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Power makes itself visible inside a structure of human interactions, conduct and

various attitudes. This the expressions of power are different form case to case, -
from person to person. Such differentiation also appears as a consequence of
personal features of those who we usually call "leaders”. Every form of power is

also an expression of a leder's personal features but such a feet shouldn't be

mistaken for the "personalization” of power, which leads to dictatorship.

The Archeology of Power deals with the rigurous study of the different "layers"
of power, according to the type of personality exercising it( each person having
his or her own style), as sedimented in history, especially during the last century,
and in close connection with the political regime that enforced the respective
type of personality.

Generally speaking, the exercise of power is being performed in a large
area of relationships, behaviors and attitudes, and hence the different ways in
which this exercise is being produced concretely.

This is how we see certain systems of power and systems in which power
is exercised, aggregate and crystallize.

They differ though, mostly because of the different type of qualities of the

-person involved in the relationship of power and especially due to the persons
placed at the hard pole of power, namely the leaders.

This is why, in time, different styles in exercising power have taken
shape. Such a crystallization / sedimentation are being produced by the
personalization of power.

Nevertheless, we need not mistake this phenomenon with the one of
instituting the personal power, the latter leading sooner or later to a totalitarian
system or to a tyranny.

Any form of power bears the imprint of the person exercising it.

Only an extreme burocratisation or mediocratisation of the act of
exercising power could blur or diminish the imprint or the mark of the person or
persons involved.

Paradoxically enough, if nowadays, democracy of the liberal type is a
dominant in most parts of the world and in Europe we can even consider it
exclusive, the personalization of power has become nevertheless a fact / a piece
of hard reality, felt especially in the world of business corporations.

Not only in the field of corporate governance can we see it, but also in the
field of politics, even if here the democratic censorship of the civil society is
very active in countering it.
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However paradoxical it may seem, the personalization of power does not
mean dictatorship or tyranny.

A dictatorship or tyranny would imply an imposition of personal power as
the constituting principle of the system. This is always exercised through
mimesis: a tyrant takes for model another tyrant before him. Someone whose
time had been, in one way or another, idealized, ecither by the people or by a
certain political force.

What could be called the “personalization of power” does not imply the
personality of the respective tyrant, which would be a particularization of the
power phenomenon subjected to the features of a certain person, but it implies a
personal character of a more general type, namely that power is being exercised
in a personal name and that all its prerogatives bear the imprint of the person.

Therefore, we can see that there is a great difference between the
personal power and the personalization of power. At the limit, we could say
that these two are opposites.

Because the personalization of power individualizes responsibility,
meanwhile the institution of the personal power liquefies it to the point of its
exclusion as a reference. The very person invested with power and who 1s
exercising it, is practically extracted from the common area of the rest of the
persons and is considered above them.

None of the subjects can possibly, in a realistic and efficient way,
succeed to tackle the issue of the responsibility of a tyrant, at least not during his
/ her life, and even less when the respective tyrant rules over a more or less
isolated country. On the other hand, one cannot openly fight against a tyrant
through democratic confrontation. Tyranny is in fact total violence and the
answer to it cannot but spring from the same register, namely the field of
violence. Usually tyrants can be removed only through physical death, owing to
the fact that gradually, in their lifetime, they themselves eliminate all those
around them, and there i1s no other possibility of separating them from power 1n
a less violent way.

We may incur from this that the relationship of a person with Power can
be viewed from at least two standpoints : the first perspective concerns the
attraction exercised by power over a person and this person’s strife to get hold
of it, possess and maintain power into the same hand. Such an aspiration very
easily slips towards an exclusive attitude and a wish to possess power in the
absolute sense of the word, ruling out any sharing or other form of partmership
which, sooner or later, could easily turn into competition.

The second perspective on the exercise of power takes more interest in the
personal way to exercise power and in a determined style of the relationship
with power, or, more specifically, in a certain style used to achieve the act of
power. At this level, the focus shifts from the wish to possess power in the
exclusivist sense to the original exercise of power and to the mark of the
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