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Leadership.
General overview of the two positions of the debate.
The first debate or argument asserts that leaders are born and not made. The argument clearly states that great leaders such as Lester Pearson, Pierre Trudeau, and Steve Jobs among others exhibited their significant leadership qualities and this was motivated by their genetic compositions and not the environment where they were brought up in. As hinted, the genetic composition plays a very crucial role in what we become, and this is the same aspect that determines whether we will become great leaders or not. People can strive to be great leaders through interacting with the right people, doing the right things and growing up in an enabling environment but without the leadership genes, their desires are futile. 
The examples of twins reared in different environments but depicts critical leadership qualities at the end proves that genes are the primary requirements in becoming great leaders and this limits the role of the environment, social interactions and other activities such as observation. As argued, when a child has the right genes, he or she has a very high probability of becoming a great leader and vice versa. As such, the argument presented in the first position is that genes which are inherent or personal qualities are the primary elements for a person to become an effective leader.
The counterpoint disputes the assertion that effective and great leaders are determined by genetic compositions, inherent traits, and personality. Despite the fact that the counter argument acknowledges the importance of personality and genes in becoming a successful leader, there is an assertion that great leaders are as a result of execution of other traits. In other words, genes alone cannot make one an effective leader, and as such, people require other incentives such as proper training, discipline, an enabling environment, effective interaction and socialization, experience, ambition, and devotion (George,2017).
In more specific terms, the characteristics people have at birth must always be exercised through proper upbringing in order for one to become an effective leader. The assertion that great leaders are products of the right habits is supported by Warren Buffet who focuses on the development of traits such as; integrity, honesty, trustworthiness, energy, and intelligence. The genetic composition should, therefore, be supported by other aspects so as for one to become an effective or a great leader.
Similarities, differences, integration and middle ground of the two positions.
The two debates have similarities as well as differences. The point underscores the importance of genes, personality and inherent aspects from our parents in becoming great leaders. The general assertion is that is that when we have the right genes for leadership, and then we will apparently become great. The counter point emphasizes on the importance of other traits which are based on the environment, personality and interaction and hints that these are core for one to become a great leader. 
The counter-argument does not disregard the importance of genes in leadership but hints that the genetic component alone is not enough for one to become an effective leader. In this case, the primary similarity between the two is that genes play a part in a person's quest to become an effective leader. The fundamental difference is that the point only focuses on the importance of genes, but the counter point argues that genes should be complemented by other traits such as personality, proper training, discipline, an enabling environment, effective interaction and socialization, experience, ambition, and devotion.
Just like Michael (2015), argues, it is possible to integrate the arguments presented by asserting that leaders are born and that leaders are made. In order to integrate the arguments and come up with a middle ground, it is important to focus on the objectivity of each side. The first argument that leaders are made seems to be biased and subjective since it does not recognize the importance of the environment in becoming an effective and a great leader. 
In analyzing a person like Bill Gates, it is apparent that he was born with enabling traits for leadership as evident from his high intellectual quotient but as evident, he combined his superior genes with other traits such as hard work, proper education and training, socialization, risk-taking, patience, prioritization and innovation in becoming a successful business leader and a role model for many. The second argument is based on the importance of genes and environmental factors in becoming an effective leader, and hence, it seems to balance all aspects. It is therefore imperative to integrate some points from the two arguments and come up with a middle ground that genes are important for one to become an effective leader but cannot be used solely.
Angle taken by our group, key points, strengths and weaknesses.
Our group took a holistic angle in this argument and asserted that genes, as well as the environment, are very core traits for one to become a great leader. In other words, the group acknowledged that all great leaders are a product of nature and nurture and when the two are integrated objectively, and then we are able to become successful leaders. The critical point was that nature which is comprised on genetic factors plays a very core role in effective leadership traits, but it should be supported by nurture which is comprised on the environment we are brought in, socialization, interaction and personal attributes such as hard work, motivation, ambition and setting goals (Brigette ,2014). Another point was that a person can have medium leadership genes, but when exercised and combined effectively with an enabling environment and strong personal traits, he or she is able to outdo a person with superior genes but lacks the desired personal and environmental attributes in leadership. 
There was an emphasis on the side that leaders are made since this is a combination of both genetic and environmental factors. Our argument has very core strength, and this was objectivity. In other words, we created a link and a balance between genes and environmental factors and acknowledged that the two play a very crucial role for one to be a great leader. In this debate and the position that great elders are made, we used the example of Bill Gates who was born with superior traits but also had the zeal to become great; an aspect which was practiced through training and socialization. The main weakness was the inability to agree whether people who are born with inferior leadership genes or no leadership attributes can be socialized effectively and become great leaders. 
The assigned position.
The position assigned to the group was that great leaders are made, and this made the debate easier to agree on. We supported assertion that all great leaders require enabling genes, personality, and an enabling environment so as to depict sustainable traits. We also supported the argument presented by critics that nature and nurture complement each other in a person's quest to become a great leader and hence, this position made the debate easy to support and complete.
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