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Preface
One afternoon, in the waiting room of an ophthalmologist’s office, a boy who appeared to be in the upper grades of elementary school and wearing a surgical mask was quietly reading a comic book. Another boy, also wearing a mask, probably of kindergarten age, and brimming with curiosity, approached the first boy with twinkling eyes and asked, “Hey, hey, what are you reading?” Immediately, the second boy’s mother scolded him, “No, don’t get too close to people!” The second boy, startled by his mother’s voice, jumped away from the first boy and asked his mother, “But why?” The mother answered, “Because of COVID-19.” Hearing this, the little boy mumbled, “Oh, ok...,” without showing any emotion and sat back down a little further away from his mother, not speaking a word. Nobody around paid any attention to this exchange. It was just too routine. This anecdote is an actual exchange I experienced in Tokyo, Japan, in the early fall of 2020.
At the end of 2019, an outbreak of COVID-19 (novel coronavirus) infection was reported in Wuhan, China, and quickly spread worldwide along with human interaction in the global era. As of May 5, 2023, when the WHO declared an end to the pandemic, the cumulative number of infected people had reached 764.72 million and the total number of deaths 6.93 million. Of course, infectious disease epidemics and pandemics are nothing new. Starting with the Bubonic (“black”) Plague in the Middle Ages, smallpox, typhus, the Spanish flu 100 years ago, and SARS and MARS in recent years, humans have battled and overcome many infectious diseases since the dawn of history. With the medical technology of the twenty-first century and its highly developed modern science, this infectious disease cannot be insurmountable, even if it will take time.
However, the problem lies in the fact that this pandemic is not merely a medical problem. After the COVID-19 “uproar” began, the first problem was a group of issues known as the “balance of economy and health” problems. The lockdowns of major cities around the world and the resulting stagnation of economic activity made us realize for the first time that the economic activities that had been moving non-stop for 24 hours a day, specifically, the supply chain networks of companies that had expanded on a global scale, business activities that require international human interaction, and the supply of products and services that support our daily lives, could stop or might stop one day. Moreover, this would happen simultaneously on a global scale. Ironically, this event made us realize that the gears of the global economic machine were spinning at a high speed. Even today, we continue to feel a sense of impasse with no way out of the unanswerable question, “Should we prioritize healthcare or the economy?”
However, even though all individuals, men or women, young and old, were forced to “avoid” going outside for work, school, or leisure, they did not simply stay at home and keep quiet. Instead, they paddled out into the sea of the Internet in their own ways, fully using computers, tablets, smartphones, and other technology. They began to compete for “self-realization” on the Internet amidst the bonanza of e-commerce and e-mail communication. Some took up cooking, some handicrafts, and some showcased their music and dance performances on the Internet. In the following six months, their skills seem to have clearly improved. However, what we saw here seems to be an “eternal monologue” that did not expect a dialogue with another person.
Meanwhile, what happened to those who stopped coming to the workplace? Many were exhausted from the waves of work pouring into their homes under the “new way of working” called “remote work.” They worked on their PC screens, attended meetings, conducted sales, and sometimes even drank. Who could have imagined such a “work-life”? Some people had mental illnesses because of the continuous solitary work.
There were also those deemed “essential workers,” that is, people who perform tasks that are indispensable to society (medical care, nursing care, public services, etc.), who put themselves at risk of infection. These workers’ world also seems to be closed away and separated from that of the general public to mitigate infection risk. Moreover, endless battles continue in the stifling atmosphere of closed and limited human relationships.
Although the WHO has declared the end of the COVID-19 pandemic, it seems unlikely that we have returned to the pre-pandemic world. It is likely that the recent trend of what has been called “community breakdown” and “social fragmentation” may have been further advanced by the COVID-19 pandemic. What kind of society awaits us in the future? Nearly two years have passed since the end of the pandemic was declared, but the whole picture is still unclear.
The purpose of this book is to consider the roadmap for confronting this reality and creating a new society. In doing so, I draw on the ideas of M. P. Follett (1868–1933), an American (Bostonian) social activist with profound influence on the fields of political science and business administration. This is because, during the period in which she was active, immigrants from all over the world were pouring into the United States in large numbers, pursuing their own dreams and ambitions in the new land and trying to form new pluralistic communities while facing various conflicts within the local neighborhoods. It was also a time when the green shoots of democracy, America’s eternal “ideal,” were sprouting everywhere. After graduating with honors from Radcliffe (Harvard University’s women’s department) and completing an advanced education in philosophy, history, and political science, Follett plunged into the midst of the citizens of the cosmopolitan city of Boston and, as a social worker, struggled to realize democracy in their daily lives. Backed by her experience and education, Follett penned her magnum opus, The New State (Follett, 1918). That very year, in 1918, the Spanish flu, the most significant pandemic of the last century, hit Boston. However, nowhere in her book is there any mention of it. Nonetheless, the book was reprinted four times between its publication and 1924, indicating that many readers bought it. In 1924, after the pandemic had ended, Creative Experience (Follett, 1924), which can be regarded as the culmination of her social thought, was published. Therefore, what she saw in the United States during this period formed the core of her thought as she perceived “a society and people at the mercy of a pandemic.” I have read Follett’s work for more than 40 years since first engaging with it for my doctoral dissertation; however, I began considering this particular facet of her work only in the face of this global pandemic. Therefore, I believe that, by newly examining her thoughts at this time, we may be able to find some clues to overcome this crisis. In this global COVID-19 crisis, I would like to consider Follett’s words again.
I first encountered M. P. Follett’s management philosophy as a third-year undergraduate student at the Faculty of Business Administration, Aoyama Gakuin University. Under the guidance of my supervisor, Dr. Masahiro Sakai, I grappled with her abstract and difficult ideas alongside graduate and undergraduate students, as well as university professors and working adults who had graduated from Dr. Sakai’s lab. Her theories were somewhat different from other management theories I had encountered up to that point, such as those of F. Taylor, C. Bernard, H. Simon, and P. Drucker. They were a penetrating perspective that constantly engaged in dialogue with the people around her, confronted the social issues before her eyes, and looked calmly at the rapidly changing world situation. She also used the latest research findings in philosophy, politics, and psychology to explore, analyze, and clarify issues from a detached perspective. More than that, at the root of her thinking was a relentless pursuit of freedom and a cheerful and positive outlook on life.
I was captivated by her dynamic way of thinking and living and I wrote my doctoral thesis in 1989 focusing on Follett’s ideas. In 2009, I published a book in Japanese entitled Shakai-teki Networking-ron no Kenkyu (The Origin of Social Networking Theory: The Thought of M. P. Follett) (Mitsui, 2009). While writing this book, I was inspired by discussions with Dr. Tadashi Mito and Dr. Haruo Murata, leading scholars on the Follett study in Japan. I was also constantly taught about the contemporary significance of Follett’s thought by Professor Tetsuya Aoyagi, a pioneer in the Follett study and my senior at the Sakai Laboratory.
As we entered the twenty-first century, the world began an upheaval period. In 2001, there were terrorist attacks in the United States. In 2011, in Japan, there was the Great East Japan Earthquake and the subsequent radiation accident at the Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear Power Plant. In 2019, there was the COVID-19 pandemic, and in 2022, there was the war in Ukraine, and in 2023, there was the war between Palestine and Israel, and the fighting has not yet subsided. Furthermore, the scale of natural disasters around the world is increasing year by year. These things that have happened in the last quarter of a century are genuinely astonishing.
After taking a break from studying Follett, I came across COVID-19 and remembered that The New State was published around the time of the pandemic 100 years ago. At the same time, I realized that today’s situation is remarkably similar to when her ideas were born. It was precisely in the face of such issues of the times that Follett established her original ideas. When I read her works from this perspective, I felt even more strongly that now is the time to reread them. Of course, the environment has changed dramatically between the time she lived and the present day due to the development of global society and information network society. However, the issues she raised—“realizing freedom through the integration of pluralistic values” and “developing society by making the individual experience more creative”—seem to be moving further and further away from being realized. It is precisely at a time like this that we decided to publish this book in the hope of introducing the essence of Follett’s ideas and providing a clue to solving the problems occurring worldwide. This book is a restructuring of my previous research, primarily Mitsui (2009, 2021), to fit contemporary issues. We hope you will accept this small message from Japan.
A part of the study in this book is supported by JSPS KAKENHI Grant numbers JP23H00857 and JP23K25554. I would like to express my deepest gratitude to Mr. Yutaka Hirachi of Springer Japan, who encouraged the publication of this book and patiently supported me over a long period, as well as to Mr. Bharath Kumar Dhamodharan and the other staff members in charge of editing.
Finally, I would like to dedicate this book to my husband, Yoshiyuki Takeuchi, who always supports me with deep love and patience.
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1.1 Active Period of M. P. Follett: Was the 1920s in the United States an Era of Globalization?1

As mentioned in the preface, this book is an attempt to gain insight into prescriptions for a post-COVID-19 pandemic society by examining the ideas of Mary Parker Follett (1868–1933). This is because at the beginning of the twentieth century in the United States, when Follett was active, has many similarities with our current social situation. It was an era of globalization of people, goods, money, and information. Although there are differences in the classification of the period, many researchers and journalists define the period up to World War I as an era of globalization. For example, Baldwin and Martin (1999) define modern globalization from an economic perspective as the period from 1820 to 1914 and the period from 1960 to the present. However, when social aspects are included, it appears possible to consider the period from the end of the nineteenth century to around 1925 (including the interwar period) as a single era of globalization.
Let us now take a brief look at the situation in the United States at the beginning of the twentieth century, in the order of people, goods, money, and information.
First, in terms of people, the early-twentieth century was a period of mass immigration to the United States. According to the 2000 Statistical Yearbook of the Immigration and Naturalization Service (U.S. Department of Justice, 2002), there were 10,121,940 immigrants in the decade from fiscal year 1905 to fiscal year 1914. And in fiscal year 1907 the number reached 1,285,349 in a single year. The U.S. population in the census was 91.97 million in 1910 and 105.71 million in 1920, which means that 1% of the population immigrated to the United States each year.
Let us now turn to goods. According to UN data, world trade (as measured by exports) at the beginning of the twentieth century was $104 million in 1902 and $195 million in 1910, expanding to $33,000 million in 1929. In contrast, from 1922 to 1925, a rapid expansion of more than 10% per year occurred, due in part to Europe’s recovery after World War I.
This distribution of goods was supported by the advent of transportation machinery using steam engines and the technological innovations that enabled mass transportation and reduced transportation costs. Regarding land transportation, the development of the railroad network using steam locomotives began in the 1830s in the United States, and the transcontinental railroad was completed in the late-nineteenth century.  Regarding marine transportation, steamships powered by steam engines appeared at the beginning of the nineteenth century, and subsequent technological innovations led to a shift from reciprocating engines to turbine engines, resulting in larger and faster ships with higher engine output. Then, with the invention of the diesel engine at the end of the nineteenth century, its commercialization as a marine engine accelerated in the 1910s.
Now, let us examine the monetary aspect. According to Feinstein et al. (2008), capital flows between 1924 and 1930 can be characterized as inflows from creditor countries such as the United States, the United Kingdom, and France to debtor countries in continental Europe, including Germany (the battleground of the World War I). About 60% of this capital resource came from the United States, and about 15% each from the United Kingdom and France. This is different from the situation prior to World War I, when the United Kingdom was the dominant creditor nation; the 1920s was a time when the United States was attempting to catch up to the United Kingdom’s position as the world’s creditor nation.
Finally, let us examine information aspect.2 Until around 1930, when Follett was active, there were three types of information-related environment: telegraph, telephone, and radio broadcasting. The wired cable network was installed in the United States in the mid-nineteenth century, and telegraph communication became widespread. The number of messages handled continued to grow, reaching 155 million in 1920, 185 million in 1925, and peaking at 234 million in 1929. As for international telegraphy, submarine cables were laid in the Atlantic and Pacific Oceans from the end of the nineteenth century to the beginning of the twentieth century, and these networks connected the world. The number of messages handled expanded yearly, from 4.3 million in 1920 to 7.6 million in 1925, 15.5 million in 1926, and peaking at 21.6 million in 1929—a fivefold increase in ten years.
The first commercial telephone service in the United States began in 1878, and the number of telephones per 1,000 people increased from 103.9 in 1915 to 162.6 in 1930. In terms of household penetration, the rate expanded from 35.0% in 1920 to 40.9% in 1930.
Radio broadcasting began on November 2, 1920, with the first commercial broadcast in the United States. This was followed by a rush to open radio broadcasting stations, which rapidly expanded to 571 stations in 1925 and 618 stations in 1930. Production of radio receivers also increased from 0.1 million units in 1922 to 3.8 million units in 1930.
At the beginning of the twentieth century, the United Sates was in a position of globalization driven by technological innovation; this can be considered similar to the globalization resulting from economic liberalization and the development of information and communication technology (ICT) today.

1.2 Boston Under the 1918-Pandemic that Follett Experienced and Its Impact on Her Ideas
1.2.1 Overview of the “1918-Pandemic” Crisis in Boston
The 1918 “Spanish Flu” pandemic spread from 1918 to 1919, especially among the armed forces during World War I, eventually infecting an estimated 500 million people worldwide and killing 50–100 million.3

The first reported case was in the Army in Kansas, United States, in March 1918, when a soldier contracted the disease. From there, it spread not only throughout the United States but also throughout the world as the U.S. military entered World War I. The first wave of cases that began in March was relatively mild, but the second wave that began around August of the same year caused even greater damage due to mutations in the virus. The most severely affected area was Boston.4

The Boston influenza outbreak occurred on August 27 of the same year on a receiving ship docked at the state wharf (a vessel used for lodging and meals by sailors traveling from one duty station to another, with an average of 3,700 men per day, sometimes as many as 7,000).5 The outbreak, which initially began in military facilities, spread throughout the United States and the world; the infection also spread to the general public. As a result, according to data on the cumulative number of deaths from influenza and pneumonia in cities in the United States, during the 27 weeks from September 8, 1918, the number of deaths in Boston increased from 46 on September 14, 1918 to 6,225 on March 15, 1919, and the total number of deaths in the 46 major cities increased from 68 to 142,631.6

At first, there seemed to be mixed optimism and pessimism among medical professionals and administrators in Boston. However, on September 24, as more and more civilian deaths were reported, the governor of Massachusetts requested medical training for all able-bodied people in the state, and asked local governments to close schools, recreational facilities, churches, and other public gathering places. As a result, all public schools in Boston were closed indefinitely beginning September 25. In response, on September 26, the mayor of Boston issued a blockade order on Boston’s theaters, movie theaters, and dance halls, banning all gatherings until October 7. People were also encouraged to avoid unnecessary travel on streetcars, subways, and trains.
On October 8, the mayor of Boston ordered all retail, department, dry goods, specialty, clothing, and furniture stores to limit their opening hours from 10:00 a.m. to 6:15 p.m. The city’s public health department was not allowed to open before 6:15 p.m. However, these restrictions were often ignored. By mid-October, more than 3,500 deaths from the outbreak had been confirmed. As the number of deaths gradually declined, Boston’s closure order was removed late Saturday night on October 19. The city’s health department continued to issue warnings, which were ultimately ignored.
After three weeks of closure, theaters and movie theaters reopened. Many theaters, entertainment venues, and transportation systems were filled with liberated citizens, and the mayor officially announced that the epidemic had passed. Although state health officials agreed, they continued to warn residents that this particular flu virus would continue to spread to some extent during the winter months. As Thanksgiving approached, Boston experienced a slight increase in infections. Although minor, the city continued to urge its citizens to be vigilant about the spread of the disease and practice good hygiene and etiquette. There followed a long period of a blame game between the state and the city over measures to prevent the spread of infection. Ultimately, Boston lost 4,794 of its residents to the “Spanish flu” influenza and pneumonia in the fall of 1918. Combined with the initial wave of the epidemic in the winter of 1919, Boston became one of the severely affected cities in the United States, outside of Pittsburgh and Philadelphia.
This concludes a quick look of the situation in Boston 100 years ago and does not serve as a report of the COVID-19 outbreak as it unfolded before our eyes. We were struck by the striking historical similarity of this recurring reality.
As we will discuss in more detail, this was a time when Follett was working as a social worker in Boston, a city in the midst of an epidemic. She was supporting the social activities of Boston’s citizens, especially immigrants, while attempting to present to the world a new conception of the nation based on her own experiences. Particularly, her insistence on the importance of democratic education to nurture conscious citizens seems to have been rooted in her community experiences during this period.

1.2.2 Follett’s Activities from 1900 to 1919
For more information on Follett’s life, see the Introduction to Metcalf and Urwick (1941), Chapter 1 of Mito and Enomoto, Graham (1995), and Tonn (2003). In this subsection, we would like to provide a brief introduction to Follett around the Spanish flu pandemic.
Born in 1968 in Quincy, a suburb of Boston, Follett was educated at Thayer Academy in Braintree before entering Harvard Annex (later Harvard Radcliff College) in 1888. After graduating from Harvard Radcliffe College in 1898, Follett began her career as a social worker in 1900 through an introduction by Pauline Agassiz Shaw, who is the wife of Quincy A. Shaw. Her first job was in the Roxbury neighborhood7, which at the time had a particularly large immigrant population in Boston. She started working with the “Roxbury Debating Club,” which aimed to promote social education, especially among young Irish immigrants. In 1902, Follett became involved with Children’s House at the Dearborn School. It was through these social activities that Follett became especially aware of the importance of democratic education.
What defined Follett’s work as a social worker was the work of the Women’s Municipal League of Boston, which was run by Katherine Bowlker, a sister of then Harvard University President Lawrence A. Lowell. The society, whose purpose was to promote social activities among Boston area matrons, initially had about 1,000 members; however, by 1915 its membership had grown to more than 2,500. Follett was active as the president of the society’s subcommittee and worked hard to open a social center in the public-school buildings for extended use (i.e., evening use). This was a social and cultural center for the leisure of young people, comprising a drama club, orchestra, glee club, dance club, athletic club, and more.
Here, young people could learn skills and acquire hobbies. Although their time coincided with the emergence of American settlement activities, the activities of Follett and her colleagues were not charitable in nature and instead self-governed by the members. Thus, they were designed to foster a spirit of civic awareness and self-management. Therefore, it is no exaggeration to say that, through these activities, Follett established the concept of democracy founded on “the conscious activity of neighborhood groups,” which would later become the foundation of her philosophy. While most other civic groups of the time were only propagandists of “revolutionism,” Follett focused on solving small problems in daily life and everyday events, trying to realize a democracy that could emerge from such problems. These activities gained social recognition, and in 1912 they were officially approved by the School Committee of Boston.
In collaboration with this organization, Follett also opened a job placement agency and eventually expanded her vision to include a community center for adults. Eventually, she became interested in expanding it into a facility operating at the national level. However, with the death of her supporter, Pauline A. Shaw, in 1917, the work itself dwindled as the United States headed towards World War I. Moreover, Follett’s own poor health forced her to temporarily retire from this work and concentrate on writing her book. However, her experiences as a social worker are thought to have been strongly reflected in her ideas.
Thus, in September 1918, at the peak of the second wave of infection in Boston, Follett’s The New State was published. We will discuss its contents later; however, this book, which depicted the dynamism of democracy by describing the generation of collective will as the process of integrating individual values based on a new social psychology, attracted a great deal of attention from researchers. Evidence of this is found in her invitation to be one of six presenters under the unifying theme of “The Nature of the Community” at the 19th Annual Meeting of the American Philosophical Association, held on December 30 and 31, 1919, at Cornell University in Ithaca, New York. Unfortunately, because of bad weather and the pandemic, three of the presenters, H. Laski, R. Pound, and J. Tafts, were unable to attend even though they were the foremost political scientists of the time. In the aftermath of the pandemic, Follett visited the snowy campus of Cornell University and, in a lecture hall with the backdrop of a roaring fireplace, passionately discussed the essence of her ideas with W. Urban, Cohen, and others. The title of her presentation at the meeting, “Community is a Process,” was the culmination of her many years of social work experience in Boston and her political science, philosophy, and history-based academic work.


1.3 M. P. Follett’s Philosophy: Relational Individuals, Process, and Creative Experience
Although it will be discussed in detail in chapters 2 through 4, we will briefly introduce Follett’s thoughts here. Her thoughts can be characterized by three keywords: relational individuals, process, and Creative Experience.
1.3.1 “Relational Individuals” and the Realization of Democracy
In The New State (Follett, 1918), Follett pointed out that under the circumstances in which the world’s major powers are staring at each other, even in neighborhood groups—the basis of democracy—individuals are at odds with each other and the creation of communities is in jeopardy. She then sought ways for people to interact with each other to solve this problem and later proposed concepts such as “circular response,” “law of situation,” and “integrated resolution of conflicts.” Underlying all of these is her concept of the “individual.”
Follett did not see the individual (personality) as “individuality” (apartness) or “difference,” but as “a person’s relationship to the whole” and “the ability of an individual to combine with other individuals and with society as a whole—the depth and breadth of relationships.” In other words, she viewed it as “the ability to create relationships.” She believed that only when an individual fulfills his or her own function and connects his or her power to society as a whole can individuality be realized and society as a whole develop at the same time. She also believed that when individuals, through their own functions and roles, are connected to society as a whole and create “new value,” they become subjects that can develop creatively on their own, and at the same time, society as a whole can develop as a creative unified entity. She was convinced that this dynamic process of creation is what democracy is all about.
The place where such democracy was realized was in the interaction of people in the neighboring community. In other words, she saw democracy not in the act of voting but in the “place of life.” For her, community was precisely such a process.

1.3.2 “Community is a Process” and “Creative Experience”
It is that Follett believed that the driving force of community is brought about by the “relational individuals,” in this case by the “integration of desire,” and that this can be the source of personality. Furthermore, Follett said that “as the process of community creates personality and will, freedom appears”8 and that when the unity of the individual is lost, freedom is lost. In this sense, it can be inferred that, for Follett, the community is the source of individual freedom, and that individual freedom simultaneously realizes community freedom. This point further complements the argument of the New State (Follett, 1918) mentioned earlier. This idea culminated in her unique dynamic theory of social processes in her book Creative Experience (Follett, 1924).
Creative Experience is a tapestry of knowledge, woven into the warp of Follett’s philosophical, political, legal, and psychological findings from his years of academic work and into the weft of his experiences as a social worker. The arguments in this book are diverse, but we think the main theme is an attempt to depict the collective of the diverse experiences of the individuals who make up the process, or, if we may coin a term, “the interweaving of experiences.”
For her, experience is not “a verifying process,” but “a creating process.” And it is “the power-house where purpose and will, thought and ideas, are being generated.”9

This Follett’s thought also appears as a characteristic of her “method of perception” of objects. That is, even when she perceives an object, such as an individual or a society, she does not perceive it as an “objective object” that is separate from the cognitive entity. She rejects the way we use “hypotheses” to verify events. This is because, if we understand an event based on a certain hypothesis and then perform some kind of activity based on that understanding, that activity will have already been input into the process at the time it is performed and will become the “trigger” that forms the next activity, so it is thought that the hypothesis cannot be separated from the activity. She was interested in the process of how these activities develop into the next, and how they progress into new social situations. This is because adopting this approach directly leads to “making experiences creative.” She does not view concepts as static frameworks or “conceptual structures” for grasping facts. Follett’s belief was that it was important to recognize the complexity of life more richly through the act of “conceptualization” and to encourage the next action towards the development of the situation. Of course, life is also a constantly flowing process, and even if we capture one aspect of it in a certain composition, the situation changes in the next moment. Moreover, since we ourselves are the creators of these situations, our own conceptual grasp of them further changes the next situation. This is what makes our experience creative.
Follett further argued that “conceptualizing” and “perceiving” are part of the same activity in such fact recognition. In other words, when we say that we “perceive the world,” we are not accepting a certain conceptual composition but are grasping through various “responses,” or activities, to our world, and there can be no factual cognition apart from this, Follett thought.
She continued to emphasize the importance of explaining things in the present progressive (-ing) tense, then society she depicted was not “what was” or “what should be,” but rather “what perhaps may be.”


1.4 Why Follett Now?
We have now quickly presented the characteristics of Follett’s thought. Her ideas of “freedom and democracy through relational individuals,” “community as process,” and “social process through the interweaving of experiences” are, as mentioned above, the theories of state, community, and society developed between 1918 and 1924. These are the basic philosophies at the core of her thought. As she stated, these were the result of the world situation during World War I and provided the means to build a new democracy from the grassroots up.
However, another situation that was before her eyes during this period, the pandemic that raged in 1918–1919, was that of an exhausted and divided community at the mercy of world war and infection. What did Follett think and what kind of society did she envision for the future based on her own experiences as a social worker under such circumstances in Boston? We imagine that pandemic’s influence on Follett’s thought has manifested itself both subtle and obvious ways. Weren’t they “the reconstruction of a relational society” and “social development as a continuing process”? And one answer, we believe, was “to make experience creative.” Therefore, the aim of this book is to reconsider Follett anew from this perspective.
There are also not a few parallels between the period in which Follett lived (1868–1933) and our own time today. For example, the massive flow of people, goods, and money due to globalization, the frequent occurrence of global conflicts and terrorism, the outbreak of pandemics and epidemics that began in 2019, and the worldwide occurrence of even greater disasters. In these times, it seems worthwhile to reread Follett again. In particular, this book attempts to build on my book (Mitsui, 2009: in Japanese), which positions Follett as “the source of the theory of networking society,” while developing it anew under the current developments of the Internet society.
The structure of this book is as follows: In Chapter 2, we will examine the philosophical foundation of Follett’s thought, focusing on three points: pragmatism, democracy, and functionalism. In Chapter 3, we will summarize methods and key concepts which characterize Follett’s Theory. She has a characteristic of viewing society and organizations as processes, and we will examine the meaning of social processes and organizational processes. In Chapter 4, we will discuss Follett’s theory of organization and management based on basic concepts we see in Chapter 2 and Chapter 3. In Chapter 5, we will discuss about “Professional Work” in the age of management as an application of Follett’s management thoughts. Finally, in Chapter 6, we will present our conclusions and discuss the potentiality of the Follett theory in the twenty-first century.
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2The following data are from the US Census (1975).

 

3Since this was during World War I and the cause of death of the soldiers could not be determined, the exact number of deaths has not been ascertained, and what is publicly available is an estimated number.
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2.1 Introduction
This chapter clarifies the philosophical foundations of Follett’s theory. Among the few studies of Follett’s theory that have mentioned its philosophical foundations, the work of Fox explains relatively more. In his dissertation (Fox 1970), Fox describes the philosophical background of time as follows:The currents of philosophical thought included the pragmatism of William James and the idealism of Josiah Royce. Political and social ideas were similarly diverse. Daniel De Leon’s Americanized version of Marxism advocated that the workers get themselves elected to Congress and the Presidency, which they would then abdicate in favor of a socialist state managed by labor unions. Josiah Strong celebrated the march of American Anglo-Saxon superiority, carrying to the world the great ideas of civil liberties and spiritual Christianity. Alfred Thayer Mahon, having demonstrated the importance of sea power, developed a doctrine of nationalism that applied the principles of laissez-faire to the international community. Meanwhile, laissez-faire was being eroded within the nation by the notion that governmental action was a means of correcting economic ills, a notion advanced by Herbert Croly, whose “New Statealism” Theodore Roosevelt popularized in his political program. Alongside this was the “New Freedom” of Woodrow Wilson, which required, as he put it, “a body of laws which will look after the men who are on the make rather than men who are already made”—a recognition that freedom depended, not on being let alone, but on being given the opportunity for meaningful action.1




Thus, pragmatism and idealism existed simultaneously in philosophy and political and social thought; socialism (Marxism) and capitalism faced each other. This was also a transitional period in which liberalism, viewed as laissez-faire, was pressured to be modified. Follett created her ideas in this era of diverse values without being bound by existing ones or concepts. Nevertheless, when we look at her thoughts as a whole, we sense the influence of her time. To understand her theories and various ideas, including their validity and limitations, we must consider the philosophical characteristics of the era in which she lived and her philosophical foundation, which reflects these characteristics.2

Because of Follett’s “talent for creative synthesis,” as Fox stated,3 it is difficult to characterize her thought. However, consistently examining her writings, articles, and lectures reveals that the following three points repeatedly appear as common ground: The first is a method for grasping and recognizing phenomena that rely on “pragmatism.” Second is her new interpretation of “democracy,” especially the idea of democracy based on the social process from the viewpoint of the relationship between “the whole and the individual,” and third is the Follettian interpretation of “function” and the idea of “functionalism” based on it. This is discussed below.

2.2 Follett’s Theory and Pragmatism: Focusing on the “View of Truth”
Pragmatism, a “philosophical movement,” emerged in the United States at the end of the nineteenth century. The US was undergoing great social change and industrial fluctuations at the time. In New England and elsewhere, the contradiction between the Puritan ethics that had existed since the British colonial period and the newly emergent modes of behavior necessary to promote industrial activities increased daily. Under these circumstances, American thinkers faced the challenge of “secularizing Puritanism.” Pragmatism appeared here. Japanese philosopher Shunsuke Tsurumi describes the basic character of pragmatism as “a movement that attempts to reconcile the conflict between religious beliefs of life and technological modes of thought.”4

Just before the birth of pragmatism, “the Common Sense Philosophy of the Scottish School was prevalent in American thought, and J. McCosh (1811–1894), who seems to have been the last member of this school, was quite influential and wielded considerable influence. In addition, from a Unitarian standpoint, R. Emerson (1803–1882) developed a rather pantheistic, ultra-religious movement with an air of freedom, in contrast to the strict life sentiments and beliefs of the traditional Puritans since American colonization.”5 With the decline of the Common Sense Philosophy, the German philosophy of idealism emerged, as in England. One publication that had a major impact on pragmatism later was the Journal of Speculative Philosophy. In this journal, James, Dewey, who would later become a leading pragmatist, and Royce, who called himself an “absolute pragmatist,” were involved in a debate over idealism; pragmatism was raised on the soil of idealism.
James proposed pragmatism in 1898. It was a lecture at the University of California, Berkeley, entitled “Philosophical Concepts and Practical Results.” He refers to the word “pragmatism,” which was first used by Peirce in 1878.… The term is derived from the same Greek word πράγμα, meaning action, from which our words ‘practice’ and ‘practical’ come. It was first introduced into philosophy by Mr. Charles Peirce in 1878. … Mr. Peirce, after pointing out that our beliefs are really rules for action, said that to develop a thought’s meaning, we need only determine what conduct it is fitted to produce: that conduct is for us its sole significance.6




From this time until he died in 1910, James played a major role as the standard bearer of pragmatism, especially at Harvard University. Boston intellectuals were influenced by pragmatism to varying degrees. After James’s death, Dewey overtook the movement of thought. While James showed interest in psychology, religion, and philosophy and clarified the idea of pragmatism in these fields, Dewey, building on this interest, expanded the pragmatist movement into logic, sociology, and political science. He also took a position at the University of Chicago in 1894, spread his pragmatist ideas and laid the foundation for the Chicago School, which later gave birth to G. H. Mead’s social psychology.
Follett’s philosophical foundations precisely reflect the historical changes in American philosophy during this period. According to Fox, Follett’s first introduction to academia was at Thayer Academy, where she had been a student since 1881.7 She met A. Thompson, a history teacher, had been her mentor throughout her life. Thompson was a student of J. Royce, as influential as James in the Philosophy Department at Harvard University. Guided by Royce, Thompson was devoted to studying German idealism and, in 1895, published a book on Fichte. Under her influence, some reflections on Fichte and Reuss’s ideas can be found in Follett’s early writings8:
After completing his studies at the Thayer Academy, Follett continued his political science studies at the Harvard University Annex, which later became Radcliffe College, in 1888 under Professor A.B. Hart. In contrast to Thompson, Follett’s academic attitude was more “empirical,” focusing on historical facts and events and examining the political processes in those events.9 Follett’s first book, the Speakers of the House of Representatives (Follett, 1896), is faithful to Professor Hart’s research approach; it follows the personal histories of successive Speakers of the House of Representatives and summarizes their accomplishments.
Through Follett’s acquisition of the ideas and methods learned by Thompson and Hart and his interactions with people in the Boston area at the time, she was strongly influenced by pragmatism, which became the spirit of the time in the US. In The New State (Follett, 1918) and its follow-up, Creative Experience (Follett, 1924), Follett herself clearly states that he was influenced by James and developed a logic that relied heavily on Roscoe Pound’s pragmatism-leaning jurisprudence.10 Moreover, we can see the influence of pragmatism in Follett’s later lectures and many of her articles. Therefore, pragmatism cannot be overlooked when describing her philosophical foundations. We focus on her “view of truth” in the following.
A major characteristic of pragmatism is its unique view of truth. James is particularly clear on this point: He defines truth as “a property of certain of our ideas,” meaning their “agreement” with “reality.”11 In this respect, there is no significant difference between idealism and pragmatism. Where pragmatism differs greatly from idealism, however, it “does not hold that the real and ideal coincide in an absolute way.” According to James, pragmatists constantly ask the following questions:“Grant an idea or belief to be true,” it says, “what concrete difference will its being true make in any one’s actual life? How will the truth be realized? What experiences will be different from those which would obtain if the belief were false? What, in short, is the truth’s cash-value in experiential terms?”12




In other words, pragmatism’s “truth” does not exist statically and absolutely by itself but “happens to an idea” and is “the process namely of its verifying itself, its verification” concerning experience.13 In pragmatism, the real and the ideal move toward unity through “experience” and the “dynamic process” is extremely important. The criterion for determining “what truth is” is not an absolute, unshakable value that is remote from us but exists “in our lives.” In other words, what is good in the process of life” is the criterion that determines whether a thing is true.14

This truth of pragmatism is recognized in Follett's thought as well. This is particularly clear in The New State. We clarify this point by following her description in The New State. In her description of “social progress,” she says.What we must get away from is “the hell of rigid things.” There is a living life of the people. And it must flow directly through our government and our institutions, expressing itself anew at every moment. We are not fossils petrified in our social strata. We are alive. This is the first lesson for us to learn. That very word means change and change, growth and growth. To live gloriously is to change undauntedly—our ideals must evolve from day to day, and it is upon those who can fearlessly embrace the doctrine of “becoming” that the life of the future waits. All is growing; we must recognize this and free the way for the growth. We must unclose our spiritual sources, we must allow no mechanism to come between our spiritual sources and our life. The élan vital must have free play.15




Follett appreciated the fact that our lives “change” daily. Through change and growth, we “live,” and nothing is born in a state of stasis. Through such “growth” and “change,” Follett emphasized the importance of our lives leaping forward vibrantly. Furthermore, she saw hope in “social progress” in the sense that “society” would change vividly through our lives. Therefore, she strongly insisted that social institutions, politics, and laws, for example, should not be considered fixed, and our lives should not be solidified. According to Follett, social institutions are fundamentally born out of people’s daily lives; although they are temporarily embodied as fixed objects, they are further developed and changed. Follett's thinking is strongly reflected in her view of “democracy” as follows.Democracy must be conceived as a process, not a goal. We do not want rigid institutions, however good. We need no "body of truth" of any kind, but the will to will, which means the power to make our own government, our own institutions, our own expanding truth. We progress, not from one institution to another, but from a lesser to a greater will to will.
We know now that there are no immutable goals—there is only a way, a process, by which we shall, like gods, create our own ends at any moment—crystallize just enough to be of use and then flow on again. The flow of life and we the flow: this is the truth. Life is not a matter of desirable objects here and there; the stream flows on and he who waits with his object is left with a corpse. Man is equal to life at every moment, but he must live for life and not for the things life has produced.16




Follett noted that truth emerges from the flow of life and changes constantly. Her basic thought seems to be that “truth” is rooted in the life of each human being, that is, in their experience, and that it changes and cannot be constant and unchangeable.17 For Follett, “truth” is not found in abstract ideas. However, in the moment-by-moment manifestation of “daily concrete life.” This seems to be the major current that runs through Follett’s theory. Even when examining “the state,” “society,” “organization,” and “management,” among others, she insisted on first “observing experience” before constructing concepts and thoughts, especially on capturing this in everyday life. She says.…… there is no "society" thought of vaguely as the mass of people we see around us. I am always in relation not to “society” but to some concrete group. When do we ever as a matter of fact think, of “society”? Are we not always thinking of our part in our board of directors or college faculty, in the dinner party last night, in our football team, our club, our political party, our trade-union, our church? Practically “society” is for every one of us a number of groups.18




Follett thus believed that the true nature of “society” emerges in the concrete situations in which we “relate” to one another in our everyday groups. She relies on William James’s ideas to state the following:James brought to popular recognition the truth that since man is a complex of experiences there are many selves in each one. So society as a complex of groups includes many social minds. …… We sometimes say that man is spiritually dependent upon society; what we are referring to is his psychic relation to his groups. The vital relation of the individual to the world is through his groups; they are the potent factors in shaping our lives.19




Follett focused on “groups” as a place where people develop more concrete experiences and argued that “the social spirit resides” in them. By fulfilling their roles in their groups, people form their value standards, which are reflected in their specific activities. Through group activities, people’s values are interwoven and permeate each other, creating a communal value system. This is called the “collective self” or the “social spirit.” Follett argues that in such a collective accident and social spirit, the “true state” and “true society” and society emerge and change. From this view, we observe Follett’s pragmatism: For Follett, truth exists in concrete experience and life and is not absolute and unique but diverse, relative, and ever-changing. Through our daily life, especially our collective life, we create “truth” and pursue it while developing our experience; we live while following the process of becoming truth. In this sense, she was a pragmatist. She described pragmatism as follows:… James’ deep-seated antagonism to the idealists is because of their assertion that the absolute is, always has been and always will be. The contribution of pragmatism is that we must work out the absolute. You are drugging yourselves, cries James, the absolute is real as far as you make it real, as far as you bring forth in tangible, concrete form all its potentialities. In the same way we have no state until we make one. This is the teaching of the new psychology. We have not to “postulate” all sorts of things as the philosophers do (“organic actuality of the moral order” etc.), we have to live it; if we can make a moral whole then we shall know whether or not there is one. … Stamped with the image of All-State-potentiality we must be forever making the state. We are pragmatists in politics as the new school of philosophy is in religion: … As God appears only through us, so is the state made visible through the political man.20




Follett did not develop her philosophy or thoughts at the level of abstract concepts. Rather, she argued that truth emerges in the concrete actions of people through their group activities and that truth is made truth through action. Moreover, Follett engaged in such activities, observed and systematized his experiences, and developed speculative activities to construct a general theory of social processes. This attitude of Follett’s is consistent with James’s statement that “The pragmatist clings to facts and concreteness, observes truth at its work in particular cases, and generalizes. Truth, for him, becomes a class-name for all sorts of definite working-values in experience.”21

We examine how Follett understood democracy. In particular, James’s idea of “one and many” seems to have been greatly reflected. We will consider Follett’s fundamental problematics of “the whole and the individual” in the next section.

2.3 The Whole and the Individual: Democracy as the Unity of Diversity
2.3.1 What is an Individual?
Give your difference, welcome my difference, unify all difference in the larger whole—such is the law of growth. The unifying of difference is the eternal process of life—the creative synthesis, the highest act of creation, the atonement.22




In these words, the most fundamental part of Follett’s thought, the idea of “the whole and the individual,” is expressed. When she thought about her problem of “true democracy,” she placed the philosophy of “the whole and the individual” or “the many and the one” at the root of her political and institutional considerations.
For her, “the individual and society” were not separate entities. She described the relationship between the individual and society: “A man is a point in the social process rather than a unit in that process, a point where forming forces meet straightway to disentangle themselves and stream forth again. In the language of the day man is at the same time a social factor and a social product.”23 Follett argues that while the individual may seem to be acting only against society, society and the individual are forever interacting with and forming one another, and this process is remarkable.24

What is the nature of human “individuality”? Follett does not consider individuality an expression of “apartness” or “difference” alone. According to her, true individuality is determined by a person’s relationship with the whole. Follett believes that individuality is determined by an individual’s ability to connect with others and society, that is, the depth and breadth of those relationships. Individuality and the quality of being different are undeniably present in each person, and Follett does not deny this. For people to “relate” to each other, they must “acknowledge” their differences. However, in this study, the differences were neither absolute nor static. It is also included in the interaction between people and can change dynamically. Individuality and differences are transformed and combined through interaction among people—the social process. For Follett, differences and individuality that cannot produce relationships are not worthy of the name “individuality.” We believe this concept of individuality can be defined as “relational individuality.”
In exercising this sense of “individuality,” Follett’s problem is “finding my place in the whole.” This location is not a static point in time or space. Nor is it fixed, like a cog in a machine, but “a matter of infinite relation and of infinitely changing relation, so that it can never be captured,”25 according to Follett. This “place” can be thought of as the “role” of the self in the interaction between the individual and the whole. This “role” is also not static but dynamic, always changing, and can thus be understood as a “function”26 or an “activity.”
The “individuality” of a person throughout their social life is manifested by discovering and realizing their function (activity) within the whole. Follett does not see the individual as a perfect being, but she believes that man is “a being who always desires to approach perfection.” She believes that the way to fulfill this motivation is to fulfill one’s function. This idea is well expressed in her words, “Not appropriation but contribution is the law of growth.”27 Follett argues that individual individuality can be realized, and the personal growth and development of the whole can be realized as individuals release their functions and potentials and coordinate this power to the whole.
For Follett, “to be individual in the whole” is simultaneously “to reflect the whole in the individual.” The individual is certainly not a perfect being but rather a being that merely fulfills a certain function (role) within the whole. However, societal functions are related to each other to form a unified whole, and there are multiple ways to relate them. Therefore, individuals reflect society. The individual is not a mere division of the whole but rather “a subject who performs a function with the whole,” that function also has its wholeness. In other words, “the individual is the whole at one point.” Follett expressed this as follows:This is the incarnation: it is the whole flowing into me, transfusing, suffusing me. The fulness, bigness of my life is not measured by the amount I do, nor the number of people I meet, but how far the whole is expressed through me. ... My worth to society is not how valuable a part I am. I am not unique in the world because I am different from any one else, but because I am a whole seen from a special point of view.28





2.3.2 What is Freedom?
Given this premise of the “individual in a relationship,” what does being a “free person” mean? Here, we consider Follett’s theory of freedom. Follett believes that “an individual and society cannot be separated.” Thus, freedom is also conceived as the freedom of the individual to live within and reflect on the whole.
Traditionally, freedom has often been sought outside society. It was frequently seen as synonymous with the self-centered impulses of the lone individual, cut off from social order, hierarchy, groups, and organizations.29 If such freedom is liberalism based on the perspective of the “monadic individual”,30 the freedom claimed by Follett is at the opposite end of the spectrum. According to her, the essence of freedom is not spontaneity, devoid of relevance, but the fullness of relationships. According to Follett, interaction does not constrain individual freedom but allows each person to discover and develop their capacities.
In a society, which is a totality of people working together, individuals create collective ideas and will31 through interactions with other people. Follett regarded developing such interactions as social. Thus, freedom is closely related to forming collective ideas and wills. In this connection, Follett states:I am free for two reasons: (1) I am not dominated by the whole because I am the whole; (2) I am not dominated by “others” because we have the genuine social process only when I do not control others or they me, but all intermingle to produce the collective thought and the collective will.32




As long as individuals reflect, on the whole, continue to interpenetrate each other and create a collective conception and will, no individual is bound to the freedom of others, nor do they dominate them. Under these circumstances, Follett believed that individual freedom had been established. Considering this with the aforementioned “function,” the individual is related to the whole through their function or role. When we interact with other people through our functions and roles, we create new collective ideas and will; when we create new values, we can become free beings. When the individual can acquire such freedom, they are a subject capable of developing creatively. Simultaneously, society will grow as a creative, self-unified entity, which is considered a society based on Follett’s theory of freedom.33 This is also reflected in her view of the organization and management, which will be discussed later.
According to Follett, freedom is “human nature.” However, she believes that human nature is “the nature of the whole” and that people can realize their freedom when integrated into society. She advocated that individuals actively engage with society, thereby winning their freedom.34 Here, she believes that lies on the path to the realization of true democracy. Next, we examine her theory of society.
Follett does not consider individuals to be atomistic entities. Therefore, society cannot be merely the sum of such individuals. She sees society as an organism, fully aware of its shortcomings and an effective means of recognition. This is because an organism—specifically, a living being—forms unity through the interaction of its elements, and this unity has a character different from that of its parts or the sum of its parts and can develop on its own. This is because unity has a character that differs from the sum of its parts and can develop by itself.35 Like organisms, societies comprise individuals, communities, and organizations, which interact to form a unified whole and are “self-creating.” In particular, to clearly express the characteristics of this organic whole, she saw society as an interpenetration of the individual mind (psychic) and a “set of psychic energies.” Thus, she emphasizes the theory of psychological interaction as a conceptual foundation.36

However, she was aware of the limitations of organically viewing society. First, social processes are free from time and space constraints because they can be viewed as mental processes. Second, each cell, for example, a part of an organism, has a unique function, whereas an individual has various functions and can belong to many groups simultaneously. Third, every individual in a society can fully express the whole in a way impossible for cells in a natural organism.37

Thus, Follett points out that while the metaphor of society with the organism effectively explains the nature of wholeness, it is insufficient for recognizing the qualities of the individual and the relationship between the individual and the whole. In addition, she acknowledges the organic whole as different from the sum of its parts but felt that seeing it as more than the sum of its parts (something better) risked leading to bad totalitarianism. We believe that this lies in the uniqueness of Follett’s theory, which differs from that of mere social organisms.
Follett believed that achieving freedom was for individuals to be actively involved in society, which was how democracy could be realized. What exactly does it mean for “the individual to be involved in society,” for the whole and the individual to interact with each other? She considered the society of the early-twentieth century to be one in which various communities existed; in this respect, it differed from the previous society of crowds.38 In this context, she considered that an individual’s involvement with society means that they belong to an organization (group organization) that performs their functions. The group organization, the object of her research, was a “neighborhood organization” at the time of her book The New State. However, in her later writings and lectures, it changed to many organizations (cooperative systems), including corporations.39


2.3.3 “the Whole and the Individual” Issues
We now consider the specific ways in which the issue of “the whole and the individual,” which is her fundamental idea, is expressed. First, in The New State, she describes the possibility of democracy from below40 through which individuals are unified through participation in “local neighborhood groups.” Here, the question of “the whole and the individual” is discussed in the form of “the many and the one,” “the unity of diversity.”
In this book, Follett emphasizes that our social life is not about socializing only with people of the same social class. She noted the need to work with neighbors in one’s neighborhood, talk to one another about the same issues, and deepen mutual understanding. Neighborhoods are diverse in age and race, with a mix of people with different value norms. We feel comfortable associating only with homogeneous people and are comfortable there, but we do not grow as human beings. As mentioned above, people have a wholeness of their own and have their functions within society. That “difference of value,” Follett argues, is at the root of democracy.41 Follett argues that when people with diverse ideas and who assume various functions look at and debate the same real issues with one another, a true unified whole is born, and a new collective idea or will is born. New values arise that can bring about solutions to social problems.42


2.3.4 Social Dynamism
The greater the diversity of people’s values, the less likely it is to achieve unity. There is always the possibility that conflicts will emerge. If there is no function to reconcile conflicting interests, diversity remains unified. The result is a society in which individual interests are always in conflict, and there is no development of the whole or the individual. According to the liberal approach based on laissez-faire, these interests can be adjusted through a prearranged harmony. Follett, however, opposed such an idea, insisting on the simultaneous need for “conscious responsibility” and “self-management” on the part of the participants in neighborhood groups and on the need for leadership.
Conventional democracy does not necessarily welcome strong leadership, which leads to totalitarianism. However, Follett states in The New State that in organized society, when the will of the individual is unified into a whole, leaders are necessary to make the best use of individual abilities and that we should focus on “management” as a “coordinating function.”43 There are numerous neighboring groups simultaneously, and they interact with each other to integrate into a greater whole and, ultimately, into a nation.
In addition to these spontaneous neighborhood groups, Follett also focused on the functions of professional groups (labor unions, companies, etc.), which are unique to today’s society, and emphasized that these groups are not in conflict with the state but reflect the whole of the state and form an integrated state.
Thus, what Follett attempted to portray in The New State was not democracy as an idea to pursue. Rather, it is about how individuals belong to a group and are integrated into the nation, and how “democracy appears everywhere in concrete scenes of life.” Follett believed that the basis of democracy was psychological interactions. Later, in Creative Experience (Follett, 1924), she examined this process of psychological interaction in detail. In the introduction to Creative Experience, Follett writes,The object of this book is to suggest that we seek a way by which desires may interweave, that we seek a method by which the full integrity of the individual shall be one with social progress, that we try to make our daily experience yield for ns larger and ever larger spiritual values.44




In this book, she introduces a new perspective: “Social process is a process of cooperative experience.”45 The social process, seen as a “process of the spirit” in The New State, is redefined as a “process of experience” in this book. This is because it is thought that Follett’s intention here was to depict the psychological aspect of integration or the interaction of people and to discover the possibility of overcoming the conflicts that inevitably arise under such circumstances.
In this book, Follett attempts to clarify experience from three perspectives: “circular response,” “integrative behavior,” and “the Gestalt concept.”
“Circular response” is Follett’s basic idea for explaining interactions between individuals and between individuals and the whole. When individual A acts on individual B, B reacts to A. A acts in response; A is not merely reacting to B’s action but is also reacting to B’s action already influenced by his initial action, and through this process, the interaction between the two is gradually related to each other’s single action. It is continually cumulative to form a “total situation.” Furthermore, each individual interacted with the entire situation. Follett’s interaction theory’s special characteristic lies in this “attention to the total situation.” This is because the whole and individual exist simultaneously in the total situation. The total situation here is a fixed spatial location and a process in which time and space intersect and continue.

2.3.5 Creating Process from the Individual to the Whole
Follett states that there is no “subject-object distinction” in this process. “Stimulus-reaction” patterns, such as A reacting to B, merely describe one momentary event, while concrete things are always moving as a “continuous flow” in the real world. According to Follett, individuals appear to react to something. However, in reality, only a total situation exists, and an individual’s actions within that situation are only one of the triggers that change that situation.46 Therefore, the interaction among individuals is a “self-created process for the total situation.” This is a characteristic of Follett’s theory of interactions. The individual act here is both objective; it has already been transformed by totality, and subjective; it affects the total situation that follows. Therefore, even if we consider a momentary individual act in the interaction process, it simultaneously expresses both aspects of the subject and the object. Simultaneously, the “totality and the individual” exist because they reflect the total situation and are based on the individual’s will.
In Creative Experience, Follett examined the dynamic process of individual interaction, which created a total situation (society). In addition, she argued that “the legal system” as an institution, as perceived from the political science perspective, needs to be re-examined from the perspective of such psychological interactions and that the dynamic aspect of law needs to be emphasized.47

Thus, Follett’s basic ideas about the “whole and the individual,” as presented in her two books, The New State and Creative Experience, would later be developed into her concepts of organization, management, authority, and order in many lectures given primarily to corporations. This development is addressed in subsequent chapters.
Throughout her life, Follett discussed the question of “the whole and the individual” and the shape of a “new individualism” in various ways. However, her last article in 1932, “Individualism in a Planned Society”,48 expresses her philosophical position strikingly. Here, she emphasized loudly that a “coordinated society,” rather than laissez-faire, is desired today and that state planning is necessary for constructing a society that is self-coordinating through an integrated process of people rather than controlled by someone else.
Finally, we examine the significance of the characteristics of Follett’s thought on “the whole and the individual” in the context of the philosophical situation of the time by contrasting it with the individualism of J. Dewey. In his Individualism Old and New (Dewey 1930/1931), Dewey points out that amid the industrial development of the United States in the twentieth century and the accompanying development of corporate organizations, old individualism (atomistic respect for the individual) has been lost in the inner life of the individual. Society has only become externally grouped, leading to an extremely unstable state. He pointed out that individuals are no longer in an intellectual vacuum. He stated that it is no longer possible for an individual to remain in an intellectual vacuum and proposed a society where individuals actively interact. The interaction he described “the particular interactions that compose a human society include the give-and-take of participation, of a sharing that increases, that expands and deepens, the capacity and significance of the interacting factors.”49 This could not be due to the uniformity of the individuals. He also described a society consisting of such interactions as “organization, as in any living organism, is the cooperative consensus of multitudes of cells, each living in exchange with others.”50 in contrast to a “fossil-like” society that has become a fixed institution. In such a society, he strongly argued that a new form of individualism must emerge from the interrelationships of individuals.
Dewey’s concerns about individualism share many aspects with Follett’s argument. At this point, Dewey has not yet clearly asserted what forms this new individualism will take. More than a decade before Dewey made this point, Follett had already addressed this issue in The New State and, from her perspective, had succeeded in expressing the form of the “new individualism.” We evaluate Follett as someone who recognized at an extremely early stage the new relationship between the “whole and the individual,” which grew during the industrialization of the United States at the beginning of the twentieth century and made it the foundation of his thought.


2.4 Functionalism in Follett’s Theory: Its Meaning and Significance
The word “function” is used throughout Follett’s thought. She uses it to convey several different meanings rather than a single meaning, such as “functional unity,” “function-based authority,” and “organization as an interweave of functions.” In this section, we examine Follett’s concept of “function” and consider the meaning and significance of “functionalism,” a major element of Follett’s philosophical foundation.
“Function” means many things in the history of social science; therefore, it evokes a positive or negative image. Consequently, we begin this study by reviewing the historical development of “function” and, based on this, exploring the characteristics of Follett’s concept of function.
When we speak of “function” or “functionalism,” we first think of the function in “structural-functionalism” of Talcott Parsons and others. This is often expressed under “sociological functionalism.” However, functionalism existed before the emergence of functionalism in this sense, and the meanings of these two “functionalisms” are very different. Sociologist Masamichi Shinmei demonstrated this in Japan.
In Shakai-gaku-teki Kinoushugi (Shinmei 1967), Shinmei focused on functionalism as a movement of thought that spread from Europe to the United States in the late-nineteenth and early-twentieth centuries (the 1920s and 1930s) and named it Hongen-teki Kinoushugi (original functionalism).51 He claimed that this was equivalent to the functionalism in Kallen (1931/1937) and described its characteristics as follows, citing Kallen’s description:[This was] to stress relations and activities as against terms and substances, genesis and development as against intrinsic character, transformation as against continuing form, dynamic pattern as against static organization, processes of conflict, and integration as against formal composition out of unchanging elements. In short, the shift was from “structure” to “function” as the principal tool of scientific explanation and interpretation.52




Such functionalism has spilled over to all academic disciplines, and Shinmei says that sociologists such as Georg Gimmel, Leopold von Wiese, Albion W. Small, and Edward A. Ross are representative of this position.53 The most important characteristic of this original functionalism is that it regards “function” as “activity.” From this perspective, society is viewed as dynamic human cohesion.
This “original functionalism” gradually lost momentum after peaking in the 1920s and was replaced by “sociological functionalism” from Parsons and others in the late 1930s. Shinmei points out that Durkheim understood these two functions at an extremely early stage of development. In De la division du travail social (The Division of Labor in Society) (Durkheim 1893/1933), Durkheim explains the meaning of the function as follows:The word function is used in two ways. Sometimes, it suggests a system of vital movements without reference to their consequences; at other times, it expresses the relationship between these movements and the corresponding needs of the organism.54




In other words, “function” is understood in two senses: “the vital movement itself” and “the corresponding relationship between the movements and the needs of the organism.” Durkheim considers the meaning of “function” in the division of labor as the latter, so he emphasizes functional analysis.
This functional analysis of Durkheim was followed by the cultural anthropological functionalism of Malinowski and Radcliffe-Brown55 and eventually culminated in “sociological functionalism.” The characteristics of Parson’s sociological functionalism can be summarized as follows: First, it considers society a social system (system) and views it as a presuppositional framework for examining it. The second is to analyze the structures and other elements that form parts of the whole based on this system and to clarify the objective results these elements produce concerning the system. Recognizing “social systems” and “functional analysis” is central to sociological functionalism.56

Moreover, function in this position—function in the early-twentieth century—“has lost its meaning of the activities and processes which are its essential constituents in society, and has come to mean a specific discursive scheme which explains the relations between the constituents of society, and especially between these constituents and society as a whole.”57 Sociological functionalism functions as a general methodology unrelated to the substantive content of society.58 Therefore, the structural or static aspect of society is emphasized rather than the processual aspect. Shinmei points out that this is one of the major problems of sociological functionalism.59

However, even if functional analysis is evaluated as a methodology, an even greater problem arises. Functional analysis has become a “causal analysis” between the whole and its various elements or “teleological character” concerning the whole and its various elements. Functional analysis has a “teleological character” through “causal analysis” between the whole and its various elements or through related activities. The major problem was that functional analysis questioned the purpose of an activity or established an invariant relationship between a result and a cause. We believed that Niklas Luhmann raised a sharp issue regarding this problem in his later years. He stated in “Funktion und Kausalität” (Luhmann, 1970).In explicit contrast to the logical-mathematical concept of function, social sciences consistently define the functional relationship as a type of effect and thus subject it to the causal scientific method. This occasionally occurs during the direct application of teleological concepts. This particular effect is seen as a purpose, and its functions are seen as useful services. However, this view becomes difficult when the purpose is explained in more detail. Of course, this cannot only mean imagined and intended purposes because the most important problems of the social sciences lie precisely in the area of the unconsidered consequences of action. However, what else is the purpose and how does it differ from the other consequences of action?60




Luhmann seeks one answer to these problems in the “equivalence” of functions. He states that “what is important is not a lawful or more or less probable relationship between certain causes and certain effects, but the determination of the functional equivalence of several possible causes from the point of view of a problematic effect.”61 This is an indication that distinguishes functionalism from causal methods. According to him, a function is not an action to be caused, but rather a “regular semantic picture” that establishes the comparative range of equivalent actions.
What are the implications of such an equivalent functional method as opposed to causal functionalism? Luhmann points out the following: First, from a problem-solving perspective, we can compare several actions that produce comparable results and explore the meaning of a particular action in that context. Second, it allows the discovery of new ways to solve problems. Third, it can bring free meaning to an action rather than fixing it in a fixed cause-consequence relationship. As a result, human behavior can be linked to free will rather than determinism.62

So far, we have outlined the historical development and problematic situation of “functionalism.” Accordingly, we consider Follett’s functionalism next.
Follett lived in the era of what Shinmei calls “original functionalism.” Her theory as a whole has all the characteristics of “original functionalism,” which regards function as activity itself; it emphasizes the dynamic processes and activities of society. Therefore, it is fair to say that her functionalism sees “function = activity” and tries to explain society dynamically from this viewpoint. However, it has characteristics that cannot be understood solely from this perspective.
In Creative Experience, Follett states that focusing on “circular response” in capturing social phenomena is necessary. She points out that this circular response can be called the functional relationship between an individual’s behavior and the environment.63 She points out that the individual and the environment interact; they also interact with the relationship they have created to form a “total situation.” Overall, this situation is a constantly moving process. She also considered the response between the individual and the total situation to be a “functional relation.”
She believes this dynamic view of “functional relation” is most important for understanding the social situation. She states that we need to understand three basic principles. First, an individual’s response is not to a rigid, static environment but to a changing environment. Second, the individual’s response is toward an environment changing due to the activity between the environment and the individual. Third, functional relationships can be continually modified. Follett pointed out that these processes constantly create new values, and unexpected situations can arise. She argues that social science must consider these situations.64

Given this situation, she further pointed out that behaviors that form social situations can never be viewed solely regarding causal relationships.65 She argues that it is necessary to view social situations not as a causal chain of actions but as “holistic or integrated actions.” Society can be viewed as a whole in which various behaviors are connected in multiple ways, and Follett emphasized the importance of “focusing on the totality of all possible behaviors.”66

Distinguishing between ends and means in a society with an overall situation of constant motion is difficult. An end may be a means to an end; conversely, means may be an end. It can be said that we are always acting in an attempt to achieve an end while always forming an end. Therefore, the “functional relation” must be understood as a means to an end and a dimension in which we create the end, recognize it, and link it to the next action.
If we reconsider the above, Follett regarded function as a key concept in explaining social phenomena. However, she simultaneously emphasizes how people in society relate to the surrounding circumstances. This is expressed when comparing function with Follett’s “ service concept.”67

Follett presents “function” as an alternative to “service” that has previously supported society. In modern society, “functional” involvement in society is important and highly valued as a concept above “service.” This is because, according to Follett, service involves “sacrificing the individual as a means to the end of society as a whole.” However, function indicates a relationship in which “the whole and the individual are autonomous and relate to each other.”68 Her idea of the “whole and the individual” is discussed and strongly expressed in Sect. 2.3. “The individual is a manifestation of the whole from a certain perspective, and the whole reflects the individual. The functional involvement of the individual in society can be understood as Follett’s assertion that the individual and the whole reflect on each other while maintaining their mutual freedom in a mutually independent and proactive manner.
This concept of “functional relations” later developed into “functional unity,” which is the basic concept of Follett’s organization theory. As a functional unity, an organization is not simply a “system of duties” ordered to achieve organizational objectives. Rather, it is a process in which each element, especially a human being, is autonomously aware of its role in the whole and carries out that role, thereby becoming a unified entity. The most important characteristic of a functional organism is self-organization. The most important characteristic of the functional unity is its self-regulatory function. When conflicts or problems arise, the organization has a function in which each party adjusts itself based on its relationship with the whole rather than depending solely on management.
Taking Follett’s functionalism as described above, we understand the following: First, by asserting functionalism, Follett attempted to assert a “dynamic process” over a structural and static one and a “developmental and growing process.” This ties in with the spirit of Follett’s pragmatism, as previously mentioned. However, it can be considered an attempt to show the nature of the relationships among the elements that form society and the “action relation” between society and the individual. The functionalism that Follett advocated does not represent the cause-effect or purpose-measure causal relationship that is prominent in “structural-functionalism.” Follett is thought to have argued that social phenomena “include unpredictable results” that cannot be captured by mere causal relationships and that it is important to recognize these as “emergent value (positive value).” In this respect, we believe his argument is similar to Luhmann’s.
Follett’s functionalism showed us “how to recognize” social phenomena and “how to relate” to society as we relate to it. She insisted on the relationship between the individual and the whole, which is mutually subjective and influential. In this case, subjectivity is not always unchanging but is renewed daily through mutual influence. We call this “creative subjectivity.” As described above, Follett attempted to show the nature of relationships as a “dynamic process of mutual subjectification” with “function.” This would have been an innovative idea because of the functionalist conception in the context of the times.

2.5 Conclusion
We examined Follett’s philosophical foundations from the three aspects of “pragmatism,” “the whole and the individual democracy,” and “functionalism.” While reflecting on the spirit of the time in which she lived, they also contain Follett’s new ideas that sharply grasp the problems of the time and attempt to solve them for the future. Considering this philosophical background, the next task was to explore how her theories developed.
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3.1 Introduction
In Chapter 2, we examined Follett’s philosophical foundations. Her thought strongly influences how she views society and human beings, forming her own unique way of cognition. In this chapter, we examine the method of cognition, focusing on “the relationship between the subject of cognition and its object.”
In addition, the way Follett perceives the concepts influences her “conceptual view,” so to speak, which can be called a “dynamic conceptual framework.” Based on this conceptual view, we extract and examine Follett’s basic concepts while elucidating their characteristics.

3.2 Methods and Subjects of Recognition in Follett’s Theory
As mentioned earlier, Follett’s research focused on concrete human cooperation in the form of the state, regional groups, and industrial organizations. Through such concrete objects, she attempted to depict the “dynamism” of social processes. She followed a consistent way of cognition. In this section, we discuss the characteristics of Follett’s method based on the two aspects of (1) fact recognition as a “process” and (2) the interaction between the recognizing subject and the object.
3.2.1 Fact Recognition as a “Process”
In Creative Experience, Follett (1924) stated,This reciprocal influence, this evolving situation, fundamental for politics, economics and jurisprudence, is made clearer if for the words thought, purpose, will in a description of the behavior process, we substitute thinking, purposing, willing. … All static expressions should be avoided. Integrated organism (one psychologist speaks of “the completely integrated organism”) is unfortunate, for the organism is the continuing activity of self-organizing, self -maintaining. We must be careful of the “eds” because they lead to “wholes,” the wrong kind of wholes, the “influence of the whole on the parts,” etc. Such expressions as “coordinated wholes” are seen in the writings of some of the behaviorists, but, unless explained, seem against the very truth which behaviorism is trying to stand for. An “-ed” becomes a stopping place to thought, and when man cannot think any further it is dangerous. God has been to many races and to many individuals the place where thinking stops, as mind is often “the sanctuary of ignorance.”1




Follett’s statement reveals her emphasis on the “process” as a methodological trait. For her, all things exist as “dynamic processes,” and she considered it necessary to understand the “process itself” in recognizing things. Therefore, she rejected the perfect tense expression “…… was made,” as mentioned earlier. In other words, Follett believed that when describing things that are always in motion, recognizing and explaining their concrete forms is impossible unless we refer to them in the progressive tense (~ing). She denied any place where people’s thinking could stop there, even in the presence of God. Things cannot remain in the same place and form, not even for a moment. Changes are constantly occurring. Without understanding the process of change, one cannot grasp the reality of a situation. This is her basic thought.
Follett viewed all humans, organizations, and societies as processes. To explain them consistently, she focused on the “interacting” of individuals. The individual can be viewed as a process that performs its own function and acts on its own within society. However, she did not believe that human beings are so limited that they are confined to a single role. By developing various functions (=activities) daily, a person can always become a “new being.” In other words, human beings do not simply change in response to the stimuli from the outside world but can be viewed as a self-creating process on their own. As discussed in Chapter 2, the individual as such a process repeatedly interacts with others in a circular manner to form a community or organization. Furthermore, the process of mutual formation is repeated, in which individuals form organizations and organizations form individuals simultaneously. As mentioned earlier, Follett called the new values that emerged in this process of mutual formation (that is, the value premise of cooperation) “collective ideas” and “collective will” and depicted the process of their creation as a social process. Accordingly, individuals generate social processes through their interactions, which are formed by each other. Follett was possibly trying to understand the problems that arise by assuming a dynamic process of “individual—group (organization)—society.”
Let us take a closer look at Follett’s “process.” Follett explicitly addressed the process in her article “Community is a Process” (1919). She said,For community is a creative process. It is creative because it is a process of integrating. The Freudian psychology, as interpreted and expanded by Holt, gives us a clear exposition of the process of integrating in the individual. It shows us that personality is produced through the integrating of ‘wishes,’ that is, courses of action which the organism sets itself to carry out. The essence of the Freudian psychology is that two courses of action are not mutually exclusive, that one does not ‘suppress’ the other. It shows plainly that to integrate is not to absorb, melt, fuse, or to reconcile in the so-called Hegelian sense.2




Follett believed that the creativity of a community originates from the creative power of the individual, and that this creative power comes from the “integration of the wishes (desires)”3 of each individual.
According to Follett, individuals develop themselves as they extend their will, but the extension of the individual depends on the ability to establish a “collective idea” and a “collective will” with other people. As discussed in the previous chapter, it is through such interactions that an individual can truly become a unique entity.
Follett stated,If he cannot will beyond his trade-union then we must write upon his tomb-stone, “This was a trade-union man.” If he cannot will beyond his church, then he is a church man. The soul of the process is always the individual, but the individual forever escapes the form. … Life is not a pyramid. The individual always escapes. Yes, but because his sustenance is relation and he seeks forever new relations in the ceaseless interplay of the One and the Many by which both are constantly making each other.4




In other words, Follett argued that the individual can be grasped as a process not bound to a single form of a group or organization or to a certain set of values or interests arising in that form. Conversely, the individual is always escaping from the form and forming and creating new relationships for themselves. This remains extremely important.
For individuals to be creative in this process of individual self-formation, their desires must be integrated with the desires of others without being repressed. Therefore, Follett focused on the process of interaction between people. Her view of the process is presented in its complete form in her 1926 article, “The Psychology of Control.”5

In this article, social processes are considered in three phases: “interacting,” “unifying,” and “emerging.” This “interacting” is the “circular response” mentioned in Chapter 2. When two parties interact, they react to each other and simultaneously react to the relationship between them and the overall situation formed by that relationship. When this circular response is repeated constantly, a unified situation is formed. In other words, relational wholeness arises between those who interact with each other, and a unity is formed that is distinguishable from its surroundings. This is called “unifying.”
This process of “interacting” and “unifying” can be viewed, from a different perspective, as a process in which the desires (or values) of individuals interact with each other. In this process, the possibility of conflicting desires exists. If desires are left in conflict, or if conflicts are resolved by the suppression of one or the other or by a compromise between the two, the creative power of the individual will not be generated, and the overall situation will not develop. Conversely, where the overall situation is developing, each individual’s desires and values are always integrated, and each person is satisfied. In such a place, mutual values are interwoven, new values are created through mutual penetration, and new situations are constantly created and developed. Follett called this process “emerging.”
The social process is a “continuous process” in which the various individuals who are the constituent elements of a society are related to each other and unified as a whole, and they develop on their own by assuming various functions. Follett argued that the value of the various elements is achieved not through balance or harmony among the elements but through “interpenetration” with each other. This is done by making the most of the characteristics of the elements—the uniqueness of each individual. In other words, integrating diverse values into one new value is a social process. Individual growth, organizational development, and social progress are aspects of this “unified social process of self-emergence” and are realized within, not outside, it.
To further clarify the meaning of the process depicted by Follett, we now examine this point based on the description of the process by A. N. Whitehead, a contemporary of Follett.
In his book Process and Reality, Whitehead (1929/1978) understood the process in two aspects based on Locke’s classification. One aspect is called “concrescence,” which Locke described as “the real internal constitution of a particular existent.” This “is the name of process in which the universe of many things acquires an individual unity in a determinate relegation of each item of the ‘many’ to its subordination in the constitution of the novel ‘one.’”6 The other is called “transition,” which Whitehead described as “the fluency whereby the perishing of the process, on the completion of the particular existent, constitutes that existent as an original element in the constitutions of other particular existents elicited by repetition of the process.”7 In brief, “concrescence” is the “self-created subjective growth” in the process, and “transition” can be understood as the expression of the “iterative aspect of objectification and subjectification of being,” in which the next wholeness emerges from the present wholeness as its object–predicate.
Whitehead called transition a “macroscopic process” and concrescence a “microscopic process.” He explained these two processes as follows:The macroscopic process is the transition from attained actuality to actuality in attainment; while the microscopic process is the conversion of conditions which are merely real into determinate actuality. The former process effects the transition from the ‘actual’ to the ‘merely real’; and the latter process effects the growth from the real to the actual. The former process is efficient; the latter process is teleological. The future is merely real, without being actual;: whereas the past is a nexus of actualities. The actualities are constituted by their real genetic phases. The present is the immediacy of teleological process whereby reality becomes actual. The former process provides the conditions which really govern attainment; …8




Whitehead stated that the real is complete in the microscopic process but incomplete as far as it objectively contains the macroscopic process.9

Based on Whitehead’s conception of the process, let us reconsider the characteristics of Follett’s process theory. As mentioned, Follett regarded the social process as a continuous process comprising the “interacting,” “unifying,” and “emerging” of individual desires, which are the constituent elements of the social process. In other words, she understood social processes as those in which new values are created through the interaction of individuals who perform diverse functions by themselves and the integrative unification of each other’s desires. The process of creating new values by integrating and unifying each individual’s conflicting desires is a process of “bringing many into one” or integrating diverse values into one. This is considered to represent “the real internal constitution” of the dynamic social process. In this sense, it is considered to express an aspect of Whitehead’s “concrescence” process.
However, Follett described this process from a different perspective. The “integrative unity” can also be viewed as a “functional unity.” This is the totality of society brought about by the functionalization (or objectification) of each individual. This can be said to be Whitehead’s “transition” aspect. In this, a new unity is created by taking the functions (activities) of the individual elements that make up society as object-propositions, and that unity becomes an object to create the next new unity.
Thus, Follett’s social process is considered to include Whitehead’s “concrescence” and “transition.” By describing “concrescence” and “transition,” Whitehead also attempted to express the “temporal characteristic” of the process, as evidenced by the terms “macroscopic process” and “microscopic process.” Therefore, the macroscopic process is the transition from a reality that has already been achieved to a reality that is being achieved (from actuality to reality). Conversely, the microscopic process is the process of making what is to be achieved a reality (from reality to actuality). Whitehead attempted to show that the past and future are both realized in the present existence through the concept of the process.
Follett also depicted the social process as a continuous form from the past to the future in which the three phases of “interacting—unifying—emerging” exist simultaneously. She might have wanted to insist that this process is the form of reality. The following words express this idea well:The pluralist loves the apple best when it rots. Then he sees the seeds all scattering and he says, “This is Life, this is Truth.” But many men see beyond the rotting apple, the scattering seeds, the fresh upspringings, the cross-fertilizations, to the new whole being created. If, on the other hand, some of the monists have tried to petrify the ‘finished’ fruit (as in the conception of the absolute state), life has never allowed them to do so.10




In other words, Follett represented all life and real existence as a process in this sense.

3.2.2 Subject and Object of Fact Recognition
Throughout her life, Follett sought to “deepen her awareness of facts.” The key issue she pursued was the “realization of true democracy.” She believed that the obstacle to this was “conflict” between individuals or groups, which originated from differences in the perception of facts by the opposing parties. Therefore, she was extremely sensitive to “facts,” which necessitated the examination of facts and her perception of these facts.
Follett was questioning objectivity itself at a time when “objectivism was mainstream,” as she herself pointed out.11 At the beginning of Creative Experience, she pointed out that certain objective facts exist apart from us and that it is generally assumed that “experts” are better informed about them than we are; however, this is false. Follett believed that facts are also dynamic processes and not something that can be statically captured from a single point in time. She believed that no particular “fact” can exist apart from us or our surroundings and that none of us (even experts) can grasp facts “objectively” apart from our own current positions, interests, and desires. Follett illustrated this point as follows:Facts become such for us when we attend to them. Our attending to them is bound up in the situation. The kind of objectivity which some of the fact-worshippers are endlessly seeking will be endlessly hidden from them. We want, we say, “impartial,” “impersonal” investigation of a fact, but the significance of that fact, by all the yet-known laws of the universe, must be part of the “wish” which demanded the “disinterested” (!) investigation. The implications of a psychology based on the “wish” are many and far-reaching.12




From the above, it can be understood that Follett regarded “facts” not as “objective” things that are apart from the cognizant subject but as “subjective” things that depend on the subject’s situation, especially their desire.
However, what Follett really wanted to insist on was not an overemphasis on “subjectivism.” She seemed to have only insisted that facts are “recognized in the process of interaction between the subject and object.” She stated,Progressive experience, I say, depends on the relating. The ardent search for objectivity, the primary task of the fact worshippers, cannot be the whole task of life, for objectivity alone is not reality. The crux of philosophical controversy we have seen mirrored everywhere. As the subjective idealists have overemphasized the subject, and the realists, the object, so there are the historians who deny “economic determinism” and those who give it more than its place; there are the political scientists who talk of “the will of the people” and those who, in reaction to “empty will,” give us the “objective situation” as always our ruler; there are the jurists who exaggerate abstract conceptions and those who see all truth in “social facts.” In the arts, especially in painting, the swing of the pendulum between “subjectivity” and “objectivity” is most interestingly apparent. In psychology we have the introspectionists and the behaviorists.13




Follett’s assertion clearly demonstrates her belief that both subjectivity and objectivity should be emphasized in the recognition of facts. More explicitly, she believed that facts are “discovered and recognized” through the interaction of the subject and object. Thus, it is impossible for certain facts to be discovered solely through expert observation. Follett repeatedly insisted that understanding a situation requires the “interweaving of observation and experience” by all who participate in it. In other words, in a practical setting, both parties who experience and are aware of the situation through their actions, as well as the professionals who are making participatory observations, should be present. Thus, “the subjective perspectives of all are related,” creating an “intersubjective totality of situations” where individual experiences are woven together. Follett viewed this dynamic situation of social processes as a mutual understanding of each other through fact recognition.
How can we understand such “facts as dynamic processes”? Furthermore, what is the position of the “social sciences” in understanding them? Follett stated the following:On the social level, self and circumstance, thought and concrete experience, are always interweaving; this, not comparing, is the life-process. We now see the life-process as that of creating through specific response. Observation is the most important part of the procedure of the social sciences, but we should have a more accurate understanding of observation — of observation, of comparison, of testing. I cannot test activity by previous thought because every activity carries within it its own tests. Yet we try to do so because it is so much easier; to take a foot-rule and measure is one thing, but it is quite another to live through an experience with stress and strain, to discover, with infinite pain perhaps, what is involved in that situation.14




Follett pointed out the importance of not measuring experience by some scale but integrating it and making use of it in one’s own acts, that is, in the process. She argued that no concrete act can be measured and truncated using a measure or principle. When an act is performed, it already contains validation and interpretation within it and has been cast into the process. She added,… If principles are merely hypotheses with which to experiment, then they have no value when discarded; but they can never be discarded. They are, as I have said, thrown into the process and thus contribute to the new principles, or the way I should prefer to state it, to the new situation. … If we “hold” a thought long enough to test it, it has become a part of the organism, of the internal mechanism. …
The impossibility of discarding is in a certain sense true even of scientific hypotheses. To be sure, when we are talking of, say, the space arrangement of atoms, we may test by an hypothesis which we then discard. Still even in science one hypothesis helps us in forming the next; scientific hypotheses are never chance guesses. …15




Follett did not grasp social science as mere fact recognition or a process of testing facts based on hypotheses or principles. Her focus was on the attitude of “doing science.” We believe that she called “science” the act of connecting experiences, systematizing them, and throwing them into a process to develop an activity more creatively. Certain hypotheses and principles become meaningful only when they are incorporated into concrete facts and placed in a process that generates new facts. Follett possibly believed that true science “rooted in life” is to be found in this context. She said, “Not in the wisdom of the judge nor the facts of the expert nor the “will of the people,” but in life itself do we put our trust. A more penetrating analysis of the interactivities of men in their daily lives is what is needed today.”16

It is necessary to mention here her emphasis on “life.” She saw life as art and understood it as “an endless interaction that has for man a creative power that depends on the self-production of activity and thought.” The point at which these activities and thoughts meet is what she called the “fact,” “objective situation,” or “concrete event.” Follett pointed out that it is extremely necessary to identify the point at which this conceptual level meets the perceptual level.17

She viewed the object of perception and the concept as being part of the same activity. She stated, “Every experience is the binding together of past and present. Conceptions do not remain conceptions. They enter into the bone and blood of our daily activities and then from these, new conceptions arise.”18 In other words, Follett argued that existing concepts determine our perception through our daily activities and that the process by which the objects of our perception create new concepts is the “process of concept formation,” through which we grasp facts and life. We often mistake concepts for things that actually exist and fail to see the reality captured by them, the activities triggered by them, and, ultimately, life itself. Follett pointed out the danger of this,Life is an organizing process, each complex is organized with others into a higher complex. Each organization simplifies, but it simplifies only to take its part in further complexity. The tissue of life is elaborating; the concept gives us unity, simplicity; we may make full use of its unity and simplicity if we understand the elaboration from which it has come, to which it is going.19




Therefore, Follett argued that concepts can simplify and present us with a complex and elaborate fabric of life but can only be effective if we consider the complexity of life itself.
The following description further clarifies the character of Follett’s “concept”:Sometimes we even hear the static term “conceptual pictures.” But the evolving situation is against conceptual pictures. … Conceptual pictures are always pictures of the past; you proceed then to deduce principles, laws, rules, from the dead instead of from the living. And the only way to get new pictures would be to take down some and hang up others. Pictures do not evolve. Situations do. Situations evolve by the force within, by their own momentum. … my pictures depend on my behavior. … [Thus] all our pictures of the world are made by our specific responses to the world.20




To summarize the above considerations, Follett’s method of recognition, particularly the relationship between the recognizing subject and object, is as follows.
Follett’s research focused on “social processes” based on people’s interactions. For Follett, who was the subject of recognition, it was not something that could be taken as an object separated from herself (i.e., a simple location) but a process of mutual formation that was constantly changing with the subject of recognition through interaction with her. Recognizing and understanding such an object in a purely objective manner is impossible, and subjective recognition is unavoidable because of the subject’s desires and circumstances. This subjective perception is generated by individual experiences, and the social process is the situation in which these individual experiences are interwoven and unified as a whole. Follett believed that social science recognizes and explains the “fact” of this social process.
In recognizing facts in the social sciences, Follett rejected the so-called natural scientific method of verification based on hypotheses and principles. This is because nothing in the activities of those who form social processes can be dismissed in light of hypotheses. In other words, when an activity occurs, a hypothesis or principle is introduced into the process, which becomes the impetus for the formation of the next activity. Therefore, according to Follett, the goal of social science is to advance the next activity and develop a new overall situation—to “make experience creative.” This makes it necessary to systematically relate individual experiences. These concepts play an important role in this process. Individual experiences can be conceptualized and systematized to create the next “creative experience.”
Follett claimed that her “concept” is a simple and unified grip of the complex fabric of life. She did not view concepts as static frameworks for understanding facts (or conceptual compositions) but emphasized the dynamic character of “conceptualization.” Therefore, concepts are not merely meant to be tools to present a simple and unified picture of life but are meant to enhance our awareness of the complexity of life and facilitate the development of the situation. We cannot be satisfied with a static picture of our lives. Life is a constantly flowing process, and even if we capture one aspect of it with a certain composition, the situation changes in the next moment. As we are also the creators of our circumstances, our conceptual understanding changes the next circumstance. Simultaneously, because we are also the object affected by the situation, we can say that the concepts formed within us change constantly.
Follett argued that in fact recognition, our “perceiving” and “conceptualizing” are part of the same activity. When we say that we “perceive the world,” Follett’s view is that we are not accepting a certain conceptual composition but that we are grasping our world through various “responses” or activities. We believe that such a method of perception enabled her to depict “perhaps may be” as she herself claimed.


3.3 Examining the Main Concepts of Follett’s Theory
As noted above, Follett’s “concept” can be called “a concept that deepens with activity” or “a dynamic conceptual framework,” emphasizing the process of conceptualization, that is, the dynamic aspect of the concept. In this section, we discuss the basic concepts of a “circular response,” “conflict and integration,” “emergence,” “integrative or functional unity,” and “law of the situation” to understand how she conceptualized them.
3.3.1 Circular Response
As mentioned previously, Follett understood things to be a process of change. The dynamic concept that could accurately capture society as a “changing” state was human interaction or a “circular response.” This circular response can be understood as having two functions. First, it relates individual human actions to each other. Second, it forms an overall situation that is established by relating individual actions. Follett called the simultaneous performance of these two functions the “circular response.”
Follett did not view human action simply in terms of “stimulus–reaction.” She also did not view it as the subject’s response to an object. Even if an action appeared to be a response to a particular stimulus, she believed that it was a momentary event and that every action was an opportunity to create a whole situation as a process.
In other words, a circular response is a concept that attempts to demonstrate the dynamic process by which a total situation is formed and unfolds through the interaction of people’s actions. Follett said,Suppose you have two factors, or I should prefer to say two activities, A and B, reciprocally influencing each other. The key to our problem lies in what we mean by reciprocally influencing. Do we mean all the ways in which A influences B, and all the ways in which B influences A? Reciprocal influencing means more than this. It mean that A influences B, and that B, made different by A’s influence, influences A, which means that A’s own activity enters into the stimulus which is causing his activity.21




When A and B interact, A does not react linearly to B’s actions, and B does not react linearly to A’s actions. A reacts to B’s actions, which are changed by A’s actions, indicating that A reacts to B and to the relationship between A and B. At any given time, people in a society are in relationships with other people. Individuals’ actions are influenced by others, even without their conscious awareness. Simultaneously, one’s actions affect others and one’s own environment. In this way, the actor’s actions are considered to be related to all elements of the entire situation, including themselves. These actions create the causes that change the entire situation.
If individuals continue to act, they constantly change their surroundings. Society can be viewed as a “network of actions” or “interweaving of activities” in which these human actions are related through circular responses, unified as a whole, and constantly in motion. We can say that people who live in society are the subjects who weave this fabric daily through their own actions.
Follett attempted to show how individual actions are related to the environment using the concept of circular responses. She explained “relating” as follows:… three fundamental principles to guide us in our study of social situations: (1) that my response is not to a rigid, static environment, but to a changing environment; (2) to an environment which is changing because of the activity between it and me; (3) that function may be continuously modified by itself, that is, the activity of the boy going to school may change the activity of the boy going to school. Or it might be put thus: that response is always to a relating, that things which are varying must be compared with things that are varying, that the law of geometrical progression is the law of organic growth, that functional relating has always a plus value. The social sciences must learn to deal with that plus, to reckon literally with it.22




Here, Follett used the word “function” to refer to a mathematical function; however, this requires caution. Although she used the terms “function” and “variable” to capture the relationship between activity and environment, she did not view activity merely as a “function of the environment” but as “a function of the relations between self and environment.”23 She argued that the term “function” is useful for the social sciences, particularly when viewing social processes as a system of human actions; however, we must be careful regarding the following three points. First, we should not use the term “function” as a shortcut to study our own situation or to avoid studying it. Second, we must not confuse “function as a relation” with “function as a quantity.” According to Follett’s argument, a function is not the quantity that remains when the activity of relating is completed but the activity of relating itself. Third, the independent variable is only independent within a certain equation, and the equation itself is always changing. In other words, all functions are only possible under certain assumptions, and it is necessary to recognize that in reality, the assumptions themselves are changing.24 Follett argued for the validity of using the term “function” with this limitation.
The following conclusions can be drawn from the above discussion. For Follett, the problem of “relating” activities to the environment is not a mere correspondence among individual activities—such as “stimulus–response”—or a functional relationship between individual activities and the environment, as if when one value is determined, the other is also determined. As we have repeatedly pointed out, she strongly insisted that when individual activities are related to the activities of others, they are influenced by the activities of others and the mutual relationship itself, and they continue to change and react to each other. Therefore, she believed that it is impossible to understand the interaction of people in terms of “one-to-one” or “one-to-many” correspondence, which is detached from the situation.
In relation to this, Follett argued that there can be no distinction between the subject and object of action in an interaction. The actor is a subject in that they form the next situation, but as an object, their action is determined by the total situation. Follett argued that the actor who performs the circular interaction is always both the subject and object of the situation.
Notably, through this cyclical interaction, an “interweaving of experiences” occurs among people. If these experiences are shared with each other and new value is created, the experiences become “creative experiences” that lead to human growth and provide an opportunity to develop society as integrative unity. This is discussed in the next section.

3.3.2 Conflict and Integration
We have explained that the whole situation is formed in the process of repeated interactions (circular responses) among people. This whole situation can be thought of as the interweaving of individual actions and each individual’s “system of desires.” This is because human beings interact with others to satisfy their desires. Individual desires are diverse, and some are incompatible with others. Therefore, “conflicts of desires” naturally arise in the process of interaction. At first glance, conflict tends to be seen as something that stalls smooth interactions and is eliminated as something that slows down the dynamics of the social process. However, the major characteristic of Follett’s thought is that she emphasized this concept of “conflict” by linking it to the dynamics of the integrating whole.
She pointed out that conflict is a surface manifestation of difference, which is neither good nor bad.25 If we recognize that each individual is an autonomous and unique being with different values, it is natural for them to disagree with each other. We are in a healthy state as a society. Follett emphasized the importance of each individual, maintaining a clear sense of their own opinions and arguments in terms of the respect for individual freedom. This was also the foundation of democracy. However, she did not overlook the danger that the conflicts arising from this may constrain individual freedom and impede social development. She argued for a way to make the most of this conflict by seeking “constructive solutions.”
According to Follett, people usually take one of three actions when attempting to overcome conflicts: domination, compromise, and integration. Domination is a mode of behavior in which one of two opposing parties dominates the other by satisfying the desires of one party and ignoring the other. In terms of compromise, both parties attempt to reach a solution by making small concessions, as is often the case in labor management negotiations. Each party’s desires are quantitatively considered and satisfied by slightly reducing them. Integration is a solution in which the desires of both parties are satisfied without sacrificing anything.26 Domination and compromise leave the desires of one or both parties unsatisfied. Thus, an individual’s unfulfilled feelings are suppressed, which may influence the next course of action and create a more complex conflict situation. This is not true conflict resolution.
Integration seeks to satisfy both parties by creating a new value-laden situation that can encompass their differences. Follett argued that only through integration can conflicts be truly resolved. Follett also viewed conflict as an opportunity for individual interaction. Let us look at the meanings of domination, compromise, and integration in light of the aforementioned “circular responses.”
Domination is a method of overcoming conflict through linear action from one side. The expected result is a breakdown of interaction or the exertion of an even stronger repulsive force from the oppressed side. No unified whole can arise from this situation. There is no hope for the mutual sharing of each other’s values or the interweaving of experiences. Consequently, progress in the situation and social process will not be achieved.
In a compromise, a form of interaction is established in which the degree of each person’s desires is controlled. In this situation, people interact in a way that suppresses their true desires and does not strongly assert their differences or values. Follett argued that a circular response is only possible when the true differences between the two parties become apparent and their values are more clearly expressed. Thus, a form of compromise, so to speak, reduces the degree of psychological interaction or prevents “a deep-seated exchange with each other.” Consequently, a mutual sharing of values and experiences, as well as mutual penetration, is not possible through compromise-type interactions.
Integration differs from the previous two actions because it is a “conscious” process, whereas domination and compromise are, to some extent, unconscious methods of conflict resolution.
According to Follett, the first step in integration is for the conflicting parties to expose their differences, that is, to bring their true desires to the surface.27 Only then does it become clear what their conflicting desires are and how they can be evaluated. Subsequently, it becomes possible to reconsider the conflict situation as “the field of desire.” Once this process of surfacing and reevaluating desires is achieved, the next step is to break down the desires of both parties into their component parts and analyze them. At this stage, particular attention should be paid to “symbols” that are manifested in the conflict situation. More specifically, the meaning of the “words” used in the situation should be interpreted correctly. Note that we interpret the same word differently because of our different subjective perceptions of the word, which often causes conflicts. Follett argued that symbols that seem to symbolize conflict and their true meanings must be examined to achieve integration.
Through these stages, the conflicting parties’ needs are analyzed, evaluated in the context of the entire situation, and mutually adjusted. In this way, the conflict is overcome such that both parties can satisfy each other’s desires without eliminating or suppressing the other’s desires; this is called integration. Behind Follett’s concept of conflict resolution, “from overcoming repression to integration,” lies Freud’s idea that “eliminating the repression of desires” releases mental energy and results in a healthy psychological state.
In “Experience as Creating,” Chapter 9 of her book Creative Experience, Follett (1924) said,… those who advocate compromise have failed to gather the fruits of recent psychological research, for compromise is suppression, and as we have been shown that a suppressed impulse in the individual will be his undoing later, so we see again and again that what has been suppressed in the compromises of politics or labor disputes crops up anew to bring more disastrous results. If according to the Freudians the sane man is one in whom there are no thwarted wishes, the sane industrial group would be one in which neither employer nor workman had compromised, the sane nation would be one not based on log-rolling, the sane league of nations one in which no nation had made “sacrifices,” but where each sought enrichment. Suppression, the bête noire of modern psychology, is, in the form of compromise, the evil of our present constitution of society, politically, industrially and internationally.28




For Follett, both compromise and domination were nothing more than the suppression of individual desires. She argued that the suppression of desire destroys the individual as they are supposed to be and is the reason social development is hindered. She continued,Whoever advocates compromise abandons the individual: the individual is to give up part of himself in order that some action may take place. The integrity of the individual is preserved only through integration — and the similarity in these words is not insignificant. Moreover, if you believe in compromise it means that you still see the individual as static. If the self with its purpose and its will is even for a moment a finished product, then of course the only way to get a common will is through compromise. But the truth is that the self is always in flux, weaving itself and again weaving itself.29




Here, Follett saw the self as a “process.” According to this premise, humans are always creating themselves, and their mutual desires, purposes, and intentions can always change. Therefore, compromise as a method of conflict resolution does not envisage people as a process or, more specifically, as a “growing” entity.
Thus, if we view conflict as a process, true resolution is only possible through integration. Integration differs significantly from domination and compromise as it brings about a “qualitative change” in the thoughts and actions of the parties involved in the conflict. Domination and compromise help overcome conflicts based on the understanding that the purposes and values of both parties remain unchanged throughout their lives. Conversely, integration is based on the premise of a change in purposes and value consciousness and attempts to find a true path to conflict resolution in this process. Integration attempts to grasp the phenomenon of conflict and resolve it based on the premise of interaction as a circular response. In other words, when a person interacts with another person, they are also interacting with the whole situation, including themselves and the other person. One’s actions are determined by and simultaneously form the whole. In this process, the individual changes their purpose, intentions, and desires. Conflict is a form of this circular response. For the process to develop, new values must always emerge from mutual interaction. Domination and compromise as solutions to conflict do not create this new value, as they only indicate the continuation of existing values or the compromise of each other’s values.
In contrast, Follett believed that integration is a process of mutual penetration of each other’s values and the creation of new values. It is a process that produces a “collective idea” and “collective will.” Only through this process can the conflictual situation be developed into the next situation as a whole, helping the individual grow to a new level. The “integral resolution” of the conflict is an essential element for the whole situation’s progress and individual’s growth.
Although Follett only referred to “integration” as one of the ways to resolve conflicts, we consider it an essential element in her conceptual framework. She presented the concept of circular responses to depict society as a dynamic process. In this process, conflict can be a force that loosens society and impedes its development. To overcome conflict and advance society to the next situation, a solution called “integration” becomes indispensable. In other words, conflict and integration are the main sources of social process dynamics.
Follett said that the “quality of the situation” can be judged by looking at the state of the conflict. We live in a society that develops step-by-step toward the next conflict when it manages to resolve a conflict. Follett’s concept of integration reflects the spirit of the era, which was then known as the revolutionary spirit.
According to Follett, the realization of such an integration “requires a high order of intelligence, keen perception and discrimination, more than all, a brilliant inventiveness.”30 Integration is possible when the emotional act of conflict is redefined as a “rational process.” In realizing integration, Follett strongly hoped for creativity among the people involved in the conflict. However, she did not overlook the fact that humans also hinder integration. According to Follett, the obstacles to integration are as follows.
First, we are accustomed to enjoy dominating our opponents. Second, many people do not view the subject of conflict or confrontation as a proposed activity but try to theorize it. Third, there is the problem of language: the language used can intensify the conflict. Fourth, there is the undue suggestion or influence of leaders. These often result in missed opportunities for integration.
Follette emphasized the “responsibility” of each person involved in the situation to realize integration. The path to integration can only be opened when we recognize that each person’s actions are the subject and object and play a major role in changing the situation. As she put it, “… not to adapt ourselves to a situation—we are all more necessary to the world than that; neither to mould a situation to our liking—we are all, or rather each, of too little importance to the world for that; …”31 Follett’s argument was that we must explore the possibility of integration in a process in which the situation and involved individuals are simultaneously present and changing together.

3.3.3 Emergence
Previously, we discussed process thinking, which is a characteristic of Follett’s fact recognition. Follett’s social process involves three phases—“interacting,” “unifying,” and “emerging”—which develop simultaneously. We mainly considered the “interacting” phase in Sects. 3.2.1 and 3.2.2. Furthermore, we considered the circular responses and an integrated interpretation of the conflicts that arise in the process. For the whole situation to develop, the emergence of new values through integration is indispensable. We now consider this “emergence.” Follett stated,“Emerging” is the word which is being used more and more every day by scientists to denote the novelty wherever it appears in evolution. Morgan has told us of emergent evolution, Spaulding of creative synthesis, Broad of emergent vitalism. Emerging and the emergent seem to be the words most commonly used. They signify at once the something new, the progressive feature in the process. And these philosophers and scientists agree that the emergent pattern, the complex emergent whole, is formed by the interacting, the relating, of the constituent factors. This, too, we see every day in business administration. In situation after situation we find that when we have a progressive and successful policy it has resulted from what a scientist has called an “interactive accumulation,” …32




Follett emphasized the “positive value” that comes from the interaction of people. She also emphasized Whitehead’s philosophy as a representative of this concern, as it is common to those interested in the “organism” or the “unified whole.”33

As Haruo Murata pointed out in his Kanri no Tetsugaku (Philosophy of Management) (1984), “Whitehead did not complete his philosophy of organism until 1924, when he moved from London to Harvard University in the United States.”34 It was during the 1920s and 1930s that Follett completed her own philosophy. In particular, her deep interest in and keen insight into creativity are clear in Creative Experience (1924), as is evident from the title of the book. At this point, she did not use the term “emergence” but “invention” or “progressive adjustment”35 to describe the emergence of “something new”36 from interaction.
Follett stated that when conflicting interests exist, it is necessary to observe them in contrast, but new values do not arise from mere observation. According to Follett, this is more than a process of inspection, introspection, and retrospection.37 Recognizing a new value involves changing one’s attitude toward the initial value. Only through interaction can people recognize values and evaluate each other’s interests, and only by doing so can they create new values, recognize them, and change their actions toward each other.
Follett defined value as “eventual things.” She suggested that “experience,” which precedes value, creates the standard for all things.38 As discussed in relation to pragmatism in the previous chapter, according to Follett, values are rooted in our experiences, created daily through interactions, and changed by our actions. The process by which these values are constantly being created and produced is clearly illustrated by the concept of “emergence” in her 1927 article, “The Psychology of Control.”39

In her 1927 paper, Follett highly evaluated Whitehead’s focus on “emergence” and “value,” but how did Whitehead express these two concepts? We examine this point based on Whitehead’s Science and the Modern World (1925), which seems to have influenced Follett.40 In the chapter “The Romantic Reaction” in Science and the Modern World, Whitehead wrote,One all-pervasive fact, inherent in the very character of what is real is the transition of things, the passage one to another. This passage is not a mere linear procession of discrete entities. However we fix a determinate entity, there is always a narrower determination of something which is presupposed in our first choice. Also there is always a wider determination into which our first choice fades by transition beyond itself. The general aspect of nature is that of evolutionary expansiveness. These unities, which I call events, are the emergence into actuality of something. How are we to characterise the something which thus emerges? The name ‘event’ given to such a unity, draws attention to the inherent transitoriness, combined with the actual unity. But this abstract word cannot be sufficient to characterise what the fact of the reality of an event is in itself. … we see at once that the element of value, of being valuable, of having value, of being an end in itself, of being something which is for its own sake, must not be omitted in any account of an event as the most concrete actual something. ‘Value’ is the word I use for the intrinsic reality of an event. … Realization therefore is in itself the attainment of value. But there is no such thing as mere value. Value is the outcome of limitation. The definite finite entity is the selected mode which is the shaping of attainment; apart from such shaping into individual matter of fact there is no attainment.41




As described above, both Follett and Whitehead considered “value” in relation to facts and events. Value indicates “an event (or a characteristic of an event) that is realized” and cannot be achieved apart from facts. Conversely, when an event is achieved (realized), it has an inherent value realized in itself. Both Follett and Whitehead seemed to have used the word “emergence” to describe the occurrence of such new events, which is also “the actualization of something” for Whitehead. Follett further related this to actions, activities, and interactions, calling for the emergence of different values (events) through interactions that lead to the integration of people. This is illustrated in the following case study by Follett:A purchasing agent suggests buying a material which is somewhat inferior which he say will do just as well for the purpose it is to be used for, and he can get it at a lower price than what he has been paying. The head of the production department says that he cannot get satisfactory results with this material. Which is to have his way? Perhaps this very difference of opinion may make the purchasing agent begin a more systematic search for a material which will cost less and at the same time give results satisfactory to the production manager. This would be an integration: both parties would be satisfied; the situation would be improved—that is, costs would be reduced without deterioration in the quality of the product; and there might in time be a still wider, a community, value, in this material being used throughout the industry for this particular purpose, and thus a reduction to the consumer eventually effected.42




This describes the process of creating new values through the circular responses, conflicts, and integration described in Sects. 3.3.1 and 3.3.2. Thus, Follett demonstrated the possibility of an integrated process of problem-solving within social phenomena and the dynamic process of society as the situation unfolds.

3.3.4 “Integrative Unity” or “Functional Unity”
In this section, we discuss the “whole” that arises from such a dynamic process. The first time that Follett clearly presented her theory of the “integrative unity” was in the chapter titled “Experience in the Light of Recent Psychology: The Gestalt Concept” in Creative Experience (1924). Follett highly appreciated the achievements of Gestalt psychology, which was then flourishing in Europe and the United States, with Keller as its representative. She pointed out the following distinctive features of the Gestalt school. First, the Gestalt school shows the “so-functioning” nature of phenomena rather than their “so-being” nature. Second, it points out that every mental state has a specific property different from the “absolute” property of its constituent parts. Third, the physiological correlate of the totality (the physiological structure underlying the Gestalt phenomenon) is itself a Gestalt.43 Follett appreciated the Gestalt school’s focus on “the nature of the whole as distinct from the nature of the parts” and the fact that society enthusiastically embraced it at the time. She showed a strong interest in the historical situation in which society was demanding such a way of thinking. At this time, Follett wondered whether the social sciences had paid too much attention to parts only. She attempted to incorporate the results of the Gestalt school into her sociological research.
However, Follett did not accept this uncritically; she also recognized the limitations of the Gestalt school. She listed the following problems with the Gestalt school of theory. First, the Gestalt school focuses too much on the resulting whole and not to the process by which the whole is formed. Second, because the Gestalt school uses the expression “the whole is more than the sum of its parts,” Follett insisted that naming (or thinking of) the whole as something better or greater than the parts is dangerous. This is symbolized by the following words from Follett:If we could analyze the mental make-up of some of the people who are opposed to the League of Nations, we should probably find that it is because they think a “whole” must necessarily be “more” than its parts that they have a horror, and in my opinion justly if this were true, of a League of Nations which is “greater” than America. Is the United States greater than the states? No, but it is different, …44




The third problem, related to the second, is the static thinking that arises because the Gestalt school considers the whole to be more than or transcendent to the sum of its parts. Follett suggested that the “transcendent whole” often has a static character.
In light of these problems with the Gestalt school, Follett stressed the importance of dynamically grasping the whole. First, she stated that in considering the whole, we must also consider “the relationship between the part and the whole.” Here, the aforementioned concept of “circular response” becomes important. There is always an interaction between the part and the whole in the form of a circular response, and the whole must be considered a part of this process. We tend to think of the whole or unity as the “result” of interaction. However, Follett pointed out that this is a mistake.… We could find in the Gestalt psychology a more penetrating doctrine of value (both as psychologically and socially considered) than we have yet had, if the super-nature of the whole were not insisted on. This is of the utmost importance for students of the social sciences. For in any social situation, however necessary it is to analyze it into its component activities, a part of our task is to discover value-units, that is, … , a whole-value which is different from the sum of the value of the parts, and which cannot be dealt with in the same manner as the values of the parts. To watch for the emergence of the value-unit, the interest-unit, the desire-unit, must be the valid method for the social sciences. To further this emergence, to accept and act on the validity of these units, is the fundamental task of any adjuster of industrial or international controversy. … And these whole-units, which take us away from atomistic values, are neither super-values nor static-values, for they gain their very existence by their continuous interknitting with individual value.45




What Follett advocated here is that the whole must be noticed not because it goes “above” or “transcends” the individual, but because it has a value different from that of the individual. Simultaneously, Follett insisted on the importance of paying attention to the process of how individual values interact with each other and are interwoven into the total value, that is, the process of integrating values from the individual to the total or the process of forming the “collective idea and will” mentioned above.
Based on this concept, Follett can be understood to have viewed social processes as value integration processes and, more specifically, to have grasped organizational bodies, such as governments, corporations, and the state, as “integrative unity.”
Thus, the characteristic of “wholeness” characterized as “integrative unity” is also characterized as “functional unity.” To understand “wholeness,” this aspect must be considered.
In Sect. 2.​3, we discussed Follett’s basic conception of the “whole and the individual.” For Follett, the whole and the individual are inseparable. To express individuality in the wholeness is to “find one’s place in the whole.” This “place” is not a “point” statically positioned in time and space but one’s “role–activity” that dynamically and constantly emerges through the process of interaction between individuals or between the whole and the individual. We understand this dynamics through the process to be Follett’s idea of “function.”
Follett’s idea of wholeness, characterized as a “functional unity,” reflects the above view. What forms the unity is a circular response. However, in relation to the whole, Follett believed that actions occupy a certain “place”; they appear in the form of a function or role. The idea of “functional unity” is to view unity as the interpenetration of actions as such functions.
The concept of “integrative unity” expresses the “dynamic process of interweaving values” that links individual values to the value of the whole. In contrast, with the concept of “functional unity,” Follett was trying to express the meaning of individual activities within the whole and the way in which these activities relate to the whole.
This conception of the whole as a “functional unity” is greatly significant when discussing the relationship between “organizations and people” and “social processes and people.” This is because the aforementioned “to express individuality in the wholeness” is considered to be deeply related to this “function.” According to Follett, the individual can demonstrate “individuality” as a subject that is interconnected and forms the whole only when it fulfills a certain function within the whole. This function reflects the whole itself. Therefore, fulfilling a function is an important point of contact that connects the “organization and human” or “social process and human.”46

Thus, through the two concepts of integrative unity and functional unity, Follett depicted a “unified whole” in which the individual and the whole—more specifically, individual actions and social processes—are dynamically related. She repeatedly insisted that this “unified whole” is also a process of interaction, not an outcome. Follett’s argument is not tinged with an emphasis on wholeness, which is based on a disregard or ignorance for the individual. However, the individual or the possibility of easy integration between the individual and the whole has not been overemphasized. Here, we think that Follett was referring to “how the individual and the whole are dynamically related” when recognizing social processes.

3.3.5 The Law of the Situation
As previously mentioned, for Follett, concepts are not simply static frameworks for understanding reality. People perceive reality through concepts, and these concepts influence their own actions, which cause the concepts themselves to change in accordance with reality. She attempted to present such “dynamic concepts.”
The “law of the situation,” discussed here, is the clearest and most comprehensive expression of Follett’s conceptual characteristics. The law of the situation has probably been more often treated as a principle or norm of management advocated by Follett rather than as a “concept” conventionally addressed by her. Follett herself explicitly mentioned the law of the situation in her article, “The Giving of Order” in Dynamic Administration.47 She stated the necessity of separating the personal traits of the order, finding the law from the situation, and giving or following an order that abides by this law. Undeniably, Follett’s argument tended to make the reader think that “an order according to the laws of the situation is better than a personal order” and that “it ought to be so.” Moreover, Follett herself did not explain in detail the meaning of a “situation” and a “law,” making the interpretation vague.
However, we believe that the concept of the law of the situation is one of the “dynamic conceptual frameworks” that encompass and concretize the various concepts that have been described so far, such as “circular response,” “conflict,” “integration,” “integrative (functional) unity,” and “emergence.”
The preceding discussion clarifies that the “social process” as understood by Follett comprises the individual’s circular responses. People interact with others and, simultaneously, interact with the mutual relationship between themselves and others. Through this process of circular responses, people pursue mutual desires and aim to realize values. Conflicts are inevitable in this process, but when they are resolved in an integrated manner, new values emerge and social processes progress. Follett viewed these social processes as constantly being formed and developed in people’s daily lives. However, it is difficult to believe that they are simply spontaneous and unconsciously adjusted and that they all develop smoothly. As mentioned earlier, the more a society aspires to democracy, the more it requires good leadership and the more it needs the function of conscious management. Thus, the “law of the situation” is central to the management function of coordinating social processes.
The term “the law of the situation” can refer to various things. Passively, it could mean “letting the situation take its course.” However, Follett argued that this is something that Taylor’s “scientific management” particularly aims for. She understood that scientific management originally aims to analyze a situation, understand its objective facts, and discover the requirements of the situation. Follett attempted to understand the laws of the situation in such a proactive sense.
Here, we examine J. Dewey’s concept to better understand the meaning of Follett’s “situation.”
One of the greatest similarities between Follett and Dewey is their focus on human “experience” and their understanding of a “situation” as the place where these experiences interact to create a unified whole. In Dewey no Shukan-ron (Dewey’s Theory of Habit), Tadaaki Taniguchi (1986) stated,In Dewey, the standard principles for recognizing the unity of “experience” are the principles of “continuity” and “interaction.” The principle of continuity is the temporal and historical vertical principle of human experience based on the fact of habit, whereas the principle of interaction is the spatial and geographical horizontal principle in which the individual and environment work together. The situation is the functional field of experience in which these two principles are most sharply integrated, so that the “situation” as a field of experience itself contains “continuity” and “interaction” as principles of recognition.48




A situation is viewed as a place where “habits” that have been continuously developed from the past encounter and interact with new experiential materials such as nature, other human beings, and society. As mentioned earlier, Follett viewed experience as a process of self-sustaining and self-renewing. Similarly, Dewey viewed experience as the unification of the “principle of habit” and “principle of inquiry.” The term “habit” here refers to “an acquired predisposition to ways or modes of response”49 and does not indicate the mechanical repetition of an action. Through past experiences, people develop certain patterns and modes of responding, which form their “disposition.” However, people have an “exploratory” side, which enables them to continually have a purpose and create their way toward it under such determined habits. This is how free will is realized. The place where both of these aspects are unified is considered to be the “situation.”
Dewey argued that individual habits are not only what appear on the surface as acts but also the “vertical” existence of a personal nature, such as “impulse,” “disposition,” “interest,” “desire,” and “various purposes” at the lower level. These integrations are controlled and experienced by interacting with the “horizontal” environment of the surrounding natural and social environment through action. According to Dewey, a unified personality is brought about by the integration of experiences,50 and the “situation” is the place where this integration of experiences can be brought about. The internal and external control of these habits is important.
Follett’s “situation,” in our view, is close to these Deweyan ideas. She viewed experience as a process of self-sustaining and self-renewing and as having an integrative character in its own right. Although she did not establish the concept of “habit” here as Dewey did, she pointed out that behavior is adjusted “internally and externally” and that it is controlled by forming a certain style, interacting with the surroundings (circular responses), and being created as something new. We think that the control exercised in this process is “the law of the situation.” To clarify this, we examine Dewey’s concept.
According to Dewey, for the situation (the place where the individual has concrete experiences) to develop positively, “self-control”51 (on the part of the individual) and “social control” (the action of society on the part of the individual) should be integrated with each other.52 These integrations are renewed and modified across situations to create a rhythm and balance of habits, leading to the progressive development of the situation and the individual’s creative growth.
What do we mean by “self-control” and “social control” here? First, “self-control” refers to the control of one’s own “impulse,” “interest,” “desire,” and “various purposes” that form their habits. However, Dewey described social control as follows:… if each views the consequences of his own acts as having a bearing upon what others are doing and takes into account the consequences of their behavior upon himself, then there is a common mind; a common intent in behavior. There is an understanding set up between the different contributors; and this common understanding controls the action of each.53




There is a “common mind” or “common understanding” in a society—the community society—requiring individuals to control their actions.
However, these social demands do not necessarily coerce individuals or constrain their freedom. Dewey argued that individuals take responsibility for their own actions by assuming social roles, and by doing so, they realize their freedom by controlling themselves. Thus, in Dewey’s case, self-control and social control are interconnected.
These ideas are regarded as the logic that could explain Follett’s concept of “subjective functionalization” or “functional subjectification” of role performing, which will be discussed in Chapter 4. This concept may also indicate what it means to “follow the laws of the situation.” For Follett, individuals could become free by discovering and assuming their own social function, and the situation is the place where this could be realized. This situation is a place where a common will (according to Follett, a “collective idea” and “collective will”) exists through the interaction of people. Individuals are aware of these things, control them, fulfill the social functions, and become free individuals. Consequently, the entire situation is considered to be controlled.
According to Dewey, this “situation” is unified by “the formation of purpose and its realization.” Follett also considered a coordination process involving both “purpose formation” and “realization” in the law of circumstances.
From the above discussion, we can understand that Follett’s law of the situation is an important aspect of the dynamic process that integrates individual experiences and develops them into the experiences of society as a whole. Thus, the law of the situation creates an integrative unity or functional unity. The law of the situation is also a path to individual freedom, which we will discuss in Chapter 4.


3.4 Conclusion
In this chapter, we have examined Follett’s original method of recognition and discussed the basic concepts behind her theory. Her method of recognition reflects her philosophical foundation and is characterized as a process in which the subject and object of recognition are not separated but interact with each other through actions, enabling facts to be recognized and continually conceptualized. We refer to her concept thus formed as a “dynamic conceptual framework.” In concluding this chapter, we reiterate the relationship between these various concepts.
Follett described the basic concept that explains the dynamic process of an organization as a “circular response.” This is the interaction of people; however, here, she did not depict linear actions, such as action–reaction or stimulus–reaction, but the state in which both parties respond to each other’s “relationship itself” to form a unified entity. This laid the foundation for depicting the organization as an interweaving of individual actions and an interweaving process of mutually interwoven values and desires, that is, the formation process of “collective ideas” and “collective will.” However, this interaction does not always proceed smoothly. If we recognize that each individual has different desires, conflicts will arise naturally. Follett gave a positive meaning to conflicts. As long as conflicts are resolved through integration rather than domination or compromise, new values that satisfy both parties will be created, and the organization will become more dynamic. The concepts that comprehensively describe this process are integrative unity and functional unity. Using these two concepts, Follett attempted to clarify two aspects of the relationship between the individual and whole. The process of adjusting the dynamic process of the organization was “following the laws of the situation.”
Having understood Follett’s basic concepts, and based on these, the following chapter will discuss her organizational and management theories.
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4.1 Introduction
This chapter examines Follett’s theory of organization and management based on the previous chapters. While having political science, philosophy, and history as her backbone, Follett developed her speculative activities “rooted in lived experience” through her own social encounters. Therefore, it is difficult to say whether her thoughts were constructed systematically. The examples in her writings, articles, and lectures convey her arguments vividly. However, for Follett to be placed in today’s complex social situation and provide us with guidance, it is necessary to organize her thoughts theoretically and explain her conceptual system in an orderly manner.
As Follett herself has stated, she does not recognize the existence of a “static conceptual composition” that accepts a fixed view of social phenomena. Moreover, to systematize in such a way would be to trivialize Follett’s thoughts. However, if we focus on the “dynamic concepts” in Chapter 4—the characteristics of Follett’s “concepts” that can change in interaction with reality—we can see the potential for applying her ideas without losing her intentions.
At the core of Follett’s thought was the simultaneous realization of individual growth and social development. She also held the fundamental idea that both the individuals and society are “part of a continuous process of change,” and she consistently pursued this idea. A century has passed since Follett lived; society has changed, and individual values continue to evolve. Amidst these changes, we have lost our sense of direction and our ability to view society with a cool head. Then, we seem to either stand forzen in the face of chaos or even be willing to surrender ourselves to the chaotic situation. Under these circumstances, we need to grasp the “changing situation” dynamically and have a theoretical basis for living in response to this situation. Thus, we would like to present these possibilities.
Follett initially pursued political science and worked on local community and national issues. However, in later years, she was often invited to speak with business executives. At a time in American society when industrial organizations, such as corporations, became increasingly influential, the subject of her research inevitably became centered on corporations. However, considering Follett’s problem consciousness, her theories are not limited to organizational and management theories of corporations. Therefore, in this chapter, we present it as an organizational and management theory targeting the many cooperative systems that exist in contemporary society.

4.2 Follett’s Organization Theory
4.2.1 The Structure of Follett’s Organization Theory
Groups of people, that is, businesses, local governments, the government, the state, families, neighborhoods, and volunteer groups, are referred to here as “cooperative systems.” For Follett, all these cooperative systems were major elements in the development of social processes; simultaneously, they were social processes themselves. They are commonly referred to collectively as “organizations.” These “organizations” are often considered from two aspects: structure (organizational structure) and behavior (organizational behavior). If we follow this classification, what Follett considered was more like “organizational behavior.” This is attributable to the fact that Follett’s interest was directed from the beginning toward “the dynamic processes of society.” In other words, Follett attempted to depict the dynamic process of organizational behavior common to many cooperative systems.
Therefore, in this chapter, we begin by developing Follett’s theory of organization. First, what kind of organization does Follett understand? Described in the current context, it is a “network of activities.” As mentioned earlier, we believe that Follett used the concept of “interweaving” rather than the concept of a network. Using this concept of “interweaving,” we can classify her organizational theory into the following four categories: the “interweaving of activity,” “interweaving of experience,” “interweaving of function,” and “interweaving of responsibility.” These four aspects exist in layers, interweave with each other, and integrate into a unified process, which can be understood as the process of “organizing” described by Follett. Below, we explain each of these four aspects and the characteristics of Follett’s organizational theory.

4.2.2 Interweaving of Activity
First is the aspect of “interweaving of activity,” which can be explained as the processes discussed in the previous chapter: “circular response,” “unification,” “conflict and integration,” and “emergence.” In other words, people are related to others through circular responses, and at the same time, they interact with the relationship itself to form a unified whole. In this process, Follett focused on the existence of “desire” as a major determinant of individual behavior. Through interactions with others, people are inspired to satisfy their own desires, thereby releasing their energy and growing independently. Simultaneously, they can develop the circumstances surrounding them. In this sense, the human behavioral system can also be viewed as a “system of desire.”
However, disagreements and conflicts are inevitable in human relationships because individuals have diverse needs. Follett believed that the key to organizational dynamics lies in resolving such conflicts. In a conflict, an individual’s needs are contrasted with the needs of others; the situation is analyzed, and after the cause of the conflict is determined, a new situation can be created in which the needs of both parties are satisfied. Follett called this “integration” and considered it the driving force behind organizational dynamics. In other words, the desire to energize individual behavior may interact with others’ desires to create a state of conflict. However, this creates the possibility of expanding to a larger amount of energy, which invigorates the overall situation.
Follett perceived an organization as this kind of interweaving of action. It is important to note, however, that Follett did not believe that actions are “determined solely by the desires and values of individuals.” In other words, she insisted on the importance of considering individual behavior “as a whole.” This included the circumstances surrounding it, in the sense that an individual’s behavior always maintains a relationship with the surrounding environment, is constantly evolving, and continues to change the surrounding environment. Follett explained this “relationship between action and situation” as follows:	1.
Behavior is both internally and externally conditioned.

 

	2.
Behavior is a function of the interweaving between activity of organism and activity of environment, that is, response is to a relating.

 

	3.
By this interlocking activity individual and situation each is creating itself anew.

 

	4.
Thus relating themselves anew.

 

	5.
Thus giving us the evolving situation1


 





As described above, the organization, according to Follett, is first an “interweaving of activity,” or to add clarity, an “interweaving of activity and environment.” Follett described the organization as an “environmental complex,” an organization that continually creates its own environment, adapts to it, and becomes dynamic. In this respect, she prepared a viewpoint similar to Wyck’s theory of organization.

4.2.3 Interweaving of Experience
The second aspect that distinguishes Follett’s organization is its “interweaving of experience.” As mentioned earlier, Follett repeatedly asserted the critical importance of contrasting and linking people’s experiences in the development of society. In Creative Experience (Follett, 1924), she refers to the concept of “experience” as a “self-sustaining and self-renewing process.”2 Therefore, it is important to understand the “self.” As mentioned in Chapter 3, it includes both “the individual who is related to the whole” and “the individual who reflects the whole.” For Follett, the “whole” is “society,” which includes the “community” or “organization” that constitutes it. Considering the above, it is thought that Follett’s “experience” was a process of self-sustaining and self-renewing for both the individual and society at the same time.
Follett viewed people as subjects who made their own judgments about social situations and acted accordingly. She believed that judgments on social situations at this time were made subjectively based on a person’s experiences and desires, and a universal objective situation could not be achieved. Follett identified the danger of leaving social decisions to certain experts and leaders. In other words, social decisions require the judgment of all people who constitute a situation. She further argued that, as a precondition for this, the experiences of all people participating in the situation must be woven together. She also believed that this was “the basis for understanding the facts” and observing the collaboration scientifically, which, in turn, would lead to the realization of democracy.3

The “collaborative situation” is where the above event is concretely executed, and it is the organization that Follett saw as the process of organizing. Individuals participating in an organization have their own histories, values, and abilities. As a unified entity, everyone has their own unique behavioral patterns. The interaction of people in an organization means that their experiences, rooted in their backgrounds and values, are contrasted and interwoven with each other. Experiences differ for everyone, and these differences generate human individuality. In a collaborative setting, there are as many different experiences as there are participants. It is important to note that Follett viewed collaboration as a place to integrate diverse experiences.
Experience is a major factor that gives people individuality and consistency in their behavior. However, an individual’s development cannot be achieved simply by relying on their past experiences. Moreover, if one emphasizes only one’s own experience and disregards or ignores the experiences of others, this may result in the denial of the existence of others. Consequently, this may create a situation dominated by one individual; democracy is not realized. Follett’s work focuses on the “creativity of experience” through the interweaving of various human experiences. In other words, the interweaving and integration of individual experiences broaden the range of subjective experiences and propel them to a new level of individual growth. Furthermore, as developing individuals repeatedly interact with each other, the situation evolves. These individuals and situations lead to the simultaneous development of society. Therefore, interweaving experiences are extremely important opportunities for social development.
To add to this, Follett believed that experience is not only accumulated and created within the individual but also in the “situation itself.” In other words, Follett understood that when individuals systematize their own experiences and interweave them with the experiences of others, the integrative situation—“organizational experience”—that emerges has a “different experience” from the individual experience. She referred to this as the “collective idea” or the “collective will.” Individuals change their own experiences quantitatively and qualitatively through circular responses with others, and simultaneously, the “organizational experience” of the overall situation surrounding these interactions also changes. We believe that the development process of a situation is viewed as a transformation in such “organizational experiences.”
Let us consider what it means to view an organization as an “interweaving of experience,” as described above. The first is to situate the organization in the flow of time, that is, to view it as a “temporal entity.” Follett viewed all facts as a process. In other words, she understood facts while considering the flow of time. In other words, the phenomenon of collaboration can be viewed as a process in which present actions are formed based on accumulated past experiences, and through interaction, a future state is formed. Later, we will examine management theory in more detail, but Follett emphasizes this “coordination of experience” and focuses on the “process of experience” that changes over time as a vital role of the manager. This is a similar concept to “organizational learning” in present times.
The second point is to view the organization as a place of “meaning-making” or “meaning-interpretation.” Follett emphasized “meetings” (especially cross-divisional gatherings) as a concrete way to promote the “interweaving of experience” by consciously bringing people together to exchange ideas and experiences with each other. The interpretation of the meaning of personal and organizational experiences and providing new meaning by analyzing, evaluating, and coordinating them occurs at these meetings. As Follett herself noted, there is nothing in our surroundings that can be called purely “objective.” We subjectively interpret our experiences, assigning meaning and accumulating them in our minds.
The same is true for organizations. In Follett’s view, each person assigns meaning to their own experience based on their own value standards and then creates factual perceptions based on those standards. To this extent, this is merely a subjective perception. As people engage in circular responses, they compare, analyze, and integrate the meanings of each other’s experiences. Thus, new meanings of the experiences are created. This brings us closer to a “fact” based on shared perceptions of the people who form the situation. Follett did not accept that there are “objective facts” apart from people. She wanted to recognize “facts” as the common meanings that people share and recognize—their collective ideas and intentions. Follett’s concept of an “organization” was a place where people could overlap and interweave the meanings of each other’s experiences and collaborate in search of more certain facts. Moreover, these ideas can be connected to the view of the organization as a place where “culture” and “climate” are formed, which is dealt with in today’s organizational theory.

4.2.4 Interweaving of Function
The third characteristic of Follett’s theory of organization is the “interweaving of functions.” According to Follett, as a society can be viewed as a “functional unity,” the various cooperative systems that form society are also functional unities. As discussed in Chapter 3, Follett used the concept of “function” in the sense of “the role” of “the part to the whole” or “the whole to the part.” She also used it in the sense of “the activity itself that relates the whole to its parts.” Organization or society as a functional unity is considered a process in which individuals assume their own roles in society and express themselves in their activities.
To consider this more concretely, let us consider the relationship between “duties” and “social functions” in a particular company. Duties are assigned activities derived from certain organizational objectives, and occasionally, their relationship with external society is disconnected. For Follett, however, the performance of an individual’s duties in an organization is considered inseparable from the performance of their social function. In other words, the individual somehow performs social functions, and the place for the concrete realization of these functions is the cooperative system. Therefore, when we think of an organization as an “interweaving of function,” it is necessary to position the functions not only as the duties of an organization, such as a company, but also in relation to society.
Follett argued the above point in her November 1925 article, “How must business management develop in order to become a profession?” (Follett, 1925/1973) in which she specifically developed the function in a section titled “The meaning of service—function.”4 She presented a “view of occupation” as a function of individuals in society.
Follett emphasized that the “spirit of service” is at the root of human social activities. However, this does not force a spirit of self-sacrifice or altruism but is rooted in the “reciprocity (reciprocal)” that is within everyone. She goes as far as to state that “that person is intellectually or morally defective who is not taking part in the give-and-take of life.”5

However, Follett focused on “function” as superior to this concept of “service.” She stated, “A businessman should think of his work as one of the necessary functions of society, aware the other people are also performing necessary functions, and that all together these make a sound, healthy, useful community. “Function” is the best word because it implies not only that you are responsible for there being any community to serve.”6

Thus, Follett placed “function” as an alternative to the word “service,” which includes the connotation of “serving society.” The word “function” not only implies a single duty or role that one performs within an organization but also the intention that the performance of that duty serves society—that is, that one’s duty is positioned in relation to society. When we view function in this sense, we inevitably turn to Follett’s emphasis on “professionalism as a profession.”
Follett’s definition of profession is as follows: (1) Profession is not performed merely for private gain but as one of the necessary functions of society. (2) Profession is the application of proven and systematized knowledge. It is based on a dual foundation of science and service or reciprocal service. Furthermore, Follett emphasized “love of work” and “job satisfaction” as major factors supporting this professionalism.7

According to Follett, when a person’s work contributes to social development, they fulfill a function in society. In other words, a man can become a social being through his work. Through this process, Follett believed, man “enlightens himself.”
In performing these “socially relevant duties,” Follett placed particular emphasis on the existence of certain value standards or “codes” that pervade the profession. For example, professionals have their own codes; they form groups within society and seek to maintain, improve, and develop these codes. They have a strong sense of responsibility for their codes. Therefore, the profession is not bound by the goals and values of any organization.
Follett believed that professionalism and performing one’s social functions as a professional were the foundations of all professions. Follett asserted that “management needs to be established as a profession.” As we will see later, this “profession” of management is embedded in all cooperative systems. According to Follett, not only management but all participants in a cooperative system perform their duties. In addition, when an individual performs a specific function within a company that is derived from the company’s objectives, that function forms the whole company as a functional unity, which, in turn, establishes an external social process.
In this light, an organization as an “interweaving of function” is not merely a system of duties. Furthermore, in terms of Follett’s “dynamic thinking,” individuals do not passively accept and fulfill their assigned duties. It is more appropriate to think of them as actively perceiving their duties through their own actions, consciously executing them, and “forming the duties themselves.” These duties are not predetermined in the specifications or organization chart but are a “process” that is established by the actions of the individual, the “circular response” mentioned earlier. In other words, individuals recognize their own functions and accomplish them at their discretion, in which the duties themselves are formed and conducted. Throughout the book, Follett highlights that every job requires the discretion of the individual and that work cannot be performed without it. Every job involves elements of management planning and decision-making. According to Follett, humans, consciously or unconsciously, believe that they embody their duties or functions through their actions.
At this point, we would like to reexamine the meaning of “the relationship between duties and people” or “functionalization of people.” The functionalization of people through an organization may be interpreted to mean “cog in the wheel.” Many people may envision so-called “corporate soldier” or “workaholic employee” who silently perform their duties for the sole benefit of the company, destroying their own will to achieve the company’s objectives. However, Follett does not perceive work in this sense. She believed that people recognize the meaning of their duties, have a professional awareness of their work, and are informed of the relationship between their duties and the entire cooperative system. Concurrently, she believed that the true meaning of functionalization lies in the fact that people should perform their duties as members of society and are responsible for the development of society. Furthermore, through this process, a new collective conception and collective will of society are formed, and humanity develops dynamically.
The functionalization of people in this sense is not merely meaningful for the development of the companies and societies to which they belong. People can also achieve pride and self-realization in society through their work and gain satisfaction. In other words, people can fulfill functionalization in society and realize their own “independence” through the performance of their duties in a cooperative system. Follett argues that humans can be re-personalized through functionalization.8 Mitsui (1984) understands this as “re-subjectivization through function.” On the one hand, functionalization has the aspect of subjectification through function, “functional subjectification.”9 On the other hand, functionalization has the aspect of “proactive functionalization,”10 which implies becoming aware of the meaning of and voluntarily forming and functionalizing one’s duties.
In an organization viewed as a “weaving of duties” or a “weaving of functions,” the “functional subjectivization” and “subject functionalization” described above occur simultaneously, and this opens the possibility of mutual development between the individual and the organization.

4.2.5 Interweaving of Responsibility
In traditional organizational theory, responsibility is considered incidental to authority. It is believed that responsibility is assigned through the delegation of authority. Follett rejected this idea of “delegation of authority” as represented by traditional theory.This phrase “delegated authority” assumes that your chief executive has the “right” to all the authority, but that it is useful to delegate some of it. I do not think that a president should have any more authority than goes with his function. Therefore, I do not see how you can delegate authority, except when you are ill or taking a holiday. And then you are not exactly delegating authority. Someone is doing your job and he has the authority which goes with that particular piece of work. Authority belongs to the job and stays with the job.11




Thus, Follett emphasized “authority with the job” or “function-based authority” rather than position-based authority.
Furthermore, she emphasized that an organization must be understood not merely as a “system of authority” but as an “interweave of authority and responsibility.” As mentioned earlier, Follett strongly insisted on the “pride and responsibility of the profession” to accomplish social functions through one’s own duties. Therefore, Follett believed that “taking responsibility” for one’s own work and duties took precedence over authority.
Responsibility in an organization can be divided into two categories: “responsibility to the superior” and “responsibility for the job.”12 Notably, Follett not only insisted on taking responsibility for one’s own job but also for the “organization as a whole” as an interweave of functions. Follett called this “collective responsibility,” “joint responsibility,” or “interlocking responsibility.”13

Follett does not claim authority or responsibility beyond the scope of her own professional competence, nor is she expressing to “take joint responsibility” in a normative sense. She seems to have noted that the very “diffusion of responsibility” or “interpenetration of responsibility” occurs constantly in real organizations.
For example, it is believed that a company’s ultimate responsibility is concentrated solely on the president or top management. However, Follett indicated that such an idea of “ultimate responsibility” itself is nothing more than an illusion. Although the president is a symbolic figure who makes the final decision, many people’s experiences and thoughts are woven into that decision-making process. “An executive decision is a moment in a process. The growth of a decision, the accumulation of authority, not the final step, is what we need most to study,” said Follett, who advocated the concept of “cumulative responsibility.”14 In other words, in a cooperative situation, many experiences and duties overlap and accumulate to form the collective will of the whole, and responsibility is born during this process. Therefore, responsibility must be viewed as “cumulative.”
This finding has two implications. The first meaning is an “emphasis on individual responsibility” rooted in function and experience. The second meaning is the “interpenetration of responsibility” that accompanies the interweaving of experience and the resulting “collective responsibility.” Follett believed that responsibility is rooted in experience and that one cannot take responsibility for events that are not within this scope.15 Taking responsibility is implausible if a top manager does not share the experience of a certain job with their subordinates. Conversely, a low-ranking employee with a wealth of knowledge and experience in their job can assume a great deal of responsibility. An emphasis on “the process of overlapping and weaving responsibilities” together is needed. Follett’s argument may be that the emphasis should be on individual responsibility, but it should also emphasize the interconnectedness of collaborative situations rather than their existence in isolation from one another.
Individuals need to recognize that they have not fulfilled their responsibility simply by performing their duties but by anticipating how their actions can affect others and what kind of whole they can create as a result. Responsibility means changing “the circumstances in which the individual is involved and is currently being formed.” As stated earlier, humans can “fulfill their responsibilities” only by interacting with others and changing the situation through circular responses. In this sense, humans are always responsible for the ceaseless circumstances surrounding them. However, responsibility is not something constant and unchanging but something that is constantly being reinvented along with our actions. In Follett’s opinion, responsibility was also viewed as a “dynamic process.”
As described above, we have structured Follett’s organization theory from the four aspects of “interweaving of action,” “interweaving of experience,” “interweaving of function,” and “interweaving of responsibility.” Follett’s organization was a place where these are multilayered and interwoven, constantly forming new situations. In our view, her aim was to depict the “dynamic process of organizing” as a “process of interweaving.”
As mentioned earlier, this “organizing process” consists of three simultaneous progressions: “interaction,” “unification,” and “emergence.” The function of coordinating these processes is called “management.” As stated repeatedly, for Follett, “management” is not achieved only by the “manager.” Follett’s fundamental idea is that each person who forms a situation is responsible for self-regulation. The manager’s role is to “guide each person’s ability to self-regulate.” Therefore, what is this adjustment function?
In her lecture titled “The Process of Control,”16 Follett described the essence of her management theory specifically as “the process of coordination.” In the following section, we clarify Follett’s management theory by examining it in detail.


4.3 Follett’s Management Theory
4.3.1 Self-Control: The Meaning of Control
In our view, the fundamental idea underlying Follett’s view of management is the concept of “self-control.” Therefore, let us begin this discussion from Follett’s perception of “control.”…… Control is part of a process, a process which we see on biological, personal, and social level. Conscious control is the self-regulation of the biologist rising to consciousness. And conscious control is the dominant thought of the twentieth century. More and more do we hear that phrase from economists, jurists, historians, and sociologists. It is the chief contribution which our generation is making to the world. And we get control through coordination.17




According to Follett, just as humans can control themselves by mutually coordinating various physical and mental elements, the elements in an organization can be controlled in the same way.
The question arises as to what or who the “self” is when we speak of “self-control” or “self-coordination” of an organization. There are two main reasons for Follett’s use of this term. One is based on her view of people. She saw people as essentially willing to work on their own initiative rather than forced to work under orders from others. She believed that human nature would not be lost in cooperative situations. Therefore, Follett believed that each person participating in a cooperative effort would consciously control their own self, not by the orders of a superior. The “self” used in this sense means “each individual participant in the collaboration.”
The second reason Follett used the term “self-control” was to emphasize that, as a practical matter, many organizations were shifting from “man control” to “fact control.” In other words, she noticed that an increasing number of organizations, especially companies, were attempting to make decisions based on facts rather than on the judgment of a particular manager. This is the reason Follett focused on control. From this, she argued that control does not depend on a specific person but on a specific “situation.” Follett labeled this as management according to the “law of the situation” which will be discussed later. Thus, Follett believed that organizations are not controlled by managers but by “the situation itself,” that is, by the organization itself. From this viewpoint, the subject of self-control is “the organization itself.”
At first glance, Follett’s theory of management may be seen as containing a contradiction because it considers the two meanings of “self”—individual and organizational. In the first sense, each member of the organization controls themselves proactively and controls the situation; this is strongly “individualistic” in nature. Alternatively, if we consider the second meaning, the overall situation is more “totalitarian”; all members of the organization, including individuals, are controlled by themselves. However, what should be recalled is Follett’s concept of “the whole and the individual.” As mentioned in the previous chapter, Follett believed that the individual was inseparable from the whole and vice versa. In other words, even an individual’s voluntary acts cannot be performed in a social vacuum and are always influenced by the situation. The overall situation in which it is difficult to move according to the will of an individual is also formed by each of their actions. Thus, it can be suggested that “the individual reflects the whole, and the whole reflects the individual.”
Based on Follett’s perspective, “self-regulation” can be accomplished by individual members of an organization. Simultaneously, it can be achieved by the overall situation that is created by the interaction of people. In other words, the individual who recognizes the collective conception and collective will that emerge from the interaction of people proactively controls their own actions; thereby, the individual controls the situation, which in turn influences their own actions and results in the overall progress of the organization. This process is what Follett called “self-control.” At one point in time, the individual may appear to be the subject, or the situation may appear to be the subject of control. However, the process of control may unfold through the simultaneous interaction of the two, as emphasized by Follett.

4.3.2 Coordination
Now, having considered self-control, let us examine “coordination.” As mentioned above, Follett says that “control is obtained through coordination.” In other words, the central content of her control is “coordination.” Therefore, we can assume that “coordination” is central to her theory of management.
In several of her articles, she repeatedly listed the following four principles called “principles of control (management)” or “principles of organization.” The four principles are: first, coordination as a reciprocal relationship between all factors in a situation; second, coordination through direct contact between relevant and responsible people; third, coordination in the early stages; and fourth, coordination as a continuing process.18

The first principle, as discussed in Sect. 4.2.4, is that humans establish reciprocal relationships with others through mutual functions to form unity, which means coordination in the process. Follett emphasizes a unifying totality; however, she insists that this totality is a “relational totality” and not an additive totality. Therefore, the emphasis is initially on coordination as “relating” all the factors forming the situation to each other.
Considering the second principle highlighted in Sect. 4.2.5, Follett states that in a cooperative situation, people interpenetrate each other by fulfilling their responsibilities through their functions. In this “place of interpenetration,” many conflicts and problems arise and are integrated. As noted above, Follett suggests that one cannot take responsibility for matters that are not based on experience. This second principle means that when a certain problem arises, the “contact of the parties” allows them to share and analyze each other’s experiences and adjust to the situation.
A specific example is the interdepartmental coordination that occurs in companies. In such cases, if the chain of orders is to be emphasized, the problem must be transmitted from bottom to top, instructions must be sought from the chief executive, and orders must be issued from top to bottom for interdepartmental coordination. However, in many cases, the head of the department, not the top manager, knows the site and understands the situation in the smallest detail. Therefore, coordination through direct meetings and discussions with the heads of departments is often better in practical terms. In addition, such adjustments are not made by supervisors but by the employees on site, which can be called “self-adjustment.”
The third principle is adjustment in the preliminary stages. According to Follett, this should be considered along with the second principle. In other words, direct contact between the people involved must occur during the initial stages. As examined earlier in the organizational theory section, the ideas of ultimate responsibility and final authority have no meaning to Follett. This is because all decisions, even those that are final, are accumulated from the bottom. This implies that adjustments must be made as early as possible within the time stream of the cumulative process.
For example, the process of deciding on a policy is influenced by the surrounding circumstances and changes in many ways, from the stage when an idea is presented to when the policy is finalized. According to Follett, adjustments must be made at the earliest stage in the process. She highlighted that decisions that have already been finalized are difficult to change later; however, in the formative stages of thought, the earlier the stage is reached, the easier it is to adjust. Considering this principle together with the second principle, Follett argued that the “adjustment” needs to occur at the time and place where it is needed.
The fourth principle states that adjustment is an ongoing process. This means that adjustment should not be viewed as a process that occurs only when a problem arises but rather as a process that extends into the future. Earlier, we discussed the characteristics of an organization as an “interweaving of experiences.” In doing so, we demonstrated the importance of people understanding their own experiences in a collaborative situation and weaving them with the experiences of others to accumulate them as organizational experiences. We believe that “coordination as a continuous process” is deeply related to the “weaving of experiences.”
Follett stated that three things are necessary to learn from experience: observing, recording, and systematizing the experience. Only through these processes can we utilize our experiences. Adjustment, as a continuous process, involves using the experience accumulated in this way to solve the problems we face today and change the situation in the future. In this regard, Follett states the following:…… It is a fallacy to think that we can solve problems—in any final sense. The belief that we can do so is a drag upon our thinking: What we need is some process for meeting problems. When we think we have solved one, well, by the very process of solving, new elements or forces come into the situation and you have a new problem or forces come into the situation and you have a new problem on your hands to be solved. When this happens men are often discouraged. I wonder why; it is our strength and our hope. We do not want any system that holds us enmeshed within itself.19




Follett emphasized the process of confronting and solving problems, as there is no static state in which “the problem is solved.” However, we can provide the opportunity to change from one situation to the next in a continuous problem-solving process, thereby solving the problem through “adjustment as a continuous process.”
The above discussion reveals that control is a process and “an interrelated coordinating action of various factors” for Follett. Through such coordination, controlling the organization as an integrated or functional unity is considered the process of Follett’s control.
She acknowledged that today’s society was not “laissez-faire.” She recognized that a society based on self-regulation or self-development and control is a modern society and that “coordination” is the most crucial factor in achieving this.
If we view management as a process of self-regulation, as described above, and all people participating in the organization as performers of managerial functions, the question arises as to whether the functions and active roles of the leader and manager need to be considered. However, Follett stressed the need for leadership everywhere. We will now examine her conceptions of leadership.

4.3.3 Leadership (1): Power
In a talk titled “Leader and Expert,”20 Follett noted that the concept of leadership is changing. In the past, she said, a leader was “the man who could persuade others to consent.”21 Today, however, a leader is “the man who can energize his group, who knows how to encourage initiative, how to draw from all what each has to give.”22 Simultaneously, she noted that leaders are increasingly seen as being influenced by the people they lead. Follett also identified the idea of interaction as the foundation of leadership. As observed earlier, an organization is always a dynamic process of circular responses. Leadership is part of that process and can be considered as the “action” that ensures a smooth flow.
The key issue here is the “power” of the leader. Traditionally, it has been implied that leadership is accompanied by power. However, the exercise of power can sometimes be seen as a form of control that “forces” others to follow. In this case, the relationship between the leader and those around them takes the form of “domination-submission.” The possibility of blocking the continuous development of this situation arises. Follett strongly argued that it was time to abandon the idea of “power-over [somebody]” and promote “power-with [somebody].”23

Her most basic definition of power is “simply the ability to make things happen, to be a causal agent, to initiate change.”24 She stated that cultivating this ability will help develop power. However, we must remember that, in this case, the ability develops and evolves in the process of circular responses. As discussed in Sect. 4.3.2, everyone participates in collaboration based on their own desires. Although they often cause conflicts, when these conflicts are overcome in an integrated manner, people’s true power can be released, and their abilities can be unleashed. To achieve a solution of “integration” rather than domination or compromise, it is essential that the people involved “actively participate in the situation” and “collectively observe the situation.” Thus, the possibility of “power-with” (or joint power) arises. In other words, it is only when collaborators recognize that they are performing their respective functions toward a common goal and follow the “law of the situation” based on their own experiences that they can develop the power that accompanies their own functions. This appears to be Follett’s argument.
Follett identified the desire for power over others as an expression of a person’s will to satisfy their desires. When one’s own desires cannot be obtained without suppressing others, controlling power inevitably arises. However, if a path of integration in which both the desires of others and one’s own can be satisfied, then there is no cause for the creation of dominant power. The “path from confrontation to integration” can reduce “dominant power” and realize “communal power.” Follett organized the method to reduce dominant power as follows: (1) through integration, (2) by subjecting everything to the “laws of situation,” and (3) by forming a functional unity.25

Follett’s theory of power, as described above, strongly reflected her view of individuals. As discussed earlier, she viewed people who fulfilled their responsibilities to their duties and the organization through subject functionalization (or functional subjectification). She also believed that people have power commensurate with their functions, and that they should not dominate others based on their human superiority or their rank in office. Her theory of power strongly expresses her idea of democracy, which abolishes the power of people to tyrannically dominate others; instead, the interaction of equal individuals performing distinct functions develops and advances each other’s capacities.
As mentioned earlier, Follett rejected “power-over,” that is, power over others. Behind this is the idea of “power-over the self,” indicating that man can only control himself.26 The concept of “power-with” was intended to express the idea that people can control themselves, interact with others, draw out each other’s abilities, and mutually influence each other.
We would like to summarize what we have said thus far: Follett’s concept of power is “influence” in the broadest sense. Moreover, at the root of that influence is “ability.” This refers to a person’s ability to perform their own functions. Leadership is the ability to influence people to draw on their own abilities and to guide them to develop and grow those abilities on their own. She believed that because power is a capability, it cannot be divided or delegated. However, the function can be divided and is derived from this situation. In other words, in a constantly changing cooperative situation, power is “always new” and “changing” in the very functions derived from the situation. She stated that power is not “obtained yesterday and used today.” Power has function and experience and is a constantly changing process.
Therefore, a leader must grasp the functions that arise in a situation consisting of the interaction of people, use the power that arises from them in relation to functional and integrative unity, and develop them as the situation evolves. Consequently, the entire situation is controlled. Follett, in this view, referred to “power exercised as means toward a specific end” as “control” and to “vested control” as “authority.”27 In other words, when “control” is realized because of exercising “power,” a “function-based capability” known as “authority” is generated.

4.3.4 Leadership (2): the Giving of Order
To further understand Follett’s leadership theory, we would like to consider the nature of the “giving of order” as argued by her. People sometimes feel that “power” has been exercised when they give orders or when they obey them. The way this order is given may indicate the presence of a dominant power or a sense of oppression. To avoid this, Follett argued that giving an order must first be considered in relation to the human psyche.
People form certain “behavior patterns” within themselves based on their own past experiences, values, beliefs, and surrounding circumstances. For people to follow orders and contribute wholeheartedly and willingly, it is necessary to change this “behavior pattern” itself. For this purpose, Follett stated that the following three steps are necessary: build certain attitudes, release these attitudes, and reinforce them once the released responses occur. Follett illustrated this using the example of a salesperson.28 First, the salesperson convinces the customer to want what he is selling. Next, the salesperson takes a moment to offer the other party a contract and persuades them to sign it. This unleashes the attitude toward the outside world. When others arrive, the salesperson emphasizes how happy he is that they bought the item. In this manner, the behavioral pattern is changed.
Applying this to the problem of giving orders, we obtain the following. For example, if a company has an inconvenient administrative procedure and wishes to change to a new method, it should first instruct the clerks and convince them that the new method is preferable. Subsequently, the company’s rules are changed so that the new method can be practiced. Simultaneously, they influence others by selecting a model to follow and convince them of its benefits. Psychologists call this method “intensifying the attitude to be released.” Follett stated that these reinforced attitudes are repeated to form “habits,” which create patterns of behavior in people: “from one point of view business success depends largely on this—namely, whether our business is so organized and administered that it tends to form certain habits, certain mental attitudes.”29 Follett highlighted that the success of a company in using common and current terms depends on whether it forms a particular culture and climate based on certain (philosophical) values.
The above concept suggests that even when giving orders, it is necessary to pay attention to the situation in which they are provided. Follett emphasized the need to view orders from the perspective of circular response. In other words, the person giving the order not only influences the person to whom the order is given but is also influenced by the person to whom the order is given; through this interaction, a situation—a collective idea or collective will—is formed. The order interacts with the situation and then changes. In Follett’s view, people do not like to receive orders from others, and if they are continuously receiving coercive orders, they will not accept these orders. Since orders are meaningful only when they are accepted and released (realized) as actions, orders that are too coercive or compulsory based on position are meaningless.
Follett insisted on eliminating the personality element from the order and setting it in the situation; in other words, to “depersonalize” the order. Herein lies Follett’s conviction that people resist “orders from anyone” but obey “orders demanded by the situation.” Orders are born out of the overall situation of collaboration as a weaving together of various elements; a supervisor or president merely grasps them and presents them to subordinates in a concrete form. However, because supervisors are only humans, their perception of the situation can be subjective due to many restrictions and personal values. Therefore, a difference exists in the perception of the situation between the person giving an order and the person receiving it. What Follett sought was a study of the situation by all participants and then giving orders based on the mutual understanding that resulted from the study (i.e., laws of the situation). As discussed in the section on Follett’s philosophical foundations and method of perception, she does not believe that there is a purely objective situation apart from human subjectivity. However, she recognized that in the process of people perceiving and studying a situation together, a perception of the situation arises that could be called “co-subjectivity.” She called this “collective conception.” The situation grasped through such recognition was regarded as a “fact” recognized by the people. Therefore, an order that follows the “law of the situation” is a “fact-based order.”
The facts captured in this way are also situations in which people’s experiences have been layered, and meanings have been assigned based on their experiences. Thus, the situation incorporated the desires and values of all participants. Although the positioning of an order in a situation may at first depersonalize the order, it results in re-personalization as the order reflects the desires and experiences of all people participating in the situation.
In the above, we have examined Follett’s theory of power and its extension, the “giving of order.” What became clear as a result is that at the heart of Follett's management theory is the basic idea of “self-control.” The role of a leader depends on how to realize this. Follett’s consistent argument was the elimination of “arbitrary orders” and “dominant power,” especially the removal of the domination and control of people by specific individuals. We understand that Follett’s basic belief was that people are not controlled by others but by themselves and through their interaction with others, known as collective self-control. The key to achieving this, Follett asserted, can be found in the “situation” itself. The extent to which collaborators can recognize the situation they are participating in and to what extent they can fulfill the demands of that situation—in other words, how they can grasp the collective concept and will—are the major factors that will develop the collaboration and help people grow.

4.3.5 “the Law of the Situation”: Toward Realization
As discussed in Follett’s theory of organization, a collaborative situation is an interweaving of duties, experiences, actions, desires, responsibilities, and authority and is a process that continues over time: past, present, and future. The extent to which these are identifiable depends on the awareness and involvement of each person participating in the situation and their position. Follett pointed out that top management hides the facts of a situation from everyone and argued for the importance of awareness of the situation. The more information a person (or department) has about situational awareness, the more likely that person (or department) will be able to control the situation. However, further consideration of this suggests that the concentration of information in the hands of only a few people or departments makes accurate fact recognition increasingly difficult. This is because even the chief executive will not know every detail of the situation on the ground, and each situation is best understood by those participating in it. Therefore, to obtain an accurate picture of the current situation, it is necessary to weave as many related factors as possible. To achieve this, it is necessary to compare the perceptions of people in all positions, from top management to frontline employees. Therefore, Follett emphasized horizontal relationships and respected the “cumulative experience” from the bottom to the top of the hierarchy.
Thus, if we advance Follett’s management theory, which sought to thoroughly pursue the “law of the situation,” it means an emphasis on “decentralized management” rather than “centralized management.” More specifically, each workplace should recognize its own situation, make personalized decisions, and then move up the ladder, with the final decision made by top management based on cumulative experience. It is understood that the voluntary management of workplaces and the suggestion system through QC (quality control) circles are symbolic examples of the institutionalization of the “discovery of the law of situation” in a tangible form. The ringi (approval) system, which was a characteristic of Japanese-style management, can also be seen as an example of institutionalizing “cumulative responsibility.”
These decisions “from bottom” or decisions and situational perceptions in the workplace are sometimes inconsistent with each other. Therefore, Follett advocated interdepartmental (cross-functional) relationships. She viewed management as a “process of interpenetration.” In the workplace, there is interpenetration among the people who work there, between departments, and between supervisors and subordinates. Through this interpenetration, the perception of the situation in the workplace is integrated, making it possible to recognize the overall situation. Follett further argued that decisions made in a particular department can be transformed through the process of interpenetration into decisions that are consistent with the overall policy.
Some decisions made by people and between departments can clash with each other. Thus, an “integrated resolution” of conflicts is needed. By thoroughly examining each other’s opinions and desires, we can find the true points of conflict and find a solution that satisfies the needs of both parties. Here, too, new decisions are made. Follett stated that managers play a role in articulating desires. Through this process, opinions and departmental policies can be combined into a more functional whole. Additionally, the “discovery of the law of situation” that has occurred in many workplace levels will be interconnected to form the whole situation.
Moreover, Follett highlighted the need for a system in which interdepartmental interpenetration can occur on an ongoing basis. This cannot be a committee or task force that is created spontaneously when a problem arises but rather a continuous system of regular interdepartmental meetings. Emphasis should be placed on the control that emerges from such cross-functional relationships, and authority should be given to these decisions. The establishment of such a system for continuous control is also significant in creating a certain pattern of behavior within the company, as discussed in Sect. 4.3.4. In other words, it is crucial that “joint study of situations,” “integrated resolution of conflicts,” and “cross-sectional interaction” not only occur spontaneously but are also institutionalized so that they are repeated and become habitual. As mentioned earlier, where certain patterns of behavior have been formed, “orders rooted in the situation” will be accepted more readily, and self-regulation will become possible.

4.3.6 Functions of the Chief Executive
Considering the above, Follett’s management theory suggests that if one creates a situation in which people can recognize and interact with each other, they will naturally be in control of the situation. While the coordinating functions of subordinates and middle managers have been emphasized, the role of the chief executive has received less attention. However, because Follett emphasized decentralized management, she placed immense importance on the role of the chief executive as an entity that integrates these parts and consolidates them as a functional entity. She reiterated that the function of the chief executive is a process within the overall situation and not controlled from outside the collaborative situation.30

Follett specifically identified the functions of the chief executive as clarification of purpose, coordination, and anticipation. Based on Follett’s thinking, the purpose itself is formed by the interpenetration of the desires and values of the people participating in collaboration. However, this purpose could be vague for all participants. Therefore, the chief executive must first be able to clearly define the objective. Thus, it is necessary to illustrate the relationship between objective and subordinate goals. In addition, by demonstrating the degree to which objectives have been achieved, they must encourage people to contribute. In this sense, the chief executive’s first role is to “clarify the objectives.” It is only from this position that the chief executive can grasp the overall picture and recognize objectives from that perspective.
The second function of the chief executive, “coordination,” is possessed by most people in varying degrees. However, if we consider this only in the context of the chief executive, it will mean situating everyone’s role within the whole and evoking a cooperative attitude. In this case, Follett emphasized that superiors and subordinates develop competence through circular responses. In this sense, the chief executive must be a good leader who draws out and develops individuals’ abilities; a leader not only educates and develops his subordinates but also grows as a better leader through this process. Furthermore, Follett asserted the importance of “education,” which is crucial in forming a common “collective conception” of the collaborative situation.
Beyond the above two points, Follette emphasized “anticipation” as the role of the chief executive. As has been repeatedly stated, an enterprise as a cooperative system is a process that never remains static. The chief executive’s role is to predict what will happen next based on an understanding of the dynamics of the company, which is constantly forming new situations and a unified whole because of changes in the environment, participants, people’s values, and other factors. Identifying the process of transition from “what is” to “what will be” is a major factor that determines the success of a company. Follett stated the following:In business we are always passing from one significant moment to another significant moment, and the leader’s task is pre-eminently to understand the moment of passing. This is why the leader’s task is so difficult, why it requires great qualities—the most delicate and sensitive perceptions, imagination and insight, and at the same time courage and faith31




In Follett’s case, anticipation of and insight into the future do not mean simply adapting to the situation. She emphasized “the function of creating the next situation.” By making decisions, managers solve the problems of the situation, adapt to them, and simultaneously create premises for future situations. Factoring these trends and making decisions that extend from the past to the future is a particularly important function of the chief executive.The ablest administrators do not merely draw logical conclusions from the array of facts of the past which their expert assistants bring to them; they have a vision of the future. To be sure, business estimates are always, or should be, based on the probable future conditions. Sales policy, for instance, is guided not only by past sales but by probable future sales. But the leader must see all the forward trends and unite them. Business is always developing. Decisions have to anticipate the development.32




In other words, Follett recognized the chief executive’s primary role as having a long-term vision because it allows the organization to look beyond the past to the present. This is the most important aspect of dynamic management, which is to develop an organization from the past through the present and into the future.


4.4 Conclusion: Freedom and Control
We have reviewed Follett’s organizational and management theories from our perspectives. Finally, we conclude the chapter with a discussion of Follett’s fundamental issues.
Follett consistently pursued “the realization of true democracy” and, as a foundation for this, the “dynamic picture of social processes” throughout her many fields of study. She respected the individual who lived in harmony with the whole, unlike the disparate and selfish individuals. She emphasized that the era of laissez-faire had ended. According to her, the opposite of laissez-faire was “coordination” or “control,” which was the key to producing true democracy. In this case, “coordination” or “control” does not mean forcing the individual to conform to society. It was considered necessary to “integrate” the value of the individual and the value of the whole so that both could benefit. In doing so, Follett strongly insisted that “coordination” and “control” should not be enforced by others or by a specific organization or state but that “self-regulation” must be encouraged.
This kind of self-regulation occurs in the cooperative systems to which individuals belong—families, businesses, schools, and local communities. Companies are constantly confronted with the problem of “coordination” and “control” to achieve specific objectives, and this is the most critical issue in achieving the unification of the whole. It is believed that the “managers” perform “coordination” in a company. However, it is a mistake to think that managers exercise authority over people, control their actions, and organize the whole. Managers guide people to develop their capacities, fulfill their needs, and interconnect their experiences and functions. Consequently, they formed a collective idea and collective will and established the situation; this is the approach to realizing democracy. In other words, “self-control” can be realized only when people create communal power by controlling themselves rather than through the controlling power of the administrator. This is Follett’s basic philosophy of management.
The concrete way to achieve this is to discover and follow the “laws of situation.” This does not simply mean allowing the situation to run its course but rather presupposes mutual penetration by individuals who take responsibility for their own functions. People embody their own experiences and responsibilities in the form of “duties,” and through this, they form situations through the mutual penetration of others. If the situation is supported by the conscious participation of the people, discovering and complying with the demands of the situation will lead to compliance with decisions that reflect the interwoven experiences and values of the participants; here, “freedom” is realized, where no one is forced to do anything. This is the driving force that develops the people participating in the collaborative situation, which moves the organization and advances society. Herein lies the reality of a true democracy. It can be said that Follett aimed to realize democracy through “collective control” based on “self-control.” She believed that people constantly realized this through their daily activities. A company’s cooperative situation can be considered a symbolic place that demonstrates this concept.
Follett concludes her last published article compiled in Fox and Urwick (1973), “Individualism in a planned society,” with these words:We have talked of our rights. We have guarded our freedom. Our highest virtues have been service and sacrifice. Are we not now thinking of these virtues somewhat differently? The spirit of a new age is fast gripping every one of us. The appeal which life makes to us to-day is to the socially constructive passion in every man. This is something to which the whole of me can respond. This is a great affirmative. Sacrifice sometimes seems too negative, dwells on what I give up. Service sometimes seems to emphasize the fact of the service rather than the value of the service. Yet service and sacrifice are noble ideals. We cannot do without them. Let them, however, be the handmaids of the great purpose of our life, namely, our contribution to that new world we wish to see rise out of our present chaos, that age which shall bring us individual freedom through collective control.33
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5.1 Introduction: What is the Age of Management?
In the industrial world, the twentieth and twenty-first centuries can be characterized as the “age of organization” as well as the “age of management.” W. Scott (1992), in his book Chester I. Barnard and the Guardians of the Managerial State, argued that during the two decades between the First and Second World Wars, the most important theoretical foundations of management were established, and their ideological values were formed in America. He characterized the United States in the twentieth century as in the “Managerial Age.”1

According to Scott, a symbolic description that suggests the characteristics of this century can already be found in The Study of Administration (Wilson, 1887),2 which discusses reforming the public services through the professionalization of government administrators. Wilson argued that the development of government organization and methods could be achieved through the application of the “science of administration,” which had been invented, developed, and applied in large companies and management communities at this time.3 In Scott’s interpretation, the principles that govern this “science of administration” are efficiency, science, rationality, competence, and moral integrity.4 The people who hold these basic principles of action are the “management class,” and their values and philosophy can be summed up in one word, “managerialism.” Based on the demands of the times, such people established an era: the emergence of the “professional manager” can be described as the emergence of a new value (zeitgeist) called “managerialism.”5

To summarize the characteristics of managerialism according to Scott, it is based on the philosophy that national stability is achieved by providing people with “social harmony” and “material wealth,” and that professional managers, as management leaders, are socially justified in their existence only by the realization of this philosophy. In this sense, the professional manager is the guardian deity of American modernization and the steward of the organizational dynamics that bring about national peace, prosperity, and progress.6

This chapter examines the process of generating “managerialism” with the help of two papers by Mary Parker Follett. Some scholars have proposed F. Taylor’s scientific management theory, or the ideas of R. Owen (1771–1858), C. Babbage (1792–1871), and H. Towne (1844–1917), among others, as the formative stages of scientific management theory, but we do not take such a position. In this chapter, we focus on the process by which “managerialism” took root as a social value that moved the times, and not with the emergence of the idea of “management” itself. In this connection, the important pioneering papers are: “How must business management develop in order to possess the essentials of a profession?” (Follett, 1925/1973a), and “How must business management develop in order to become a profession?” (Follett, 1925/1973b). These papers, published around the same time, dealt with “management as a profession,” and are highly regarded as classics of management theory. Needless to say, the “emergence of professional managers,” a social phenomenon in the United States at that time, was the backdrop of these papers. In terms of their accurate recognition of this era and their setting of “management” as a socially important “function” in a social context, these papers may be regarded as heralding the dawn of the age of managerialism. In the following sections, we examine these studies, considering their historical context.7


5.2 Foundation of Management as a Profession
5.2.1 Application of Science to Management
Like Wilson, who said that the adaptation of “science” to the field of public administration made sense as a new claim at the time, Follett too emphasized management based on “scientific foundations.” Note that Follett refers to “the application of science to management itself,” rather than “the application of scientific standards to working techniques,” as Taylor and others had argued. Follett analyzed some of the signs that were already appearing in society at the time, as follows:
First, the development of so-called “scientific management” had already completed its initial phase and begun to deal not only with working techniques but also with management techniques themselves. Second, there was a strong tendency toward the professionalization of management, or what is called functionalization, manifested, for example, in the establishment of planning departments in factories. This indicated a general acceptance that different types of problems require different types of knowledge systems. Third, companies were increasingly giving authority to those with the most knowledge about a subject matter and showing more skill in applying that knowledge than to those who simply had exclusive authority. According to Follett, this was evident because the responsibilities of the then-president were delegated to specialists and economic advisors with specific knowledge and experience.8

Through these observations, Follett pointed out that this type of successful entrepreneurs were replacing the former “dominant person who succeeds purely on the strength of personality (captain of industry)” with a “business manager” with specialized knowledge and skills,9 which indicated the arrival of an age of managerialism. This development was significant in two ways. The first is the recognition that management knowledge is “analyzable” and therefore its skills are “trainable,” and the second is that an enterprise was not an uncontrollable thing left to the invisible hand of God in the economic marketplace but was “controllable” with specialized knowledge and trained skills.10 The following historical background led Follett to this way of thinking: “(1) efficient management has to take the place of that exploitation of our natural resources whose day is now nearly over; (2) keener competition; (3) scarcity of labor; (4) a broader conception of the ethics of human relations; (5) the growing idea of business as a public service which carries with it a sense of responsibility for its efficient conduct.”11 In this way, Follett emphasized the need for management to be knowledge-based and on a scientific foundation.
Here, the use of the word “scientific” merits an explanation. Follett, citing Hall (1923), stated that science has been defined as “knowledge gained by systematic observation, experiment, and reasoning; knowledge co-ordinated, arranged, and systematized.”12 The scientific management theory advocated by Taylor and others argued for the application of science to working methods; however, Follett says that it can also be applied to human relations. She emphasized a science of collaboration.13 She says, “co-operation is not, …, merely a matter good intentions, of kindly feeling. … you cannot have successful co-operation until you have worked out the methods of co-operation – by experiment after experiment, by a comparing of experiments, by a pooling of results.”14 Based on this, she identified three ways to make management more scientific: first, the active application of science to management problems involving human relations; second, a thorough analysis of the manager’s work; and third, organizing and systematizing knowledge to form the basis of management. Regarding the third, systematization of management knowledge, Follett argues that it is necessary to establish a system of recording and reporting the experience of managers that goes beyond the boundaries of a single company to the extent that it requires “a new journal or a new department in some present journal.”15 This is because it enables the establishment of a framework for the mutual comparison and examination of management experiences in each company and allows the mutual use of empirically accumulated materials for management. In other words, it can be understood as an assertion that effective knowledge is not accumulated only in one company but must be disclosed to other companies so that it can be used mutually, and that management can be refined as specialized knowledge through this process. In this respect, Follett highly evaluated cases in the Harvard Business Review, which had started publication at that time.16

In terms of management “scientification,” the last point that needs to be highlighted is the “standardization” of management methods and execution techniques. However, Follett argued that we should not aim for fixed standardization; rather, we need to be flexible and use what we learn from our experiences from time to time. She also said that the knowledge of these standards should not remain with the senior management alone, but should be presented in a way that can be understood by all. Note that standardized management practices need to be ingrained in people through “training,” and not by “authority,” and that they should not be unilaterally mandated, but “merely demonstrated.” Follett’s ideal of standardization was even more elastic than that of Taylor and others. However, this makes manager training essential. As business organizations develop, Follett predicts that managers will emerge to serve as “method instructors or job-specific chiefs.”17

This reliance on science by Follett can, of course, be interpreted as simply reflecting the philosophical fashions unique to this period. However, the establishment of business schools to train managers flourished after this period, and professional management steadily gained credence. This trend continued for a long time, and management education backed by a scientific foundation continued to play an important social role in the United States until MBAs18 came under criticism in the 1980s. Sociologist R. Bellah classified the characters representing the American people into four categories: “self-reliant citizens,” “entrepreneurs,” “managers,” and “therapists,” which is evidence of the idea of professional management having already penetrated U.S. society during the twentieth century. The entrepreneur “business manager” was seen to have a worldview similar to that of an engineer representing industrial society; however, unlike the engineer, this manager is described as a person who includes interpersonal reactions and even the individuality of people, including himself, in efficiency calculations and in organizing human and non-human resources.19 Bellah pointed out that with the advent of management society, work structure, place of residence, social status, etc., came to be determined by the standards of economic efficiency, encouraging the growth of markets nationwide. As people became involved in consumer societies, old social and moral norms became less relevant. To achieve a more satisfying private life under these circumstances, Americans learned to reorganize their resources to live more efficiently.20 In other words, “economic efficiency,” which should have been the standard of management, gradually became the standard for ordinary citizens to live their lives by. This is a testament to managerialism’s social penetration.

5.2.2 Characteristics of Management as a Profession
Another important point that Follett emphasized in her discussion of management as a profession is people’s motivation for “service.” Recognizing that the word “service” has been used in many different ways, often as an expression of altruism, Follett challenged this idea. According to her, service is based on a deeper meaning of “reciprocity” (reciprocal) that goes beyond the “altruistic” interpretation. Thus, she emphasized the need to understand service as “mutual giving,” rather than as a one-way act based on self-sacrifice. The important question here is, what exactly is being “mutually given.” Here, Follett emphasizes the concept of “function,” from the basic standpoint that all people in society fulfill some kind of social function. Thus, business managers fulfill the function of “management,” which is necessary for society, and other people fulfill similarly useful functions. The recognition that other people also fulfill the same useful function and that they are reciprocally connected to each other to constitute a healthy society is crucial here. She emphasizes the need for the basic recognition that business managers, as professionals, provide services through the social function of management.21

To reiterate, the meaning of the term “profession,” as Follett explains, comprises three elements. First, it is one of the necessary functions of society, not solely for private profit; second, it is the application of generally proven and systematic knowledge; and third, it is backed by science and service through function, that is, it must be supported by science and services.
In addition to these qualities, Follett emphasized “love of the work” as important enough to be placed above “service.” This love is more than just a love of doing the work, and includes the “satisfaction of a job well done” that skilled craftsmen, artists, doctors, lawyers, teachers, etc. enjoy. From the perspective of the recipient of the service, it is what might be described as “honest work.” Follett pointed out that the profession of management is a useful function for society and that it is possible for artists, lawyers, doctors, and other professionals to have the same affection and pride in their work. She also said that people involved in management are motivated by the motive of being creative “service providers” as well as by “the perfection and pride of their work,” which are realized simultaneously.22



5.3 “Standardization” and Sustaining of Professionals
For a profession to be recognized by society as specialized, the awareness of professionals, the quality of their work, and their social effectiveness alone are by no means sufficient. To maintain the “standard” of a profession and to protect it from other professions, an organization called a “professional association” is necessary. In particular, the United States has a tradition of protecting the interests of professional groups through the development of this type of organization (or community). Follett also emphasized the effectiveness of associations in maintaining professional ethics. According to her, the purpose of these associations was to establish standards for the profession, maintain standards, improve standards, maintain standards for members, educate the public on the importance of standards, protect the public from those who do not meet or willfully disobey standards, and protect individual members of the profession from other members.23

Trade and management associations, which were rapidly growing in number at the time, cannot be overlooked as a background to Follett’s concept. According to business historian T. Cochran, there were approximately 1000 trade associations in the United States in 1925, primarily in the manufacturing industry, whose main legal function was to provide information to their members on the one hand and political groups on the other. The larger associations were usually the sponsors of commercial magazines whose contents included statistics on product turnover and production, and information on firms’ entry and exit and exceptional success cases. Such information benefited small and medium-sized enterprises that had been working blindly and were influenced by unsubstantiated rumors. Trade associations were also used by governments during the First World War to estimate the maximum possible output of many industries.24

The so-called trade associations for the general promotion of business comprised, according to Cochran (1977), 2930 local, 183 state or territory, and 243 nationwide organizations. According to a 1912 survey by the Department of Commerce, 414 called themselves chambers of commerce, 490 trade committees, and 868 commercial clubs. Since the inception of the Rotary Club in 1905, the most notable “service club” organizations were the Kiwanis, Lions, and others, which were local business associations, with limited membership, that were considered more intimate than chambers of commerce. All these organizations played a substantial role in political reforms and tax measures to attract local businesspeople. Against this background, the “management organizations” that Follett focused on are said to have begun with the National Association of Employment Managers. Between 1914 and 1923, this association underwent many mergers and changes to finally become the American Management Association, which also published the American Management Review. In 1930, its members consisted of 1500 firms and 100 professors and were mainly limited to large firms.25

Follett particularly emphasizes that such a trade association is not only a group that protects the interests of its peers but also an entity that provides corporate responsibility, that is, the responsibility to (1) maintain standards, (2) educate the public, and (3) develop standards. Regarding the first point, Follett pointed out that an engineer working for a company, for example, tends to feel first that he belongs to his profession and then to a particular company. Although this reflects the fluid labor market in the United States, it is first the professional standards that regulate behavior, and then the corporate standards dominate. When a conflict arises between these two standards, if one is a professional, the honor of the professional takes precedence. Therefore, if corporate management becomes a profession and has its own standards (ethics), for example, the ethical conflict between the positions of executives and company heads, which exist simultaneously in one person, can be integrated. In other words, by having an ethical viewpoint as a professional, one can make a professional judgment in light of principles, principles, and principles based on proven facts and avoid the issue from becoming a personal one. Loyalty to one’s profession, in this case, means not only loyalty to one’s work, but also loyalty to something that transcends work. Follett calls this “romance” and “adventure,” and says that corporate adventure is the “opportunity for bringing into manifestation every hour of the day the deeper thing within every man, transcending every man, which you may call your ideal, or God.”26

Second, the professional has a responsibility toward the public, not to give the public what it wants, but to educate the public. In other words, they have the responsibility of raising the standards of what people want by educating them rather than settling for what the public wants for their work. Business management also needs to educate the public about the standards by which it can be evaluated as a profession.
Third, the professional has the responsibility not only to practice his or her profession but also to expand the knowledge on which it is based. This is because the profession is traditional and one of its important roles is to develop this tradition, as in business management. In other words, we need to be aware that we are forming a tradition of business management as a profession, not only in “getting through” day-to-day management problems, but also in the way we issue orders, make decisions, and hold committee meetings.27

If the most important thing that regulates professional behavior from the inside is a professional “standard,” or “sense of ethics,” then, Follett explains, there exists a certain “style” when this is expressed in the form of actions. This point is so common today that it is sometimes discussed under the theme of “management styles of executives,” but it was a new perspective at the time. She quotes Whitehead on the word “style” as follows:“Style is the fashioning of power, the restraint of power. The administrator with a sense of style hates waste, the engineer with a sense for style economizes his material; the artisan with a sense of style prefers good work. Style is the ultimate mortality of mind.”
And further:
“With style, the end is attained without side issues, without raising undesirable inflammations. With style you attain your end and nothing but your end. With style the effect of your activity is incalculable, and foresight is the last gift of gods to men. With style your power is increased, for your mind is not disturbed with irrelevancies, and you are more likely to attain your object. Now style is the exclusive privilege of the expert. Whoever heard of the style of an amateur poet, of an amateur painter? Style is always the product of specialist study, the contribution of specialism to culture.”28




The definition of “style” used here is ambiguous, but can be understood as a pattern of thought and action that each expert possesses in his or her work. Follett stated that experts often adopt such a style and are well-calculated in their means to achieve their goals, lean and efficient in their use of energy, and modest and well-rounded. Therefore, business managers should have a style in this sense so that a “contribution to culture” can be realized through the profession of business management.29 In other words, she argued, business management is not a vulgar profession as conventionally thought, but a profession with style and value that can contribute to the culture of the world. This assertion is extremely important to our problem of establishing “managerialism” in this chapter, because it not only points out that the function of corporate management is socially necessary, but also asserts that it is a highly “valuable” profession that can contribute to “culture” and gives meaning to the function of management from the aspect of social value (or ethics).

5.4 Social Meaning of Corporate Activities and Management
If management is to be socially accepted as a profession, then at the same time the social role of corporate activities (or business) must be justified; Follett describes this as “true service.” She argued that the concrete goods and services that businesses provide to society as products should not be evaluated socially, but that they do have true social utility because people’s actions are interwoven in the process of their production, thereby creating “spiritual value” for the people; in this respect, “there is no overproduction.”30 For example, let us assume that a product manufactured by a certain company is very useful to humans at a certain time. If, over time, it is discovered that it is harmful to the human body, will all the efforts of those involved in the production of that commodity have no value? Follett says: “I think he would have to, if all he had produced was …, the material product. But not if the men who worked in that factory, managerial or manual workers, had through their work become more developed human beings.”31 In other words, she argued that a corporation contributes to the enlightenment and development of the people who work there, as well as to the production of goods and services, through its business activities. This is not a service in the sense of satisfying the simple desires of the company’s consumers, but in the sense of developing people to have superior desires, which resulted in social progress. Moreover, according to Follett, if corporations provide tremendous opportunities for the creation of such spiritual values, they are not merely for financial gain, but also for the improvement of human welfare.
Such arguments stem from the fact that during this time, criticism of corporations’ profit pursuit began to be raised in various sectors. According to Baida (1990), the critical situation of corporations in this period is symbolically expressed in the works of the Nobel Prize-winning writer Sinclair Lewis, who satirized the behavior of businessmen in his novels Main Street and Babbitt, in the agrarian resistance movement led by a group of Southern writers, and in the research project that began in 1927 and culminated in The Modern Corporation and Private Property (Barle & Means, 1932).32

Under these circumstances, Follett emphasized that the purpose of business and management is not limited only to the “pursuit of profit” but can be expanded to the broader social value of “human spiritual growth.” In this sense, she argued, those involved in corporate management can be professionals with moral consciousness. This assertion naturally led to an emphasis on human issues in companies, namely personnel and labor management. Note that this coincided with many of the findings of Hawthorne Research, which began during this period and developed through the 1930s, as well as with the subsequent assertions of the “early human relations theory.”33

However, to mention a characteristic of Follett’s thought that differs from the theory of human relations, she emphasized the “spiritual growth” of the individual through the enrichment of “human relations,” pointing out the importance of “organization” at the same time, as follows:Organization is the word most often heard to-day in all discussions of business development. The greatest weakness in most industrial plants is seen to be organization. The organization engineer is the one most in demand. Do you not think that the recognition of organization as the chief need of business is rather interesting when we remember that conscious organization is the great spiritual task of man?34




The “organization” she is imagining here is more like the “composition” of a painting or the “harmony” of a musical work, rather than a system of activities with a formal structure. In other words, “organization” is understood in a very abstract sense, as something that arranges various components in a meaningful way to create higher value, something that separates mundane and advanced endeavors. She then evaluates such organizational actions as “the highest endeavor of the human race,” and states that the place that provides the greatest opportunity to participate in this is the corporation, and it is the business manager who has the greatest opportunity to make this happen.35

However, no matter how much Follett denied it, there is no doubt that, companies, now and earlier, mainly operate with a “profit motive.” She was aware of this and did not deny the profit motive. Regardless of how professional they may be, companies are motivated not only by professional ethics backed by a high level of expertise but also more by economic and social motives. Follett’s intention seems to have been to allow for the existence of many motives without centralizing them by suggesting that corporations are not bound by the “profit motive.” However, in the sense that companies can also realize moral motives such as the spiritual growth of human beings, she seems to be asserting the significance of corporations existing as social institutions: “We all want the richness of life in the terms of our deepest desire. We can purify and elevate our desires; we can add to them, but there is no individual or social progress in curtailment of desires.”36 The enterprise has social significance as something that contributes to “the richness of life” in this sense, and the professional manager is the one whose mission is to realize this. It is no exaggeration to say that the expectations of and trust in management that accompany this assertion are the spirit of managerialism.

5.5 Conclusion: Challenges and Prospects
We have examined the dawn of the age of management and the formation of managerialism through a study of two Follett’s works published in 1925, as a small step toward our goal of clarifying the meaning of management thought from the perspective of managerialism. We have clarified three important points, which we summarize to conclude this chapter and discuss future research prospects as well.
First, Follett placed “science” at the foundation of “management as a profession.” Although the profession itself was not discussed, according to a recent study by Shenhav (1995), the golden age of professionalism in the United States was a progressive period (1901–1917). During this period, professionalism was a social movement that sought to apply engineers’ efficiency and scientific rationality to control all areas of society. Follett’s articles were published somewhat later, and in this respect, these were the result of her observation of social trends rather than an anticipation of social needs. However, she also maintained her faith in “science,” which was a value of the age of progressivism. It is noteworthy that she modified and flexibly applied the “standardization” concepts of Taylor and others, which had already been strongly criticized by society at that time, to establish a “science of collaboration (or collaborating)” and advocated using it as the basis for management because, even if “Taylorism” is criticized, the “science” itself is socially valid enough as a basis for emphasizing the professionalism of management. She was trying to advocate the establishment of a scientific basis for “methods of collaboration,” rather than the scientification of “working methods.” This is significant in the development of management thought. Since then, American management thought has tended to develop around the “science of collaboration,” although the meaning of “science” may have differed in different instances.
Second, management has been positioned by Follett as an act rooted in people’s “service” motivation. “Service” here is not unilateral self-sacrifice, but a process of reciprocal exchange of functions. In other words, she defined management as a process of exchanging functions (i.e., job functions) necessary to society, based on the “give-and-take desire” in every heart. Through this process, people serve each other and the society, which is a highly moral act, which means management is a “moral action” because it is viewed as a service that provides socially necessary functions. This is significant because management is defined as an act of “moral” value rather than just a technique to coordinate an organization. Such an interpretation is the basis for the social justification of the actions of managers. Consequently, the value of managerialism is reinforced.
Third, the social significance of a corporation is not to be found in “a place for the production of goods and services,” but rather in “a place for the spiritual growth of human beings through the interweaving of actions.” In other words, the company has a social significance as a place where people tend to interweave their actions with each other through production activities, where they grow spiritually with each other in the process and where they provide opportunities for social progress. Management is indispensable for this purpose. This way of thinking has led to a change in the view of the corporation from a “profit-seeking entity” to a “cooperating entity of human beings.” Consequently, business managers are positioned as coordinators of human relations and harmonized with the organization. While the value of “pursuit of profit” has been subjected to criticism from time to time, the value of “human growth” is accepted by people as having a certain degree of universality over time. Thus, Follett makes sense of both corporations and management as valuable to people and society.
As noted in Sect. 5.1, Scott pointed out that the principles of managerialism are efficiency, science, rationality, ability, and moral character. The three points highlighted in this chapter, through an examination of Follett’s 1925 papers, coincide with some of these elements. Although it is unreasonable to consider this as the formative period of managerialism, the Follett papers indeed demonstrated the emergence of the idea of management as one with social value, going beyond a mere technique.
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2Scott (1992), p. 10.

 

3Wilson (1887)

 

4Scott (1992), p. 11.

 

5Scott considered managerialism to be a characteristic “ideology” of twentieth-century America, but we do not see it explicitly that way. We use it somewhat loosely in the sense of “the mood” or “the spirit of the times.”.

 

6Scott (1992), pp. 11–12.

 

7On the necessity of understanding management thought in a social context and its methodology, see Mitsui (1995).

 

8Fox and Urwick (1973), pp. 88–89.

 

9One of the events of the 1920s that supports this point is the success of Alfred Sloan, who replaced William Durant in rebuilding GM, then on the verge of collapse, which indicates a shift from a business leader as an empire builder to a management leader as an organization builder.

 

10Follett cites “Am I A Liberal?” by Keynes (1925/1931) in support of this trend. In this speech, Keynes cited the three age talked about by J. Commons: “the era of scarcity,” which ended in the fifteenth century; “the era of abundance” based on laissez-faire; and “the period of stabilisation” that allowed conscious control of economic forces for the sake of the social good. Keynes pointed out that the world was entering the third “era of stabilisation.”.

 

11Fox and Urwick (1973), p. 93.

 

12Fox and Urwick (1973), p. 94.

 

13Here Follett makes this argument in response to Sheldon’s statement that “there can be no science of cooperation” (Sheldon 1923, p. 35). The idea of “science of cooperation” seems to be an important point that illustrates the emergence of managerialism.

 

14Fox and Urwick (1973), p. 94.

 

15Fox and Urwick (1973), p. 98.

 

16Based on my research, more than 10 cases have been published since the first issue of the Harvard Business Review during 1922–1925.

 

17Fox and Urwick (1973), p. 101.

 

18According to Peters and Waterman (1982, pp. 76–77), during the last few weeks of 1980, there was an outpouring of dissatisfaction with American management in Newsweek, Time, Fortune, and other publications. The main points of contention can be summarized as follows: (1) business schools are the culprit; (2) professional managers do not have a great vision; (3) managers do not have a sense of unity with the affairs of their companies; (4) management does not pay enough attention to subordinates (or to human beings); and (5) the top management and their staff are confined to their ivory tower of analysis.

 

19The representative character referred to here is a kind of symbol, which, according to Bellah et al. (1985, pp.  27—51), allows people to put together in one focused image of the way they organize, make sense of, and orient their lives in a given social environment. In other words, it provides an ideal that gives living expression to a vision of life, and an axis of focus and reference.

 

20Bellah et al. (1985), p. 47.

 

21Fox and Urwick (1973), pp. 104–105.The background of Follett’s argument is expected to be the image of the distribution and service industry that was exploding throughout the United States at the time. As Cochran (1977, p. 114) said: “In people employed, the contrast was more striking, with those working in trade growing from 1899 to 1929 at a rate of 160 percent as against 100 percent for those in manufacturing…”

 

22Fox and Urwick (1973), p. 106.

 

23Fox and Urwick (1973), p. 107.

 

24Cochran (1977), p. 133.

 

25Cochran (1977), p. 134. Cochran cited Sturges (1915, pp. 44–47) but the number of local organizations was mistakenly written as 2960. The 1912 survey was published as Bureau of Foreign and Domestic Commerce (1913).

 

26Fox and Urwick (1973), p. 108.

 

27Fox and Urwick (1973), pp. 107–110.
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6.1 Implications of Follett’s Theory
As we have examined throughout this book, Follett’s thought describes the dynamics of the social process in the pluralistic society of the United States (US). People with diverse backgrounds and values fulfill their own social functions proactively, and through interaction, their respective functions, actions, experiences, and responsibilities are interwoven to create a “functional unity”—an organization that creatively develops. It describes the dynamics of the social process of creative development. She believed that the racial and class conflicts that arise in this process should not be avoided; however, if they can be resolved constructively and a path toward integration can be sought, it will provide an opportunity to develop society and simultaneously satisfy individual needs. As a way to achieve integration, she proposed a method of control in which all participants observe a “situation,” discover what is required in this situation, and adjust themselves according to the “laws of the situation.” In other words, she proposed not an organization in which people dominate and control based on authority from above but rather a horizontal and continuous organization in which people coordinate with each other through the exercise of authority based on their own functions. Through such a constant process, Follett believed that democracy would be realized at the level of concrete and daily life.
Her thoughts depicted the image of society as a dynamic process, or “networking process,” which can be considered the prototype of today’s network society. The unique point is that, as discussed in the organization theory above, the basis of society is the interaction of individuals, and she attempted to initially depict the dynamics of the organization as a process of “interweaving” of “activities,” “functions,” “experiences,” and “responsibilities,” and then “interaction (circular response),” “unification,” and “creation,” respectively. We have been trying to highlight this point in this book. This is an essential perspective for analyzing today’s organizational and social issues.
In today’s organizational theory, it is common knowledge to view an organization as a system of activities or as a function. However, her novelty lies in the fact that she pointed out that each element is an entity that can always change within an overall situation. For example, it is crucial to highlight that functions do not exist as fixed roles within an organization but are themselves connected to other functions, in effect constantly moving amid environmental changes and changing circumstances. In today’s fluid social situation, awareness of this point may make a big difference in understanding and solving the problems of the organization as a whole.
Furthermore, her view of organization as “the interweaving of experience” is crucial when considered in conjunction with the fact that she associated experience with “creativity.” Experience is the background of our behavior and, according to Follett, serves two functions: “self-sustaining” and “self-renewing.” In other words, we make our next decisions based on the accumulation of our own experiences and interpret their meanings. The accumulation of experience builds personalities, values, and individuality. Follett attempted to depict the process by which such individual experiences are interwoven through the interaction of people, accumulating as organizational experiences to create the overall situation, which in turn influences both the individual and the organization and becomes the source of “creativity.” This is similar to the view that attempts to understand the organization from the viewpoint of “the process of meaning-interpretation” and “organizational culture.” Furthermore, regarding utilizing the accumulation of experience to solve the next organizational problem, it has a perspective that is similar to the theory of “organizational learning.” Behind these theories of today, there have been academic developments in such subdivisions as hermeneutics, linguistic theory, cultural anthropology, and cognitive psychology, but it may be necessary today to rethink the organizational dynamic process from the perspective of “experience” to integrate these theories. By doing so, we may be able to shed light on the formation process of the entire organizational experience, which cannot be reduced to individuals.
Finally, from the perspective of the organization as an interweave of responsibility, we believe that this presents an extremely important framework when considering recent organizational responsibility. Corporate scandals, from global corporations to small- and medium-sized enterprises, have never ceased and continue to this day, and there has been much discussion on corporate governance and compliance. Many of these discussions have led to the conclusion that rules and mechanisms should be created to regulate corporate behavior. However, it is clear from the state of today’s corporate society that solving this problem using only such systems and penalties is impossible.
Follett’s theory becomes crucial when one tries to reappraise these issues in the organizational context in which they arise. For, she presented the view that responsibility is not “delegated” from top to bottom with authority but is attached to each function or job and that in a cooperative situation, individual responsibilities are interwoven with each other and exist as “cumulative” responsibilities. Therefore, it is not the case that once the superior delegates responsibility to the subordinate, that is the end of the story, nor is it the case that the subordinate has fulfilled his responsibility as long as he has obeyed the superior’s orders. It is not possible for a subordinate to fulfill his responsibility simply by obeying his superior’s orders. From this perspective, new solutions emerge when we reconsider the contemporary issue of responsibility from the perspective of action occurrence and execution. Furthermore, the idea of “shared authority” seems to have emerged from this process.
In the foreword to Mary ParkerFollett-Prophet of Management: a celebration of writings from the1920s (Graham, 1995a, 1995b), Rosabeth Moss Kanter, then a professor at Harvard Business School, wrote,So many so-called new management ideas are previewed in Follett’s work. Before Jim Heskett’s Managing in the Service Economy helped put service management on the general management map, Follett held that customer service means more than “service with a smile.” Long before those of us studying strategic alliances and joint ventures, as I did in When Giants Learn to Dance, discovered the virtues of cooperation with competitors, Follett had cooperation with competitors, Follett had analyzed when competition can turn into a kind of cooperation -- for example, the formation of trade associations, in which competitors join forces to build an industry and provide the highest quality goods and services to ultimate customers; cooperate credit systems; trades linking to form apprentice schools; conferences between managers in the same industry; and professional associations such as The formation of alliances is not a new idea derived from heightened And decades before David Osborne and Ted Gaebler exhorted America to “reinvent government” through privatization and grass-roots entrepreneurship, Follett urged leaders to replace bureaucracy with empowered group networks with a common purpose. Follett urged leaders to replace bureaucracy with empowered group networks with a common purpose.
Throughout her diverse commentaries on so many matters of concern to today’s managers, Follett sent one principal message: relationships matter. Underpinning all of her work is the importance of relationships, not just transactions, in organizations. She pointed to the reciprocal nature of relationships, the mutual influence developed when people work together, however formal authority is defined. She applied general systems theory to organizations, demonstrating the intermeshing of cause and effect, arguing that actors and activities cannot be examined in isolation, but only in Her ideas about the dynamic nature of organizational processes are well suited to the world of constant motion my co-authors and I portray in The Challenge of Organizational Change.1




As mentioned above, Kanter highlighted that Follett had already anticipated some of the ideas of new contemporary theories. Kanter appreciated the novelty and universality of Follett’s theory. The fundamental message of the theory, Kanter says, is “the importance of relationships.” This point, which we have also mentioned throughout this book, seems to be one of the major factors that give Follett’s theory significance. As Kanter also noted, Follett’s idea of “dynamic processes” certainly provides a meaningful perspective on describing today’s ever-changing society.
Nevertheless, for almost a century since Follett’s active period, her theory has not been considered much, except by a few specialized researchers. What were the reasons for this, and why are Follett’s ideas necessary today? In the following sections, we will explain this point.

6.2 Limitations of Follett’s Theory: In the Waves of the Twentieth Century
As mentioned earlier, Follett’s ideas originated in the formation of the Boston community, the site of his activities in the US, at the beginning of the twentieth century. In Boston, a cosmopolitan city that had been undergoing a remarkable transformation into an industrialized society since the Civil War, immigrants from all over the world, dreaming of the American dream, “lived” each day against a background of different languages, customs, religions, and cultures, competing and cooperating with each other. Amid this reality, Follett continued to look at reality together with her people, searching for ways to create a pluralistic community in which freedom and equality could be realized. What emerged from this search were her ideas, theories, and concrete methods for solving problems. Therefore, from the beginning, her theories were not aimed at “organization” or “management” theories but were intended to show methods for solving community problems and the basic ideas behind such methods. Therefore, they lacked systematics and logic. Instead, it is full of the vividness of problem consciousness drawn from reality and the dynamism of ideas based on pragmatism.
P. F. Drucker, who regarded Follett as an “inventor of management”2 and was greatly influenced by her ideas, came to the US from Europe, where a storm of totalitarianism was raging, and devoted his life to the construction and enlightenment of a magnificent management philosophy, aiming to realize a “free and functioning” industrial society. Although the period, place, and form of expression of his work differ from Follett’s, the nexus of both lies in their ideals of a free pluralistic society and their attempt to depict modern society as a “functioning organized society.” In examining Follett’s limitations, let us contrast Drucker’s theory of freedom with that of functional organization.
Drucker’s view of man is based on the Christian view of man as “imperfect, weak, sinful, from dust he came and to dust he shall return, yet made in the image of God, and responsible for his own actions.”3 Based on this, his theory of freedom was developed as follows:Freedom is not so much a right as a duty. Real freedom is not freedom from something; that would be license. It is freedom to choose between doing or not doing something, to act one way or another, to hold one belief or the opposite. It is never a release and always a responsibility. It is never a release and always a responsibility. decisions. It is not “fun” but the heaviest burden laid on man: to decide his own individual conduct as well as the conduct of society, and to be responsible for both decisions.4




Drucker’s experience of witnessing European totalitarianism made him keenly aware that there could be no absolute perfection or justice for any human being or group, and this led him to view human beings as having weaknesses, fragility, and limitations but still choosing to act responsibly on their own. However, although he does not recognize any absolute value or truth in society, he warns against the easy position of value relativism. He believes that extreme value relativism ultimately leads to anarchy, which is far from the realization of a free society.
Therefore, Drucker says that society must “function” properly in order for man to achieve freedom. For him, society gives each person a “position” (social status) and a “role” (function). These positions and roles define the basic framework of society and determine its purpose and meaning. Drucker also asserted that society cannot function without the “legitimacy” of important social powers. The legitimacy of power defines space, institutionalizes society, and creates institutions within a basic framework. Power is recognized as legitimate only when it conforms to the values, beliefs, and social ethos of the society. Drucker argued, “Whether this principle is good or bad ethically, true or false metaphysically, has nothing to do with legitimacy, … Legitimate power is socially functioning power; …”.5

Drucker’s theory of society is based on the aforementioned theory of freedom. In other words, society is formed from independent individuals who make “responsible choices,” and it is a place that provides them with “positions” and “roles.” Drucker’s argument becomes clearer when we consider that old societies have fixed positions and roles based on history, tradition, and hierarchy and that individuals were passively incorporated into these fixed positions and roles. Therefore, when Drucker came to America from the traditional societies of Europe, he saw a “functioning society” that “gives each individual a position and a role” regardless of differences in race, tradition, or religion, and thereby saw a pluralistic society that realized freedom.
In The New Realities (Drucker, 1989), he pointed out that although pluralistic societies themselves have existed throughout history, most of them were based on “power,” whereas today’s pluralistic societies are very different in that they are based on “function.”6 This pluralistic society is composed not of entities such as houses, communities, and nations but of “organizations” with individual professional purposes; moreover, “management” is an indispensable element for achieving the results of such “organizations.” Thus, the elements of “organization and management” play a fundamental role in Drucker’s thought to realize a free, functioning, pluralistic society. He clarified the importance of organization in his masterpiece Concept of the Corporation (Drucker, 1946), and this attitude was carried out in his book Post-Capitalist Society (Drucker, 1993).
Drucker (1993) described organizations as groups that are not formed by human ties, such as language, culture, or history, as in traditional groups, such as families and communities, but are designed and formed with a specific common purpose and are composed of specialists. In other words, an organization is a specialized entity based on a specific purpose, and it functions effectively by linking the expertise of individuals to each other to increase productivity. Conversely, individual expertise cannot function effectively on its own but can only be productive when it is combined with an organization. This is what Drucker sees as the raison d’etre of organizations in a modern knowledge society.
Drucker clearly stated the difference between a society, community, or family and an organization: “Society, community, family are; organizations do.”7 In other words, while societies, communities, and families are self-purposive and self-contained, organizations are united under a “clear mission or purpose,” and their raison d’etre is only recognized when they “act consciously” toward that purpose. He stated that an organization exists to produce results externally and express them clearly. Today, not only corporations but also hospitals, schools, governments, nonprofit organizations, and many other organizations with different purposes fulfill their responsibilities by producing results based on their missions. He highlighted that all developed countries are now organizational societies.8

As seen earlier, Follett and Drucker have very similar ideas regarding placing a “functioning society” at the foundation of a free society, but the subsequent development of their logic is quite different. While Follett depicted the logic of community and the logic of organization from the perspective of people’s “interaction” and considered them the same, Drucker clearly presented the “logic of organization” as something different from the logic of community. Regarding the concept of management that drives the logic of the organization, both based their thinking on “management through self-regulation.” However, aspects of management theory differ considerably between Drucker, who viewed the realization of individual goals as opposed to the realization of overall goals, and Follett, who emphasized the dynamic process of control that evolves from the individual to the entire organization.
Although both sought to realize freedom in America’s pluralistic society, Follett and Drucker lived in different times and places and had different interests in these issues. Therefore, it is not surprising that the abovementioned differences in theoretical development occurred. However, we believe that this was a major factor in determining the subsequent social influence of both. Drucker focused on the issue of social functions and the importance of organizations with specific purposes as places to develop such functions. In other words, he clearly understood the existence of “organizations” as something completely different from the societies and spontaneous communities that had existed until then, as something that had a specific specialized purpose and carried out a social function. He also emphasized the importance of management as the driving force to “realize” these “objectives.” He also developed the theory that power in an organization is justified by its social functions.
This was the attitude of positioning the organization as an important “institution” for society, and pointed out that industrial society operates on the “principle of organization,” which is decisively different from the feudal society and traditional community that had existed until then. The correctness of Drucker’s point is evident in the subsequent development of large corporations. In contrast, Follett, who understands society and community as interrelated processes and extends this understanding to organizations such as corporations to develop a coherent argument, may have explanatory power as a theory of community formation. However, he is not good at discussing the organization of industrial and corporate society, especially the aspect of organizations as rational structures aimed at achieving goals. However, it seems inevitable that Follett’s logic is too idyllic and lacks explanatory power when discussing aspects of organizations in industrial and corporate societies, especially as rational structures that aim to achieve their goals.
As Drucker noted, the organizational society of the twentieth century was one in which rationally structured organizations based on specialized objectives fulfilled their respective social functions. Within these organizations, individuals functioned as social beings by being given positions and roles, and through their functions, they acquired economic, social, and political freedom. Drucker’s vision of twentieth-century freedom could only be realized through such functions in organizations and the responsible choices made by each individual in those organizations. This logic was extremely timely, especially as a social logic for Western industrialized countries, and Drucker’s ideas came into the limelight as the logic that drove rapid economic growth, including that in Japan. In contrast, Follett’s theory has not received much attention, with the exception of a few specialized researchers.
The pluralistic society of the twenty-first century is quite different from that of Follett’s time. Drucker explained that it is an era in which the three vectors of “transnationalism,” “regionalism,” and “tribalism” are all pointing in different directions, and the “equation between the vectors” is unstable and unpredictable.9 In other words, the rapid progress of economic globalization and computerized information globalization since the end of the twentieth century has had a great political and cultural impact, changing the concept of national consciousness and national boundaries as well as causing a return to economic regional integration (regionalism), as represented by the EU, and ethnic nationalism (tribalism). While we now use products from all over the world, do business in global markets, and interact with people from around the world via the Internet, we continue to seek ethnic and cultural identities.
In addition to this, is the computerized information society (Internet society) really a free society? Many sociologists and political scientists are currently debating this question. Some argue that the Internet society is a free space based on the premise of an “open society” that is free from conventional power relations and hierarchical relationships, while others argue that it is a closed society filled with extremely insidious anonymity. Others see it as a society that Internet administrators thoroughly control. In such a society, Follett’s views become useful, and Sect. 6.3 discusses this point.

6.3 Possibilities of Follett’s Theory: What is the “Interweaving of Experience”?
6.3.1 Society as an “Interweaving of Experience”
As previously mentioned, Follett viewed society as a dynamic process involving individual interactions. We used to think that this was the origin of today’s “social networks.” However, from today’s perspective in the twenty-first century, we have come to believe that this is somewhat different. Here, we would like to discuss the difference by focusing on the concept of “interweaving,” specifically, “interweaving of experience.” Follett argued that the interweaving of people’s experiences is crucial for society’s progress. In Creative Experience, she also viewed “experience” as an individual’s “process of self-sustaining and self-renewing.” As explained earlier, if she assumed the simultaneous growth of the individual and society, she also thought that “self-sustaining or self-renewing of society” could be established simultaneously with the individual.
Furthermore, Follett believed that social decisions require “the judgment of all the people” who make up the situation, not just certain leaders, and that the experiences of not only experts and politicians but all the citizens who live there need to be woven together. For Follett, this was the basis for both grasping facts and observing collaboration scientifically, ultimately leading to the realization of democracy.
When people interact, they contrast and interweave experiences rooted in each other’s knowledge, background, and values. Differences in experiences create human differences and bring about diversity in society. Follett saw this as a source of freedom. She saw the community and society as a whole as a “place of integration” of such diverse “experiences,” and it can be said that this is where he believed the “source of creativity” lies. It is also essential to note that Follett believed that experience is not only accumulated and created within the individual but is also accumulated in “the situation itself.” In other words, when an individual systematizes, analyzes, and interweaves their own experience with that of others, the integrative situation that emerges has “experiences that are different from the individual experience.” Therefore, we believe that she emphasized the existence of what we might call “situational” or “social” experiences. This is what she described as “collective conception” and “collective will.”
Individuals change their own experiences quantitatively and qualitatively through circular interactions with others, and concurrently, the “social experience” of the overall situation surrounding this interaction is also considered to change. In other words, Follett’s idea of “change of situation” can be simply described as the “creation of the total situation” arising from the “interweaving of individual experiences.”
This can be summarized from our perspective as follows: First, to grasp society as an interweaving of experience means to perceive society “in the flow of time.” As we have already seen, Follett considered facts as “processes in constant motion.” If we consider this in relation to the preceding interweaving of experiences, society can be viewed as a process by which present actions are formed based on the accumulation of past experiences and, through interaction, form a certain shape in the future—in other words, as time passes.
Second, she sees society as a “site of meaning-making or meaning-interpretation.” As a concrete way to promote the weaving of experiences, Follett emphasized “meetings” (especially cross-sectional gatherings) as a place to consciously interweave each other’s experiences. In such meetings, the meanings of individual and organizational experiences are interpreted, analyzed, evaluated, and reconciled with one another, giving them new meanings. Follett repeatedly stated that there is nothing in our surroundings that can be called purely “objective.” We first make some meaningful interpretations based on our own experiences, and then we make meaning and accumulate it ourselves. In that sense, it is nothing more than a “subjective perception of facts,” but through a process of circular interaction, we compare, analyze, and penetrate the meanings of each other’s experiences. At times, conflicts arise; however, when they are resolved in an integrated manner, new values are created. In other words, a new meaning is assigned to the situation. Through this process, the situation changes, and simultaneously, a “new experience” for the individual is generated.
As described above, we have summarized Follett’s theory of social processes as an “interweaving of experiences” while adding some of my own perspectives. In Sect. 6.3.2, we discuss what kind of horizon Follett’s view may open up to the contemporary situation.

6.3.2 From “Internet Society” to “Interweaving Communities”
As mentioned in Sect. 6.1, we positioned Follett’s thought as the source of social network theory behind Internet society. This is because we thought that Follett’s “relationships” and “process thinking” would be one of the important principles when discussing the modern Internet society. However, when we look back at myself and the people around me who have been caught in the net of the Internet, which covers the entire globe, and who have become unable to let go of it, even though they sometimes feel suffocated, we gradually cannot help but think, “This is somehow different from the world Follett envisioned.”
The advent of the Internet has changed not only the way we communicate and our telecommunications but perhaps even the way society and individuals are. Individuals who used to interact with society through “organizations” can now connect directly with individuals on the other side of the world as long as they have access to the Internet. Although there are still national restrictions, we have already acquired the ability to transmit information worldwide by circumventing these restrictions. We can do this not through expensive mainframes and/or supercomputers but through palm-sized smartphones and tablets that are affordable even for teenagers in developed countries.
This has transformed the world in many ways. Anytime, anywhere, magic gadgets can give access to global information. We can talk to our closest friends, discuss with our “friends” on the Internet whom we have never met, and even “report” to the world on “incidents” happening right in front of our eyes. In our daily lives, books, dresses, wine, music, and movies all come to us via the Internet. We jumped on the bandwagon with tremendous possibilities and convenience. Especially during the current COVID-19 pandemic, the Internet has become a veritable “lifeline” connecting home, work, and society.
However, the “bridge” of our dreams sometimes comes crashing down on us owing to frauds using Internet banking, attackers who attack us incessantly, personal attacks and slander by faceless “citizens” on the Internet, illegal transactions and crimes on the Internet, and so on. The price we have paid for dreams and convenience entrusted to the Internet may be too high.
We feel that this situation is precisely what Follett criticized in The New Nation: a “crowd” based on the freedom of self-indulgence (laissez-faire). In other words, the “individual” that Internet society presupposes is precisely the “individual” as an atomistic theory and is different from the “individual” that is woven into the social process, aiming at the “enrichment of relations,” as described by Follett. In other words, a world in which disparate individuals pursue their own desires and goals, called “liberalism,” seems to be unfolding. Of course, there are not a few people in the Internet society who are striving to create a new society and community. However, their presence seems to have been drowned out. Moreover, even “individuals” who seemed to be enjoying their freedom are being caught in a “web of regulations” before they know it. That is to say, the trap of “totalitarianism” is always waiting in the wake of excessive laissez-faire. It appears as if the footsteps of such a trap are approaching at this very moment. Under these circumstances, we must reexamine the “relational individual” advocated by Follett and the conception of social processes as an “interweaving of experiences” woven from it.
Current individualism, which appears to involve a group of diverse individuals, may, in fact, involve a group of individuals with homogeneous values. Alternatively, it may be a group of individuals who do not want to admit (or even see) their diversity while securing their own social position. In such a situation, is it possible to construct a “new Internet society” in which we can look again at each other’s diversity, contrast their experiences, and interweave them toward the creation of the next social process? We think it would be more appropriate to call it an ‘interweaving community’ rather than the Internet.
When Follett lived, the Internet was unimaginable, and the emphasis was on building relationships through face-to-face groups and creating social processes centered on recognition and action. Now, however, 100 years later, how can we contrast and interweave the “experiences” of individuals in an information network society centered on anonymity and language without the physicality of flesh and blood, as was the case back then? This seems to be a major issue for the future. How can we create relationships in the Internet society that integrate each other’s values without fear of confrontation, and how can we open up such possibilities? Our experience with the COVID-19 pandemic has opened up the possibility of an Internet-based society. However, it remains to be seen how much “creative experience” we have accumulated as individuals and societies. It is possible that our experience is becoming poorer rather than richer.


6.4 Conclusion: Beyond COVID-19
In reviewing Follett’s ideas, we have tried to find a guiding thread to the major problems we are facing today, especially the problem of the “individual and society” in the Internet Society. Consequently, we have concluded that it is necessary to consider once again the concept of “interweaving” proposed by Follett, specifically, the new development through the “interweaving of experiences” of individuals. Of course, technology and the social environment are quite different from those in Follett’s time. However, the events that occurred in society that Follett observed in Boston (the massive influx of immigrants, the disparity between rich and poor, and pandemics) essentially share some of the same problems that we face today. It seems to be the problem of “pluralistic values” in the global society, “individualism” that has come to the surface with the development of the information society and the trend toward regulation and totalitarianism in the COVID-19 pandemic disaster.
In response to such problems, how we can create and accumulate the “creative experience” advocated by Follett in the Internet society seems to be the key to the future development of society. However, it seems that this point requires analysis not only from Follett’s philosophy but also from various other fields to analyze the current situation. As she explained, to solve a problem, “concepts” and “hypotheses” must be put into concrete situations, and a “process” must be created in which they are put into an activity to create the next action and concept. Therefore, we must continue to seek solutions to this problem from the respective positions in which individuals are placed, both regarding the observation of concrete situations and theory.10

Finally, if we shed light on the COVID-19 pandemic from the perspective of management thought, what kind of “problems” would emerge? First, as specific management issues before us, there are the changes in “work styles” brought to light by remote work, the breakdown of “supply chains” in a wide range of areas from production to consumption, the expanded use of “information networks” that have become indispensable to avoid human contact, the accompanying changes in business content and business conditions, and new business models. Changes in business content and format, the review of new corporate rules and compliance, and the state of corporate risk management, including infectious diseases, are just a few of the many factors that must be considered. This is a serious and urgent issue in the “clinical scene” of practice. Without fear of misunderstanding, we can say that these are “strategic” issues for companies to survive in response to the major “environmental change” of the “COVID-19 pandemic disaster” that they have faced and “tactical” issues in the sense that we are trying to derive new “management methods” from them—in other words, issues of choice at the practice level. It is, therefore, necessary to focus on these issues.
However, we must delve deeper into the larger issues underlying this. For example, one of them is the issue of values that support “modernity.” In other words, will the “increase in productivity and efficiency,” the “pursuit of economic rationality,” and the “realization of freedom and equality through individual competition,” which were considered natural premises for the improvement of our lives, continue to be valid in future societies? Will they transform in the wake of the COVID-19 pandemic disaster? In addition to that, will we see the so-called “post-modern,” a form of denial of the values of modernity?
Second, the other issue, which may be included in the above, is that of “science and technology and people.” In other words, the world is beginning to be covered with anxiety that science and technology, which were supposed to be “means” for improving human happiness, may not necessarily bring such results. It seems that the time has come to question the meaning of the “existence” of not only nuclear power plants and nuclear weapons but also human engineering, life sciences, and even cutting-edge AI.
The last one is the issue of “relationships” between “people and nature,” “people and society,” and “people and people.” Conventionally, these have been considered in isolation. However, what COVID-19 has shown us is the fact that “problems” arise precisely where these are connected. Perhaps we have lost sight of the “natural fact” that they are interconnected.
Over the past two decades of the twenty-first century, every decade has seen a major crisis that has shaken the world: September 11, 2001, terrorist attacks in the US; March 11, 2011, Great East Japan Earthquake, the subsequent Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear Power Plant accident; and now the COVID-19 pandemic. Each of these has come before our eyes as “the crisis of a pluralistic society,” “the threat of natural disasters and the collapse of the myth of science and technology,” and “the invasion of viruses into the human body and society,” respectively. There is no guarantee anywhere that these “impossible” events will not occur again in the future.
Now that we know that “tomorrow will not be the same as yesterday,” it seems necessary to confront this “problem of our time” head-on. Follett’s profound viewpoint provides a foundation from which we can look at the “problems of our time.”
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