they might not be obvious. You could also use „and other positive [ethical] values“ or a similar general phrase.

For conflict management, too, many pre-existing tools, methods, and frameworks are available exist, such asfor example the “principled negotiation” (Harvard Negotiation Project) (Fisher, 1983).

The inclusive leadership model (Zirkler, M., & Herzog, J., Inclusive Leadership: Die Gestaltung von Zusammengehörigkeit als zentrale Herausforderung in der digitalen Arbeitswelt, article submitted for publication) with its continuum betweenof uniqueness and belonging seems to be a useful framework forto creatinge a social spaces that  allowing theo expression of individuality and while addressing the need forof social affiliation at the same time.

However, most of the “tools” depicted mentioned above can be abused to fuel for fueling , self-interest, unfair exercises of power execution, etc., if they are not utilized in a spirit of and based on an ethics of cooperation. Therefore, an agreement of all personsople involved is requiredshould agree to adhere to the principles of an ethics of cooperation while being fully aware of the risk of abusiveness that these principles may be abused under some circumstances(sometimes, someone, somewhere). However, thus misuAbusing the principles does not necessarily puts them into question as such, as. the misAbuse could can be understood as a form of “violating” the principles at their margins and limits. Crucial will beT the way a social system and their its leaders handles “violations” is crucial..	Comment by Author: Is this what you meant?

Insight into the benefit of cooperation is rooted in both rationality and theplus positive emotions. The more encounters people have that they perceive asexperience as emotionally positive, the more trust will beis built, and the more cooperation we can expect. Leadership can stimulate positive emotions byin “really” engaging with the individuals involved (see “Schein’s level-2 -relationships” in (Schein, 2018)). This is in accordance to with Deutsch’s “crude law of social relations,” which states that: “the characteristic processes and effects elicited by a given type of social relationship also tend to elicit that type of social relationship” (Deutsch, 1985, p. 69).	Comment by Author: Do you mean „authentically“? Please clarify.

For shared leadership responsibilities we need commitment and obligation, i.e., a system forof clearly defining and describing roles as well as their attached associated accountabilities. It must be clear who is taking care of what and whom,. aAnd the person adopting a role must self-clarify. clarify itself. Once tensions are observable aboutaround a misfit or a vagueness of roles are observed, whoever has adopted this part ofthe relevant the leadership rilefunction should pick up the “weak signals” and induct them into theto social system in an appropriate way (i.e., not aunder all circumstanceslways and not at any time). Clarity, in turn, is an ongoing process of clarification that will is never be completed and will never beor finished.	Comment by Author: Is this what you mean by „always“?

Since pPeople are differentunique by virtue of having, they have diverse competencies and capabilities, different aspirations, hopes, desires, etc., iIt might be useful to think about the question of which individual characteristics of individuals are more or less useful for in a leadership position. An evaluation of the deep--rooted traits of a person (Knoepffler, 2009, p. 147 ff.) cwould address the question with whom best to engage in cooperation and who is best qualified for leadership positions. The ethical principale which that applies here is the request for self-clarification; leadership can and should help to improve and professionalize the associated social processes.

On the basis of this theory of cooperation and competition, cooperative groups will are expected to show some certain positive characteristics, which are that can serve as  good operationalizations and measures for the extent to which the a social system is cooperative . We summarize and order theose as follows:	Comment by Author: Or else, who do you refer to by „his“?

1. More communication (quantity) will beis going on (in terms of quantity), and itsthe quality of communication is better (listening, trying to understand what other’s mean). More ideas will beare expressed.
2. More kindness and , more support, but  and less destructive expression will beis found in the communicative exchange of ideas. Group members will beare more satisfied with the group and feel better (safver) in the groupit. They will beare also more attentive to each other. See the concepts and methods of “pPositive pPsychology” for practical usage (Seligman, 2011).	Comment by Author: Do you mean „examples,“ „applications,“ „explanations,“ or perhaps „operationalization“? „usage“ usually refers to how a term is used.
3. More feelings of (psychological) safety, meaning more confidence, a higher rate degree of similarityies in beliefves, values, etc., are are perceived experienced among by group members.	Comment by Author: Do you also mean „trust“?
4. More division of labor, more coordination inof problem-solving tasks, more orientation to task achievement, and more discipline in discussions will beis shown. Overall, higherMore productivity will beis observed seen in such groups.
5. Differences and conflicts in highly such cooperative groups are seen as a joint shared problems, which that needs require joint effort to be resolved it. The interests of all actors are considered as important and equally legitimate;, thus solutions would need to address theose interests as best as possible.

If a social system wants aims to increase its capacity forto cooperatione, the issuetopic of justice will beis central to achieving success. Deutscheed. (Deutsch, 1985) raises the central question: “Under what conditions are people with conflicting interests able to work out an agreement (that is, a system of justice defining what each shall give and receive in the transaction between them) that is stable and mutually satisfying?” (Deutsch, 1985, p. 6). He broadly understands the associated values as those values “that foster effective social cooperation to promote individual well-being” (Deutsch, 1985, p. 37). More in details Deutsch proposes several more detailed principles, such as the following:

1. In cooperative relations in which economic productivity is a primary goal, equity rather than equality or need will be the dominant principle of distributive justice
2. In cooperative relations in which the fostering or maintenance of enjoyable social relations is the common goal, equality will be the dominant principle of distributive justice	Comment by Author: typo in quote? (presumably „equality“, not „quality“)
3. In cooperative relations in which the fostering of personal development and personal welfare is the common goal, need will be the dominant principle of distributive justice (Deutsch, 1985, p. 38)

We derive from Deutsch (Deutsch, 1985) a typology of social relations that is, admittedly an oversimplification of what’s going on in realityreal-life processes, but in our view constitutes a good starting point. In the section on cooperative section on we find a variety of productive relations, in contrast to the competitive part of his overview. Interestingly, hierarchy is also subsumed underin the cooperative category. However, it is Deutsch statessaid, that hierarchy beingas a superordinate-subordinate relationship, if hierarchy is not fully legitimized by those in the subordinate position, it isis often a cause of conflict and competition:, “[T]this type of relation is rarely free of strong competitive elements. It follows then that some superordinate-subordinate relations in hierarchically organized systems will have the character of power struggles, and these would be more appropriately classified as belonging to cell 16” [i.e., ‘(“regulated power struggle’])” (Deutsch, 1985, p. 78).

For cooperation, whether formal or informal, we find a range of ways to create productive relationships that can be alternatives to top-down relationships, such as “problem solving”, “organized cooperation”, “caring”, “protecting” and even “educational”. All those approaches would fit into an understanding of leadership of establishing, fostering and maintaining cooperation (see also Schein, 2018). They can be outlined as distributed leadership roles within a social system and strongly support cooperation as caring for the interest of all as a joint challenge.


Fig. 3  Sixteen tTypes of social relations according to Deutsch (Deutsch, 1985, p. 78).	Comment by Author: Change to „The sixteen types“ if Deutsch considers this system exhaustive.

There are also some minor typos in the figure, but since it’s a graphic I can’t edit it. E.g., 4 a. has a space before the final quote, 14 b. should read „supervisor-employee,“ and 10 c. and 13 c. seem incomplete (possibly due to formatting).

Does cooperation pay off ?

Weak forms of cooperation (operating transactionally operating according to setthe rules and principles set,  compliancethus to comply) are in any case inevitable in today’s world characterized by highly specializationed and complex division of labor-divided world. 

The more we wish to harnessrely on the creativity, the power capacity for innovation, and communication skills (presenting ideas, freely speaking up freely, listening to others, contributing ideas in response,  adding ideas etc.), the more we need strong forms of cooperation are needed. If a social system in totalas a whole wants to benefit from the innovative power of its “human resources,” it needs to create the conditions where in which creativity, innovation, productivity, etc., areis more likely to flourish. However, sStrong forms of cooperation have some social prerequisites.	Comment by Author: Is this what you meant by „adding ideas“? Clarify or delete (as it seems to duplicate „presenting ideas“).

[bookmark: _GoBack]The strong form of cooperation is a way of life thatand builds on the conviction that ethics matter. Paradise is hard to reach, and itit i’s not even clear whetherif the stateit of paradise should be aspired to, but but with cooperation you we can get a little closer to a life which deserves to be called humane, as is, for instance, indicated outlined in the declaration of independence: “We hold these truths to be self-evident, that all men are created equal, that they are endowed by their Creator with certain unalienable Rights, that among these are Life, Liberty and the pursuit of Happiness” (Declaration of Independence, 2015).

However, we can also identify some more sturdy solid and hands-on reasons for, why cooperation pays off. 

A study by Espedal et al. (Espedal et al. 2012) shows that cooperation pays off in terms of organizational performance, i.e., invested capital. Ehnert (Ehnert, 2009) connects cooperation to sustainability as follows: “Sustainable HRM is the pattern of planned or emerging human resource strategies and practices intended to enable organizational goal achievement while simultaneously reproducing the HR base over a long-lasting calendar time” (Ehnert, 2009, p. 74). Bachmann ( 2017) in turn found finds a positive impact of ethical leadership on motivation and climate: “It is noticeable, at least in the plant researched here, how much the absence of criteria like normative conduct, integrity, trust or fair treatment of employees, which are typically associated with ethical leadership, can contribute to a low employee motivation and a bad climate” (Bachmann, 2017, p. 142).

Ultimately, tThough, the answer to the question of pay off depends largely on the value system in which it is raised.  HoweverStill, cooperation in the wayof the type outlined here will pays off in the long run not only ethically, but also economically, too.
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image1.emf
Level 1 CHARACTERIZING AIMS "due care for the best interest of others"

Level 2 BASIC PRINCIPLES AND VALUES "honesty"

Level 3 GOVERNING RULES "Do not lie"

Level 4 OPERATING DIRECTIVES "Say plainly what you believe (to be so)"

(GROUNDRULES OF PROCEDURE)

Level 5 PARTICULAR RULINGS "Answer Jones truthfully (as best you can)"

THE STRATIFICATION LEVELS OF THE IMPLEMENTATION HIERARCHY FOR MORAL NORMS
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Level 1: Characterizing Aims

• Support the interests of people.

   -Avoid injury to the interests of people

   -Act to advance the interests of people

Level 2: Basic Principles (Controlling Values)

• Do not cause people needless pain (GENTLENESS)

• Do not endanger people's lives or their well being unnecessarily (CARE FOR SAFETY)

• Honor your genuine commitments to people; in dealing with people give them their 

just due (PROBITY)

• Help others when you reasonably can (GENEROSITY)

• Don't take improper advantage of others (FAIRNESS)

Level 3: Operating Rules

• Don't hurt people

• Don't lie; tell the truth

• Don't cheat

Level 4: Operating Directives

• Use anesthetics when operating on people

• Be candid when asked questions

• Play with fair dice

Level 5: Concrete Rulings

• Return the money you borrowed from Smith

• Don't pollute this river, dispose of your sewage elsewhere

• Don't let these children play with those matches

ILLUSTRATIONS FROM THE IMPLEMENTATION HIERARCHY OF MORALITY
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SOCIAL-EMOTIONAL TASK-ORIENTED

Informal Formal Informal Formal

1 5 9 13

a. "intimate" a. "fraternal" a. "problem-solving"a. "organized 

cooperation"

Equal b. (lovers) b. (club members) b. (colleagues) b. (members of a 

task force)

c. love-making C. social party c. staff meeting c. working together 

with 

differentiated 

responsibilities to 

solve a problem

2 6 10 14

a. "caring" a. "protecting" a. "educational a. "hierarchical 

organization"

Unequalb. (mother child) b. (policeman-child)b. (professor-

graduate student)

b. (superviso-

employee)

c. nursing c. helping c. working together 

informally on a 

research project 

under 

professor's 

direction

c. supervisor 

assigning 

employee to a 

certain task

3 7 11 15

a. "antagonistic" a. "rivalry" a. "competition" a. "regulated 

competition"

Equal b. (personal 

enemies)

b. (divorced couple)b. (contestants in 

an informal 

game)

b. (business rivals)

c. fighting c. contesting for 

child's attention

c. trying to score 

points against 

the other

c. bidding against 

each other for a 

contract

4 8 12 16

a. "sadomasochistic

"

a. "dominating" a. "power struggle" a. "regulated power 

struggle"

Unequalb. (bully-victim) b. (expert-novice) b. (authority-rebel) b. (guard-prisoner)

c. tormenting c. intimidating c. guerrilla warfare c. ordering the 

prisoner to keep 

in step

COOPERATIVE

COMPETITIVE

Each type of social relation is: (a) given a label; (b) illustrated in terms of people who might be in such

a relationship; and (c) illustrated in terms of a kind of activity might occur in such a relationship.

Sixteen Types of Social Relations


