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INTRODUCTION

In this article we attempt to answer the question of how findings about what
free will is influence our understanding of particular leadership styles. We
assume that depending on how people understand free will we will gain another
perspective on understanding leadership: its legitimisation (choice), exercise
(moral responsibility), and relations with others (basic merit). Arguments for
accepting or rejecting free will are construed within different planes and
logical frameworks serving to describe leadership styles. It is within one plane
that we interpret choices made by people who are in control of their actions.
However, human behaviours as manifestations of blind chance conditioned by
uncontrolled constitutive or incidental occurrences are considered from a
different angle.
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Reflections on free will allow us to grasp the differences in legitimising
leadership, exercising this role, and relating to others. To this end, we will
compare the classical Augustinian approach to freedom of will with its con-
temporary concepts of libertarianism, compatibilism, hard incompatibilism,
and revisionism (FISCHER ET AL. 2007). Then, within specific planes and a
logical framework of description, we will indicate the dominant leadership
style and its understanding. We want to defend the thesis that different lead-
ership styles, in order to have a chance of being implemented and go beyond
the self-centred process of executing power, should not only go beyond the
libertarian way of perceiving free will, but also adopt a more synthetic theo-
logical approach in which leaders choose to be obedient to God’s will out of
love of God and people.

1. FREE WILL AND LEADERSHIP STYLES

In the classical approach, free will is a human faculty connected with me-
mory and reason, but it has a separate function that ensures that the human being
enjoys a special place in the world (AUGUSTINE 2010, Book 3, 3.8, 34-35)."
In this approach, human will is not only where desire stems from, but, more
importantly, it is the basis of the subject’s agency and moral responsibility
(K0oszkALO 2016). Making choices, undertaking actions, and bearing moral
responsibility make man a fallible being who is likely to err. This illustrates
the basic and inseparable attribute of the human will, which is one’s freedom;
it not only means freedom of choice and will, but essentially the ability to
shun evil and choose good (AUGUSTINE, Book 2). That is why St. Augustine
combined his philosophical inquiries about the will with the practical search
for happiness (BENEDICT XVI 2007, 11; 2009, note 88), and this trend is still
present today determining our understanding of the human condition. Hannah
Arendt states in this context: “The will decides how to use memory and
intellect, meaning that it directs [reason and memory] to another goal.... Yet,
not everyone rejoices who uses [achieves a thing] if he desired it not for its

! In the dialogue On Free Will, St. Augustine states: “Thus it turns out both that we do not deny
that God has foreknowledge of everything that will be, and nevertheless that we do will what we
will. For although He has foreknowledge of our will, it is the will of which He has foreknowledge.
Therefore, it is going to be our will, since He has foreknowledge of our will. Nor could it be our
will if it were not in our power. Therefore, He has foreknowledge of our power. Hence power is
not taken away from me due to His foreknowledge — it is thus mine all the more certainly, since He
whose foreknowledge does not err foreknew that it would be mine.”
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own sake, but for some other purpose. That is why the will is never satisfied.
Satisfaction means that the will is at rest, whereas nothing, certainly not even
hope, can quiet the restlessness of the will or provide it with that calm and
lasting joy in what is present” (ARENDT 1996, 149-50; own translation).

Despite the passage of centuries, the dilemmas highlighted by Augustine
dominate contemporary discussions on whether or not the will is man’s auton-
omous capacity to control actions, thoughts, and attitudes in view of the lack
of one’s full power over the causes or blind chance shaping these capacities
(APPIAH-SEKYERE 2013; JIN 2023). In our opinion, resolving this issue sig-
nificantly impacts our understanding of leadership (DENNETT and CARUSO
2022). Leadership is a social construct embedded in human systems forged in
various processes and meaning-making. Being a leader involves a number of
qualities that shape our understanding of leadership, and changing one of them
can bring about an overall change in how it is understood (LADKIN 2010;
LAKOMSKI 2016). There is no definition of leadership that would be unani-
mously accepted by scholars. On the contrary, the concept was framed by phi-
losophers, psychologists, business practices or politicians. Having reviewed
relevant literature, Silva defines leadership as “the process of interactive in-
fluence that occurs when, in a given context, some people accept someone as
their leader to achieve common goals” (SILVA 2016, 3). Instead of looking for
a formal definition, scholars tend to enumerate some elements needed to de-
fine leadership. First of all, leadership does not consist of a single action; ra-
ther, it is a process that evolves with the leader. Second, leadership needs two
subjects—a leader and followers—who enter into a relationship. Third,
leadership ought to contain some goals connected with the leader’s vision.
Last but not least, leadership cannot rely on force and blind obedience but
requires trust and inspiration to jointly work towards common goals (BUGAJ
and SULIMA 2022; MALIK and AZMAT 2019).

In leadership studies, there is a clear trend of moving away from leader-
centred leadership towards participatory leadership, which is oriented towards
followers or distributed leadership (THOROUGHGOOD ET AL. 2018; CRAWFORD
2012). There is also a clear shift away from classical concepts based on the
characteristics and behaviours of a leader towards concepts analysing the
functions performed by the leader and the leadership styles used (VAN VUGT
2006). In this spirit, embedding his considerations in Emmanuel Levinas’ the-
ory, McGhee proposes a typology of leadership depending on the orientation
of a given type towards the other person. Starting with the most egocentric
type, he distinguishes transactional and transformational types of leadership,
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and, moving on to less egological types, positive and relational leadership
(MCGHEE 2023).

The oldest types of leadership identified by McGhee as transformational
styles date back to the late 19th and the early 20th century and refer to the
thoughts of management classics. Scientific leadership (MIRSAFIAN 2023)
subsumed under transactional leadership can hardly be called leadership, sim-
ilarly to McGregor’s X theory (LAWTER ET AL. 2015), or task-oriented lead-
ership resulting from the management style grid by Blake and Mouton (1964).
Individual types of leadership later emerged from these fragments of the
achievements of historical management schools.

Transformational styles include visionary leadership (TAYLOR ET AL.
2014), charismatic leadership (LE BLANC ET AL. 2021), and heroic leadership
(YUKL 1999), all signifying styles based on exceptional features and their role
in winning people over and implementing a specific vision of the future. It
should be noted that transformational leadership is sometimes criticised for
its lack of an ethical dimension (NASSIF ET AL. 2021).

McGhee enumerates ethical (BROWN ET AL. 2005), authentic (WALUMBWA
ET AL. 2008), spiritual (FRY 2003; VEDULA and AGRAVAL 2024; NAYYAR
2024), and servant leadership (GREENLEAF 2002) among positive styles
(BLANCHET AL. 2016). Despite points of convergence and grounding in moral
values, these concepts differ in many respects, which makes it increasingly
worthwhile specifying definitions, models and applications of positive styles
not only within positive psychology, but also in the world of business.

Analysing the relational styles—distributed leadership (DONGXIAN and
BATOOL 2024), shared leadership (BOLDEN 2011; PEARCE ET AL. 2009; AB-
SON ET AL. 2024), and emerging leadership (HANNA ET AL. 2021; CARTE ET
AL. 2006)—one notices their mutual similarities and congruity with the para-
digm of organic leadership. This requires self-management by each employee
and allows for the lack of formal leadership, although employees adopt tem-
porary leadership roles. At the same time, it assumes that people are aware of
the goal they are striving for and the autonomy they have in specific contexts
(AVERY 2004).

The above model of approaching leadership styles is of an ordering nature,
and individual styles rarely occur in pure form in management. On the con-
trary, taking into account institutional conditions, the stage of the organisa-
tion’s development cycle, the experience of co-workers or the current situa-
tion in an organisation’s environment, we are dealing with a combination of
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various aspects of leadership types known in organisations. This is an expres-
sion of human reflexivity which allows one to use the entire repertoire of pos-
sible behaviours as a leader, depending on the way he or she perceives their
agency and the ability to accept responsibility in a world governed by neces-
sary cause-effect laws (SEARLE 2007).

2. LIBERTARIANISM

The outlook on free will that seems to be most closely related to the under-
standing of leadership is libertarianism (KANE 2007). It rejects determinism
and starts from the research-confirmed, indeterministic beliefs of most people
who believe that human behaviour is based on freedom of will. Indeterminism
here, however, does not mean spontaneous, unspecified or random events that
are in no way controllable. However, it does mean that—taking into account
exactly the same past, up to the moment of choosing—different outcomes are
possible. This is incompatible with determining only one line of future
choices, due to past events that shaped the subject of action. Libertarians rec-
ognise that the ability to act is important here and now, taking into account all
the facts at hand. Based on inductive generalisations of previous cases, the
subject is responsible for everything that is a sufficient cause or motive for
his or her actions.

In this approach, consequences are not derived from a person’s past that
shaped them, but the existence of individual actions that contribute to gaining
the current form (self-forming actions) is recognised (LEACH 2022). It follows
that, even if someone says they could not have acted differently, this does not
mean that their behaviour is directed by external forces, but—taking into ac-
count the developed character and motives of their behaviour—that they could
not have done otherwise at a given time and place.

However, people bear full responsibility for their actions as they move
within the framework of a will forged by choices made or actions taken in the
past—when they could have acted differently. Therefore, the libertarian no-
tion of free will makes the leader totally responsible for all of the organisa-
tion’s activities (JIN 2023). The closest thing to understanding free will in this
way is transactional leadership, which is based on the power resulting from
one’s position and the administration of rewards and punishments (DONG
2023). This is tantamount to treating people as morally responsible by virtue
of using freedom and controlling one’s behaviour as the ability to choose from
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among realistically available alternative possibilities (KANE 2007; CALLEN-
DER 2010).

On this view, possessing free will, in contrast to ordinary freedom of ac-
tion, consists in self-formation and shaping one’s character and motives,
which are the sources or beginnings of actions. Individuals are responsible for
the actions that stem from their attitudes, and they are also responsible for
forming the will in which their actions are grounded. To have free will, the
person must not only be the ultimate source of their actions, but also the ulti-
mate source of their will to perform them. This approach allows one, as part
of a utilitarian search for generalised rules of conduct, to indicate the possible
choices a leader makes in difficult situations, when he or she is torn between
competing goals of their conduct—morality or ambition, short-lived satisfac-
tion or long-term contentment.

Decision-making under such conditions of uncertainty is taken to follow
from the earlier formation of will in the presence of conflicting motivations,
where specific instances of choice-making were devised to deal with a given
situation. Indeterminism needn’t undermine control and responsibility, be-
cause it can be treated as background noise or a distraction that can be tackled
with some effort. Will is moulded in the act of independent decision-making,
whereas free will thrives on failures and successes, through conflict resolution
choice-making voluntarily and purposefully, and not by chance or error.

This approach is dominated by retributivism which means that a person
deserves punishment because they chose evil, or a reward because they chose
good. All other considerations are only additional values to the basic principle
of punishment due to the very fact of deserving punishment. It is similar to a
reward for choosing the good, and the other consequences are less important.
In this context, a transactional leader can adopt an active or a passive man-
agement style by way of exception and react only when problems arise
(AvoLIO ET AL. 1999; NAWAZ and KHAN 2016), leaving decisions in the
hands of employees with the company’s operations uninterrupted and believ-
ing that the initial contracts are a sufficient guide for subordinates. The leader
assumes that there are different paths leading into the future, and by assigning
responsibility he or she recognises that specific agents had other paths to fol-
low (APPIAH-SEKYERE 2013; LAKOMSKI 2016). The transactional leader also
assumes that they want to be recognised for their ability to choose a given
path, even if it involves punishment. There is a basic system of merits that can
be invoked even when it is not the result of consequentialist premises (im-
portance for the future) or contractualist premises (due to the community)
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(KANE 2007). Therefore, the evaluation of conduct is not con-tingent simply
on past actions, but according to how a person shaped their biography by mak-
ing the effort to make choices, so now one is better or less capable of making
an effort to make further choices.

3. COMPATIBILISM

The position conventionally called compatibilism has its roots in the clas-
sical philosophical thoughts of Aristotle and the Stoics, but it has gained the
greatest significance in modern philosophy thanks to thinkers such as Thomas
Hobbes, John Locke, David Hume, and John Stuart Mill (KANE 2005). According
to compatibilism, espoused today by Daniel C. Dennet and John Martin Fischer,
to name but a few, it is agreed that even in a completely deterministic world
there is a fundamental difference between people who are free from external
coercion, addictions or oppression, and those who suffer from these limita-
tions (EPICTETUS 1961, 17).? In this approach, will is conditioned by the fact
that in everyday life people prefer to be free from limitations. They do not
need the falsification of determinism in the world for this, but they rely more
on the logic of dialectical elimination of contradictions (TIMPE 2008).

If we are ontologically determined by the past, scientifically determined
cause-effect laws (physical, chemical, biological, psychological or sociologi-
cal), then in everyday life we are still able and willing to distinguish between
what is controlled by us, what we are responsible for, and what is not depend-
ent on us (FISCHER 2007).

This means that a person, despite recognising the necessary laws governing
reality, has a sense of freedom in the sense that they always have more than
one option for actions to choose from (“the garden of forking paths”). This is
based on the belief originally formulated by Harry Frankfurt (1969): although
it seems that a person does not have the ability to do something else, this lack
in itself does not mean that they are not free. Common sense, as well as mo-
rality and law, tell us there is a distinction between actions that someone is
forced to perform and free actions. People have more than one path available
to them, and the competencies they acquire help them to cope with, on the one
hand, their dependence on the past factors that constituted them, and random
circumstances beyond their control, on the other hand.

2 In this spirit, Epictetus stated: “Do not try to bend the course of events to your will, but bend
your will to the course of events, and your life will pass in prosperity” (own translation).
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Such logic can be traced in followers of transformational leaders, however
charismatic or visionary the latter may be. The followers are inspired by lead-
ers’ vision, unique personality and their commitment to changing existing
conditions for the better. Is this a free choice or just getting entangled with a
vision that was once attractive? It seems that we are dealing with the latter
scenario, because after a period of unconditionally following the leader, there
comes routinisation of charisma, the leader’s authority is now taken for
granted, and the only option is to stay on the chosen path or to relinquish the
previous vision.

Such behaviour rests on the assumption that employees are at least partly
responsible for who they are and how they shape their will. If this were not
the case, then nothing could be done to change (or improve) one’s actions.

Following this line of reasoning, it is natural and likely to think of people
as having (at least sometimes) more than one path to choose from in their
lives. Therefore, choosing one of them may be rewarding, but picking another
may bring a punishment. Expecting a reward or punishment is, in this approach,
natural in their condition as free agents of action. They even prefer a well-
deserved punishment than being placed in, as Dennett called it, “an institution
for the morally incompetent” (DENNET and CARUSO 2022, 37). In their treat-
ment of the leader as a role model, members of the organisation follow his or
her vision, and this recognition and attainment of the intended change can be
seen as a reward. If they choose their leader consistently, he or she will
determine subsequent decisions on the way to achieving the intended goals.

4. HARD INCOMPATIBILISM

Incompatibilism, especially so-called hard incompatibilism, treats all rules
in force in the world as belonging to the same type, meaning that reality is
governed by deterministic laws and indeterministic sets of cases (PEREBOOM
2001, 2007). Therefore, saying that free will puts one in control of their
actions is a sort of cognitive naivety. This results in scepticism towards free
will, which makes a person’s behaviour dependent on various causes, circum-
stances or cases beyond one’s control. Such reasoning, formulated in modern
times by Peter van Inwagen, is called the argument based on consequences
(VAN INWAGEN 1983, 2017).

Incompatibilism in perceiving free will can adopt positive leadership
styles. These focus on a leader’s behaviour and relationships with employees
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that strengthen their self-confidence and cause the development of their po-
tential (HOCH ET AT. 2018). Although each of the four subtypes of leadership
hinges on moral values, it should be noted that authentic and ethical leadership
assumes management based on a leader’s established moral standards. Mean-
while, servant and spiritual types of leadership stem from altruistic love and
the desire to accept and help every member of an organisation. Therefore, we
can assign the first two types to the deterministic world and assume that both
the leader and his or her fellow employees are exempt from moral responsi-
bility based on merit, because they are determined by set standards.

In the case of spiritual and servant leadership, different scenarios are pos-
sible depending on the relationships that the leader builds with his followers,
which is why they can be accepted as characteristic of the indeterministic
world. However, leaders only think they are guided by altruistic love, because
they cannot be responsible for the choices of their employees, but they must
accept what they jointly establish and also help the employees maintain the
adopted path of development. In fact, they are guided by the idea that there is
no fundamental difference between the desired effect of a choice achieved
through manipulation and being under the influence of necessary cause-and-
effect laws.

In this approach, leadership is tied with the rejection of moral responsibil-
ity resulting from the fact that every normal person possesses minimal moral
competences based on the basic principles of merit. According to hard incom-
patibilists, retributivist thinking must be rejected as taking into account only
past actions, not future effects, when a reward is given or a punishment im-
posed. However, we can furnish a number of examples where, in both legal
proceedings and moral judgements, the merit system adopted leads in practice
to the abuse of punishments and reprimands, so that they do not produce the
expected improvement in terms of security, moral development and reconcil-
iation. It is only acceptable to seek premises taking into account what is yet
to happen to judge someone’s behaviour as good or bad. When the balance
and well-being of employees are respected and their individuality cherished
(MULLAMAA 2024), it is difficult to be guided by the logic of rewards and
punishments—they are supplanted by intuitive choices that ban harming em-
ployees and prevent the creation of permanent rules of conduct. To simplify,
we can say that concern for the future and its consequences determines the
criteria for the current assessment of human actions.
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Some degree of dualism can be seen in ethical leadership. On the one hand,
a person in power acts in line with previously formed personal ethical princi-
ples; on the other hand, an ethical leader takes care that company standards
are maintained, presents them to co-workers and, by establishing justified re-
warding criteria, makes sure that they are compliant (TREVINO ET AL. 2000;
DANAF and BERKE 2021). Moral responsibility is associated with moral anger
whenever there are cases of abuse, discrimination and oppression; it is harmful
when someone is considered guilty of such a state of affairs. The key to the
ethical understanding of free will in the case of incompatibilism may be to
recognise the leader’s ethical reflection, which allows them to overcome the
established patterns and habits rooted in the uncritical acceptance of previ-
ously formed standards. Only ethical reflection combined with critical think-
ing can be the basis for ethical judgment (LARRES and KELLY 2023).

According to Caruso, people do not deserve praise or blame; nor do they
need to be rewarded or punished in everyday situations (DENNETT and CARUSO
2022). He cites Einstein’s achievements, which the genius himself considered
to be due to accidental circumstances or necessary conditions—not his merit.
He claims that a system devoid of rewards and punishments would be better
for humans, pointing to research according to which accepting or rejecting
free will is correlated with a greater or lesser tendency to inflict painful
punishments. Such an approach is characteristic of spiritual and servant
leadership, in which, based on altruistic love, the leader does not assume the
ill will of his co-workers and takes on the role of mentor to assist them in
developing their full potential and meeting their needs. This increases intrinsic
motivation, thanks to which work itself becomes a reward (FRY 2003).

5. REVISIONISM

This position does not require that we reject the attractiveness of our in-
compatible self-concept constructs, nor does it demand that we deny the
claims of the compatibilists and libertarians saying that we are free and re-
sponsible. Instead, it requires that we approach the intuitive, common-sense
concept critically, disregarding those issues of our understanding of free will
that are the least plausible or plainly useless. The revisionist approach assigns
evidential status to common-sense, pre-philosophical intuitions or reflective
judgments about what we should say about various thought experiments and
phenomenological beliefs or those based on introspection (DOUBLE 1996).
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At stake here is such an understanding of free will that aligns with common
sense, not an explanation that clarifies or rectifies the common-sense approach.
Free will, in one’s reflection or action, is the ability to discover moral consi-
derations and be directed by them. Recognising this capacity does not ne-
cessitate that indeterminism be embraced, but it draws new lines dividing
human abilities that can be controlled by humans even when surrounded by a
deterministic world order. There are many real options in a person’s life that
reveal one’s free will, either weak or strong, when we are able to detect moral
considerations and then guide our actions accordingly. This ability is very
specific and depends on many facts about ourselves and the context that we
find ourselves in, often in ways that are invisible to us.

If we consciously admit that something is an expression of free will in one
context, it may turn out to be of little use in another. Thus, free will appears
as a relatively fragile conscious recognition of the subjectivity of our actions.
We often credit ourselves with more free will than we actually possess. What
is more, we may not notice it, even if it actually constitutes our actions (VARGAS
2007). This is characteristic of relational styles in which leadership is informal
or divided among group members. A leading person undertakes to coordinate
group activities and make decisions when, in their judgement, they have the
appropriate competences to implement a specific project.

However, a person willingly submits to others’ decisions if they find that
their own skills are not sufficient and require support. Such a temporary leader
often implements an adaptive style, which is dictated not only by the fre-
quently volatile needs of customers or stakeholders but also by changing
global economic or demographic trends. The real challenge, then, is to create
a work environment based on trust, cooperation and autonomy among the or-
ganisation’s members (AMIL 2024).

In revisionism, moral responsibility hinges on its proper recognition, well-
formed sensitivity and the capacity for self-direction. Just like in compatibil-
ism (including John Fischer’s semi-compatibilism), revisionism emphasises
that libertarianism can do without the libertarian concept of agency. However,
the question of whether common-sense thinking about moral responsibility is
compatible with determinism is a different matter. It is accepted that a flawed
understanding of subjective action—which requires a naturalistically credible
and normatively appropriate account of moral responsibility—should be elim-
inated. Therefore, invoking common-sense intuitions that are inherent in the
concepts and ideas of moral responsibility must take into account the balance
between these pre-philosophical approaches to the problem and the typically
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diverse results of the theoretical and empirical research. It is obvious, then,
that we must realise how much depends on our common-sense intuitions.

This approach assumes that we always have to somehow identify this es-
sential human capacity for praise or blame, reward or punishment, although
our reconsideration of thinking of free will can change the facts about it. The
concepts of free will and moral responsibility allow us to organise, track, and
justify different ways of treating each other. If we can demonstrate their sig-
nificance, this should be enough to prove that free will and moral responsibil-
ity do exist, even if they are somewhat different from what we thought. In the
worst case, it would transpire that there is something functionally equivalent
(or nearly so) to free will and moral responsibility.

Even if this is not the complete picture of free will, it would make sense to
apply it to the libertarian concept of power or ability, the presence or absence
of which is essential for assessing merit or fault. Perhaps we do not need to
inquire into the nature of free will at all, considering the perfectly functional
concepts, practices, and attitudes that refer to it. In the case of relational styles,
a reward or punishment may be determined by the team’s success or failure,
because responsibility is shared by its members. In group action, will may also
be seen not as individual but as collective will. On this view, everyone can
decide to cooperate for shared goals and jointly change the system if it limits
the possibility of achieving them (GENTILE 2005).

6. AUGUSTINISM

In the Christian approach, free will conceived as the human power and
ability to self-direct should be viewed in the context of the universal biblical
description of the expulsion from the Garden of Eden, where man wilfully (i.e.
freely) embraced the wrong values. Therefore, will must not simply be free,
but also good, because evil resulting from the lack of will and its frailty calls
man’s subjectivity into question (GOLKA 2015). The tradition of such think-
ing, derived from St. Augustine, to this day determines the level of the theo-
logical understanding of free will. This perspective significantly changes the
seemingly compatibilist understanding of free will. What matters most is not
so much people’s ability to direct their own lives, but rather the loving ac-
ceptance of God’s will. In this way, man strives to become one with God while
retaining his ontological distinctiveness. Augustine associates the act of cre-
ating man in the image of God with the ontological theory of the analogy of
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the Trinity (vestigia trinitatis). It confirms the soul’s similarity to God in its
unity and triplicity. This results not only from the biblical understanding of
being created in the image of God, but is also part of our natural knowledge
about God (RIST 1994).

“Augustine, seeing in man the image of God, most often enumerates the three
main powers of one’s mental life: memory, intelligence and will” (KOWALCZYK
2016, 29). The analogy, based on the similarity between the triunity of the
human being as a soul and God’s triunity, is a way to portray God from the point
of view of His creation. The limit of this analogy, however, lies in the difference
between human self-knowledge and God’s self-awareness. God knows Himself
perfectly, while we may know ourselves only imperfectly, although we can
become more like God as we advance in self-knowledge. The structure of the
analogy refers to an ontological relationship in the mind as a kind of common
essence, perfect in God but imperfect in humanity (SPENCER 2015).

Augustine’s understanding of human as a being dependent in his or her
existence requires the currently forgotten distinction between using (uti) a
thing and liking it (frui) for the sake of the thing or being itself. “Augustine
here arrives at a concept of moral and social life based on one single principle:
the virtuous man uses everything, including himself, for God’s sake and de-
sires that all beings in the universe use themselves as he does, solely for God’s
sake” (GILSON 1953, 223). Man is the only being that God created in his image
and likeness, giving him an immortal soul and free will. A reflection on the
leadership theory requires that the meaning of theological reflection be taken
seriously and it is more than just leaders invoking biblical truths.

Augustine’s acknowledgement of God’s will puts the theological approach
to free will on a par with the above-mentioned approaches to free will—as the
ability and power of self-made man according to libertarianism and partly in
compatibilism, as a semblance in a world that relies on necessary laws, his-
torical circumstances or, according to incompatibilists, blind fate—or, in re-
visionist terms, as the need to appeal to unanimous acceptance of universal
values. On this view, defending free will is an attempt to solve the problem of
evil, which also depends on human choices. Despite such consequences, with-
out free will, according to Augustine, there would be neither moral good nor
evil in creation. There would be no true responsibility or guilt, and creatures
could not choose to love God by their free will. Love is a greater good when
given freely (KANE 2005). It is man who, by virtue of original sin, is unable
to remain completely focused on the Good that is in love with God. Self-loving
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man can turn away from God and be interested only in his own good, in con-
trast to what the Good really is. Augustine calls this inappropriate attachment
of man to himself and his own good pride (superbia) (FREDE 2011).

The theological understanding of free will in the logic of the analogy to the
Holy Trinity is a synthesising understanding of leadership. Here, the leader
chooses actions with the common good in mind, not personal interests, so we
can consider his authority as morally justified (GREENLEAF 2002). The goals
of the organisation combine society’s development in unity with God, and this
accords to man—who was created in His image—special significance. There-
fore, people’s well-being should be the objective of all social processes taking
place in a lasting relationship, first with God, then with other people, and also
with the natural environment.

In the same way, the leader, when setting organisational goals, should take
the value of relationships seriously (PEIRONG 2019). Without God’s guidance,
human reason is too weak to undertake the tasks of directing the activities of
given institutions. A leader, when guided by his or her theological outlook,
perceives their leadership as a call from God. Therefore, they pursue a goal of
supporting their colleagues in their own integral development, building rela-
tionships with clients or the local community according to the received prin-
ciples (Pontifical Council of Justice and Peace, no. 67).

Although a leader can adopt, in principle, any of the above-mentioned lead-
ership styles, the style closest to Augustinism will be servant leadership, fol-
lowed prototypically by Jesus Christ.® His teaching offers guidance for future
Church leaders. Jesus’ attitude not only won the hearts of his disciples, but
also built a culture of service among his followers (HENSON and HEMBY
2023). However, even He, being an integral part of the Holy Trinity, subordi-
nated His mission to the will of God, saying: “I came from heaven, not to do
my own will, but the will of him who sent me” (J 6:38).

The basis of servant leadership is the will to serve, which is the foundation
of a good society (“the rock upon which a good society is built”; GREENLEAF
2002, 62). Therefore, it is important to note to what extent free will is the real
ability to direct his own behaviour. A servant leader, making conscious deci-
sions based on ethical principles and moral values, assesses the consequences
of the actions undertaken and is held accountable for moral irresponsibility
(SOUSA and VAN DIERENDONCK 2017).

3 This is evidenced by Jesus’ statements about authority (Mt 25-28) and the ritual of washing
the apostles’ feet before the Last Supper (J 13:17).
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The matter becomes even more complicated when we analyse choice-making
and decision-making in an institution. The leader sets the cultural tone of the
organisation, providing a context for other members to connect them with a
deeper sense of meaning and thus influence the overall goal (IRVING 2018).
Keeping or changing a specific institutional order is not determined by the
game of selfish interests, but by the real influence of people who have the
ability to make choices. They recognise that all authority comes from God and
therefore earthly leadership gains justification only through submission to
God’s will. It is merely the repayment of a loan that every person takes from
God when starting their earthly life (BLANCHARD 2007).

This submission, or godliness, can be based either on fear or love
(BOCHENSKI 1992; JABLONSKI 2002). Fear of God, who punishes evil and re-
wards good, was mirrored in Christianity by love—therefore, man fulfils
God’s will in order to avoid offending the highest object of love. Such a rela-
tionship, called paternalism, was rejected to emphasise man’s attainment of
maturity (Enlightenment reason), which excludes dependencies characteristic
of childhood in human development. This is a state that Delsol (2018) de-
scribes as depriving the subject of the cover of transcendence.

The theological understanding of freedom of will takes into account the
assumptions that guide servant leadership. Here, the leader not only becomes
part of a team, a group, but builds relationships with his co-workers based on
mutual respect and love. His or her power, resulting from free will, is a kind
of ability for self-control, self-shaping, using the laws of nature or chance, or
finally creating conventional points of reference. Therefore, the leader treats
colleagues as partners in the pursuit of a common goal and helps them achieve
their full potential, allowing for both individual and collective growth
(AKELLA and EID 2020).

Losing faith in power that transcends the temporal dimension ends, how-
ever, with the fact that the system of the fullest possible openness and trans-
parency—causing the integration of all prohibitions and orders in human
minds—is subject to the action of irrational forces. Therefore, servant leader-
ship, based on transcendent values, allows the leader to play a stabilising role,
indicating direction and giving meaning to the activities of the community
following the principles of moral responsibility (MAREK and JABLONSKI 2021).

What do employees gain from this take on leadership? First of all, they are
dealing with a leader who wants their good and not only material benefits.
Second, every employee has the opportunity to have their rights respected and
participate in management not only as a submissive colleague, but as an equal
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partner. In addition, having a mentor who does not simply seek his or her own
good but serves with their experience and helps choose a path of development,
the employee (follower) is guided by free will to accept or reject the path
shown and is certain that their choice will be accepted. Instead of punishments
and rewards, we deal here with mentoring and constructive criticism aimed at
the good and development of employees and jointly seeking solutions to main-
tain a balance between their goals and the company’s goals.

By accepting the theological understanding of free will as a gift from God,
a leader assumes that authority and care for all co-workers have been entrusted
to him or her as a unique talent, for the exercise of which they will have an
account before God. Therefore, leadership is an element of the path to achiev-
ing happiness not only in one’s wordly life, but also after death. Moreover, he
knows that his reward does not depend on any human being, but was promised
to him by God, who guarantees it.

CONCLUSIONS

The comparison of different ways of understanding free will (Table 1)
made it possible to determine the levels and logical framework of showing the
sense of the dominant leadership style, role performance (taking responsibil-
ity) and relationships with others (reward and punishment).

We have shown that the logic of the libertarian understanding of free will
best suits classical transactional leadership presented in the logic of inductive
reasoning in utilitarian terms. Compatibilism based on the logic of dialectical
elimination of ontological contradictions in the understanding of free will best
suits transformational leadership focused on change and future effects. Un-
derstanding free will in the spirit of incompatibilism and reducing it to facts
in both the deterministic and indeterministic world points to positive leader-
ship styles of mutual support that eliminate moral responsibility. For the revi-
sionist understanding of free will in the abductive pursuit of the best explana-
tion, the most appropriate seem to be relational styles assuming the division
of power between the leader and co-workers, and even the lack of a formal
leader in the network structures of contemporary organisations.
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Table 1. The concept of free will and types of leadership

Concept of
free will
. o o Hard R ..
Libertarianism Compatibilism | . e Revisionism Augustinism
incompatibilism

Understand-
ing leadership
Levels and Ethical ap- Ontological Scientistic Epistemological | Theological
logical proach within |approach within |approach within|approaches to [approach within

frameworks of |the framework |dialectical reso- [the framework |abductive the framework
description of inductive lution of con-  |of reductive justification of |of analogical
generalisation |tradictions in a |discovery of  |the best reference to the
in the in- deterministic  |necessary laws |explanation order of divine
deterministic ~ |order or chance providence
order
Dominant role |Transactional: |Transforma- Positive: lack  |Relational: Synthetic: full
style full moral tional: limited |of moral moral moral
responsibility  [moral responsibility  |responsibility  |responsibility
due to merit responsibility  |due to merit by a recognized |due to
due to merit convention of |transcendent
merit references
Relationships |Retributive A system of Prevention Conventional |System of
with others system of rewards and without a and common- |rewards and
rewards and punishments system of sense rewards  |punishments in
punishments  |oriented rewards and and the supernatural
towards the punishments  |punishments order
future

We have compared the range of these positions, which are connected by
the necessity of subordinating more or less voluntarily accepted principles es-
tablished by the organisation or leader, with the theological understanding of
free will in its analogous relation to the divine order. In this way, we have
gained a perspective of understanding leadership as stemming not only from
the principles of this world, but also from respecting the divine order. Such a
leader sees the challenges and opportunities to achieve the goals of the organ-
isation but evaluates them in the light of spiritual values, making them the
foundation of his decisions and relationships (VAN DIERENDONCK 2011).
Guided by love, the leader adopts a servant attitude to God as the one to whom
he owes everything, as well as to people who strive for salvation through
work, just like he does (Pontifical Council of Justice and Peace, no. 87).
Therefore, the ultimate goal of such a leader is not to be the master of the
universe and accumulate wealth, but to properly use talents to achieve eternal

happiness.
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The theological perspective somehow improves each type of leadership
presented in all concepts of free will. Recognising the primacy of the divine
order gives the logic of utilitarian transactional leadership a dimension that
introduces into negotiations based on material rewards and punishments an
element of appreciating the human being as capable of sanctifying and im-
proving themselves and the world around them through their work, without
constant control, as Theory X assumes. Theological recognition of the superi-
ority of God’s will allows us to assign to transformational leadership a meaning
consistent with the indications of the Revealed Word, action based on mutual
respect, love and striving for the common good of humanity and transforming
the world for the better.

In positive styles, both deterministic order and coincidence have their
source in God, which allows us to treat co-workers as the goal of the leader’s
actions, and not only a means to achieve material goals. In the case of rela-
tional leadership styles, when searching for God’s will, man gains another
aspect of discernment in the sense that he is an autonomous person and that
his choices are determined. Leadership styles that incorporate the assumption
that all authority comes from God and that it is through His will that the human
being receives specific talents make it possible to reconcile the autonomy of
action with the Divine reasons serving his self-determination in the service of
the Good.
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THE CONTEMPORARY UNDERSTANDING OF FREE WILL AND
TYPES OF LEADERSHIP

SUMMARY

Our article addresses the question of possible connections between contemporary concepts of
free will and the understanding of different leadership styles. For this purpose, we will conduct a
phenomenological and conceptual analysis. We will start by presenting the ways of understanding
free will and the typology of leadership contained in the literature. Then, the perspectives circum-
scribed by individual concepts of free will be assigned dominant leadership styles in terms of three
aspects: choice, moral responsibility and basic merit. Libertarianism is linked to transactional lead-
ership, compatibilism to transformational leadership, hard incompatibilism corresponds to positive
leadership styles, and revisionism is associated with the relational styles of leadership. In light of
our analyses, we recognise the theological perspective (derived from the thought of St. Augustine)
of the understanding of free will as enabling the fullest understanding of leadership. From this
perspective, a leader’s ultimate goal is not to be a master of themselves, dominate the environment
and accumulate wealth, but to properly use talents and inspire the followers to transcend the earthly
order to achieve eternal happiness.

Keywords: free will; leadership styles; Augustinism; theological perspective
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WSPOLCZESNE ROZUMIENIE WOLNEJ WOLI A STYLE PRZYWODZTWA
STRESZCZENIE

Artykul podejmuje problem mozliwych powigzan mi¢dzy wspotczesnymi koncepcjami wolnej
woli a rozumieniem roéznych stylow przywodztwa. W tym celu wykorzystane zostang metody ana-
lizy fenomenologicznej i konceptualnej. Najpierw zostang przedstawione sposoby rozumienia wolnej
woli oraz typologie przywodztwa zawarte w literaturze. Nastgpnie, w ramach perspektyw za-
kreslonych przez poszczegdlne koncepcje wolnej woli, zostang im przypisane dominujace style
przywodztwa w kluczu obejmujacym trzy aspekty: kwestie wyboru, kwesti¢ ponoszenia odpowie-
dzialnosci moralnej oraz kwesti¢ podstawowych zastug. Libertarianizm zostanie powiazany z przy-
wodztwem transakcyjnym, kompatybilizm z przywodztwem transformacyjnym, natomiast z twar-
dym inkompatybilizmem korespondowac¢ be¢da pozytywne style przywddztwa, za$ z rewizjonizmem
— relacyjne style przywodztwa. Gtéwnym wnioskiem wyplywajacym z przeprowadzonych analiz
bedzie uznanie teologicznej perspektywy (wywodzacej si¢ z mysli §w. Augustyna) rozumienia wol-
nej woli jako zapewniajacej mozliwos$¢ najpetniejszego zrozumienia przywéddztwa. W tym po-
dejéciu ostatecznym celem przywoddcy nie jest bycie panem samego siebie, dominowanie nad
otoczeniem i gromadzenie bogactwa, ale wlasciwe wykorzystanie talentow i inspirowanie pod-
wladnych do wykraczania poza ziemski porzadek w celu osiggnigcia szczesScia wiecznego.

Stowa kluczowe: wolna wola; style przywodztwa; Augustynizm; perspektywa teologiczna



