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“We can confer authority; but power or  capacity, no man can give or take.” - (Mary Parker Follett, 1941: 112). 


It is ironic, perhaps even a postmodern irony, that one of the standard metaphors for management is rooted in a biological and physical context almost the opposite of its taken-for-granted meaning in organizations.  The definition of the word manage is “to control, as a horse” (Webster’s 2nd ed).  It seems that today, the word “control” no longer accurately describes the role of the more successful of contemporary horse riders and handlers, who tend to emphasize partnership rather than subservience.  Thus this definition of the verb “to manage” misapplies the concept of control in the horse-human relationship.  The stereotypical image of the rider controlling the horse may have contributed to a biased managerialist (management-means-control-of-workers) view.  Also, the horse-rider metaphor may be merely a wishful projection born of the masculine (phallo-logocentric) habits that dominate managerialist literature.  Regardless of the origin of this link between management and horses, this article demonstrates that the horse-rider metaphor of control is as misplaced in the management world as in the horse world. The good news is that the horse and rider also offer useful insights into escaping the managerialist control trap.  The article offers an insider’s view of some approaches experienced horsepeople use to create the best horse-human relationships.  Managers may gain fresh insights into power, co-power, and leadership in the workplace by learning from the example of horse riders and trainers who deal in the physical immediacy of these concepts on a daily basis. 

Dualism and Hierarchy
In the western world, our understanding of power is quite dominated and stunted by two concepts which are linked to each other.  These are the concepts of dualism and hierarchy. 
Dualism refers to the tendency to understand something in terms of its opposite.  Dualisms are pairs of oppositional terms like black-white, right-wrong, management-labor.   Dualisms also have one term (usually the first-mentioned in the pair), which is presumed superior to the other term.  Typically, in our culture, the first of the following common dualisms is the superior (privileged) term: male is better than female, hard better than soft, mind better than body.  The dualism of rational-irrational is linked to gender.  Rational is associated with maleness and irrational is associated with femaleness.  Derrida (19??) uses the term “phallo-logocentrism” to refer to the tendency in our Western culture for men to define what is rational.  Thus what is rational is, by definition, male; and rational is superior to what is irrational.  In the same fashion, what is female is irrational and inferior to what is rational and male.  Notice that this narrow view of focusing on such dualities (a or b) may prevent us from even considering other dimensions of the situation (choice c).  For example, we might avoid the male-female, rational-irrational duality by looking at aesthetics.  In keeping with the male-female, rational-irrational dualism, the male is associated with the intellect and the female is associated with the body.  Accordingly, we in Western culture value the intellect more than the body.  (Consider the “dumb blonde” stereotype, or even the “dumb jock.”)  


There are commonly used phrases which depict the horse as the wild, the untamed.  We use the following phrases: wild horses, feeling one’s oats, chomping at the bit, taking the bit in one’s teeth, and horsing around.  These phrases all connote the uncontrolled and unpredictable.  The word power, is itself often juxtaposed with the word control, as in “power and control,” a phrase often used in conjunction with leadership.  It is assumed that without control, power is dangerous, is uncontrolled, is wild. We use a different set of phrases to reflect the necessary efforts to bring such wildness into control, into service of the powers that be: back in the saddle, taking the reins, to rein in, to harness, and to hold your horses.  All these phrases reflect the traditional way of viewing the horse as part of the wildness of nature which needs to be tamed and controlled and brought into the service of human (and especially male) reason and logic. 

     
Today, the physical horse-human situations which first gave rise to the above common phrases, is no longer viewed or experienced as such an adversarial power struggle for rational man to control the wild animal.  Even the phrase “break the horse” is rarely used; instead, we usually say we will “start” the horse, meaning to educate them to saddle and bridle.  Current thinking in the equestrian field is more in keeping with the Monty Roberts (1996) “horse whisperer” style, and increasingly more horse professionals agree with Ledbetter. Bonnie Ledbetter was a well-known “horse whisperer” type from two decades before this term became popular.  She indicates that ... “the human-equine relationship is successful only when the horse performs to the outer limits of its potential–which it will do only if accepted on its own terms and given options forbidden by orthodoxy (Ainsley and Ledbetter, 1980, p. 10).”  These “partnership” approaches recognize that the most brilliant performances of horse-human partnerships occur when the horse is allowed the maximum freedom and voluntarily makes a gift of their performance, rather than feeling compelled to obey.



What might it look like, if we allowed maximum freedom?  Jeffrey Masson (1995) gives some examples of rewarding birds and dolphins only when they did something creative and new, not the same old “tricks.”  In these animal experiments, some animals took a considerably longer time than others to understand that what was being rewarded was not repetition of a known “trick” but rather a completely new behavior.  However, once they caught on to what was wanted, the behaviors demonstrated were surprising, new, and there were plenty of them, almost  floods of creative activity.

Some Links Between Power, Gender, and Control 

Raw power is uncontrolled power.  

That which is uncontrolled is often viewed as unpredictable and wild.

That which is unpredictable and wild is often associated with the female and the body.

That which is predictable and rational is more associated with the male and the intellect.

The wild and unpredictable is feared, and it is assumed that control is needed to make wild and unpredictable (female) power more predictable and rational, and less fearsome.      


Follett may not be considered a feminist; however, her concept of power is compatible with feminism in its avoidance of hierarchical dualisms, avoiding the either-or, powerful-powerless dualisms.  Follett called our attention to one of the most basic dualities: capital versus labor: “You can be for labor without being against capital; you can be for the institution” (1941: 82). She also sought to reconcile other dualities such as centralization and decentralization, by exploring the meaning of collective responsibility. Instead of management versus labor control, she resituated the problematic duality as joint control.  Again she applied the concept of “interpenetration.” For example, Follett asserted (1941: 78) “The joint responsibility of management and labor is an interpenetrating responsibility, and is utterly different from 

responsibility divided into sections, management having some and labor some” (1941: 78). 



Follett wrote of the science of the situation, for both management and labor to study the situation at hand, but not rely upon scientific experts (as in the case of Taylorism). Follett advocated what would today be termed “joint search” or “joint-conference” search committees to jointly research the facts and values of situations.  She was the first advocate of situation-search models of leadership and cooperation. Addressing the issue of management and employee qualifications for joint-conferencing, Follett contended that this activity also had to involve interpenetration: ”the willingness to search for the real values involved on both sides and the ability to bring about an interpenetration of these values” (1941: 181). We believe that this is more than just the ploy and decoy of non-union shop committees.


“A genuine interweaving or interpenetrating by changing both sides creates new situations” (p. 200). This concept of interpenetration is central to how Follett taught management and workers to overcome dualities. “This is the problem in business administration: how can a business be so organized that workers, managers, owners feel a collective responsibility?” (p. 81).  Follett saw labor-management functional structural divisions as artificial, and saw “managing itself is an interpenetrating matter, that the distinction between those who manage and those who are managed is somewhat fading” (p. 84).  Similarly, Follett noted “No sharp line can be drawn between planning and executing” (p. 88), nor between  business policy and department policy (p. 92). In sum, Follett resituates duality after duality.


 Follett also addresses the nature and purpose of power. She begins her essay on power by asking, “What do you want power for?” (p. 97). She did not favor accumulating power to further the struggle between capital and labor, or to fulfill the desire for power.   She distinguishes between power-over and power with, or co-active power rather than coercive power (Follett, 1924: 101). 

Our task is not to learn where to place power; it is how to develop power  Genuine power can only be grown, it will slop from every arbitrary hand that grasps it; for genuine power is not coercive control, but coactive control. Coercive power is the curse of the universe; coactive power, the enrichment and advancement of every human soul. (Follett, 1924: xii).

If managers or workers win you have power-over.  In her advocacy for cooperative forms of corporate governance Follett (1941: 106) noted “ we have not got rid of power-over in the cooperatives. I do not think we shall ever get rid of power-over; I do think we should try to reduce it.”   


Follett has what she calls a  “circular” theory of power whereby managers, workers, and other stakeholders influence each other. This can be seen in the following excerpt from Follett (1941):

Circular behavior is the basis of integration.  If your business is so organized that you can influence a co-manager while he is influencing you, so organized that a workman has an opportunity of influencing you as you have of influencing him; if there is an interactive influence going on all the time between you, power-with may be built up (p. 105).


Beyond the Empowerment-Disempowerment Duality.  Follett transcends the

empowerment-disempowerment duality in three steps. Follett’s first move is to differentiate delegation from power:  “I do not think that power can be delegated because I believe that genuine power is capacity” (p. 109). “Power is not a pre-existing thing which can be handed out to someone, or wrenched from someone (p. 111).”   In other words, you cannot empower another.  The HR empowerment writers, we believe, confuse this point, too often viewing empowerment as a form of delegation.  Second, Follett redefines the role of managers: “where the managers come in is that they should give workers a chance to grow capacity or power for themselves” (p. 109). This position is consistent with the critical writers who argue that true empowerment can not be bestowed by benevolent management.  Intuitively if not explicitly, Follett realized that bestowing power only reinforces the dualism of powerful-powerless, thus ultimately maintaining the superior position of the powerful. (e.g. Boje & Dennehy, 1993: 204-205, Jacques, 1996). Follett’s third and final step resituates the duality of either/or by offering her theory of co-active power: “the aim of every form of organization, should be not to share power, but to increase power, to seek the methods by which power can be increased in all” (1941: 182). In sum, power for Follett is a self-developing capacity (p. 110), not a zero-sum game resulting in power-over. These three moves, to us, open up a new angle on the contemporary empowerment-

disempowerment duality.

          Follett favored workers’ councils, including direct representation of workers on boards of directors and departments, and the training of workers in the financial affairs of the entire firm. The cooperative and guild movements also stressed worker-participation in the governance of the whole firm; employees were to become co-owners of production, not just design-participants.  Empowerment through co-ownership is not the same as empowerment through participative approaches to work design that afford more team participation or worker-control over the pace and layout of work.

          Follett refuses to accept powerful-powerless dualities by searching for pathways of interpenetration and difference, in a dynamic and non-linear theory of power. Follett’s win/win notions of power-circularity and integrative unity fashion a co-power theory of empowerment and disempowerment. This theory reflects, as Follett (1941: 91) puts it, “not only the relation of parts, but the relation of parts to the whole, not a stationary whole, but a whole a-making.” 

**The above article is heavily excerpted from  Boje and Rosile, “Where’s the Power in Empowerment” in the Journal of Applied Behavioral Science, vol. 37 no.1, March 2001, pp.90-117.

Of Stallions and Mares and Gendered Management Discourse
         Female-ness is associated with the sexual, the physical, and the irrationality.  This female-physical-sexual-irrational power threatens male rationality and intellectual control.  Male control is reinforced through the “feminization” of all jobs.  This “feminization” means the jobs require subservience, smiling, attentiveness, etc., which may be the essence of the “customer service attitude.”  Increased feminization (subservience) seems to foster power abuse.  Power abuse is most apparent in the case of sexual harassment, which is currently the number one reason for a lawsuit against a corporation.  This next article, and the exercises following it, examines how the constellations of meanings associated with the terms stallions and mares, can reveal the stereotypes of male superiority and male leadership.  Exploding some common myths about stallions can free us to explore common myths about male-dominated leadership models.  This opens the possibilities for less hierarchy and more shared power in creating new models of co-power and co-leadership.       

(Dr. Grace Ann Rosile, Business Research Yearbook 2001, and at www.horsesenseatwork.com)


Please indicate below whether you think these items are true or false:

___1. The stallion is the leader of the herd.

___2. The stallion determines the actual route or path the herd will follow.

___3. There is only one stallion for each herd.

___4. Stallions will aggressively fight off threats to their herd, whether from humans or animals.

___5. Stallions are naturally very aggressive in the breeding process, and dominate the mares.    

___6. A stallion will completely ignore his human partner to get to a mare who is “in season.”

___7. A stallion’s aggressiveness comes from his instinct to preserve his species.

Many would say all the above statements are true.  In this workshop, I will offer a different perspective on gendered discourse, and a different perspective on stallions in particular,  which you can experience first-hand.  At the end of the workshop, you will understand how and why each of the above statements may be false.  You will also have some fresh ways of looking at power and leadership which are free from the need to see things hierarchically and dualistically, in dominant-subordinate black-white relationships.  

Just the word “stallion” evokes images of rugged individualistic leadership, power, dominance, and aggression.  Yet my own personal experience, as well as documented evidence (see especially Bodiansky, 2000, and Morris, 1988) indicates almost the exact opposite.

Items 1 and 2 are false.  What is leadership?  In terms of geographical routes, the mares lead the herd.  Mares have their own hierarchy, with one lead mare.  The stallion follows the mares.

Item 3 is false.  It is true that there is only one breeding stallion per herd.  However, there may be several young stallions, physically of breeding age, who have not yet challenged or been challenged by the dominant stallion.  Sometimes these young stallions may trail on the outskirts of the herd for protection, for a stallion (or any horse) alone will not last long against predators.

Item 4 is false.  It is not the stallion who is most dangerous.  It is the mare whose foal is threatened who is the most dangerous.  The mares are the ones who protect the herd from dangerous predators.  The stallions follow the herd, watching from behind to defend against other stallion challengers.  Even when challenged, stallions will be quite cautious in engaging in fighting.  All horses realize that fighting increases the likelihood of injury, and ultimately of death, for all parties.  Therefore two challenging stallions, or mares establishing status within the herd, will use a lot of threatening gestures to try to avoiding actual fighting (Bodiansky, 2000).

Item 5 is false.  It is the mare who controls the breeding process.  The mare poses a considerable threat to the breeding stallion, because she can kick him when he is in a vulnerable position standing on his back legs.  Thus in the wild or left on their own in pastures with mares, stallions will approach mares very cautiously and watch for the mare to give a signal that she will accept the stallion.  However, in most controlled-breeding facilities, the mares are physically restrained (legs are tied or hobbled) to prevent them from kicking the valuable stallions.  As a result, many stallions are aggressive to mares and also difficult for humans to control. 


Item 6 is false.  Morris (1988) indicates the horse-human bonds may exceed horse to horse relationships (1988, p.6).  My stallion will listen to me, usually even during the breeding process. 

Item 7 is false.  In order to preserve the species, the stallion will protect himself.  This usually means behaving cautiously, and perhaps with what some would call “wimpy” (cowardly and unmanly) behavior.  In my experience, stallions are like the cowardly lion.  They may be easily frightened, then when the fright is over, they will strut and appear brave.  Also, it is the nature of all horses to run from danger.  Some horses have more courage than others, but this is an individual difference affected by the horse’s early life experiences and the mother’s attitudes.

Dr. Grace Ann Rosile, from Horse Sense At Work, www.horsesenseatwork.com

EXERCISE: Picking up the hoof:

Who picks up the hoof?  Who is in charge?  Who has power?  Who has control?

What happens if you push the horse to his/her opposite side to take weight off the foot?  Who then has power?  Who has responsibility for picking up the hoof?  Who has authority?

EXERCISE: Standing on the “near” side, get the horse to walk in a circle to the left.  

Who is leading? Who is following? Who is in charge? Who has power? Who is working more?

Next, get the horse to walk in a circle to the right.

Who is leading? Who is following? Who is in charge? Who has power? Who is working more?

When you delegate a task, who does more work, you or your subordinate?

When you delegate a task, where do you stand?  Are you in the way? Does your position contribute to you having to work harder, or does your position make your job easier?

Have you paid adequate attention to training when you delegate a task? 

Have you assessed your own training needs as well as those of your subordinate?

EXERCISE: Influence: How do you increase ability to influence another? 

Follett (1941) says: “Circular behavior is the basis of integration.  If your business is so organized that you can influence a co-manager while he is influencing you, so organized that a workman has an opportunity of influencing you as you have of influencing him; if there is an interactive influence going on all the time between you, power-with may be built up” (p. 105).

How do I learn to influence the horse?  First, I must adapt, adjust, balance, and control my self, my own body. I must bend and give and absorb the horse’s motion to stay in balance myself.  Only after I am steady and in balance, can I move parts of my body to effectively give signals and influence the horse’s body.  I have learned to not interfere with the horse’s balance, and then I progress to being able to assist the horse with their balance and position, and this is when I am truly training the horse.  Of course, if I am off-balance, I am still training the horse, but I am training them to be crooked and off-balance.

EXERCISE: Whose job is it, riding up a hill? Carrying the saddle?  “The joint responsibility of management and labor is an interpenetrating responsibility, and is utterly different from responsibility divided into sections, management having some and labor some” (Follett, 1941: 78). Externalized costs affect the going-up-hills example, similar to environmentalism and systems theory concepts. Ownership is different from participation, with horses and management.


EXERCISE: Walking patterns with the logs (using clear signals and overcoming fear).

Who has power?  Who leads and who follows?  What does control look like?

Follett distinguishes between power-over and power with, or co-active power rather than coercive power (Follett, 1924: 101).  

Our task is not to learn where to place power; it is how to develop power  Genuine power can only be grown,... for genuine power is not coercive control, but coactive control. Coercive power is the curse of the universe; coactive power, the enrichment and advancement of every human soul. (Follett, 1924: xii).

Power and Presence: Making yourself BIG; Empowering your horse/your partner/your employee.

Power is interpenetrating, coactive, processual/ “a-making”.  Co-power creates a new whole.

Coactive Co-power and Co-leadership MAXIMIZES POWER for ALL!
