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- one best \ya;? as ‘the supremé law. In other systems
the, suprerﬂé.lhw was the say-so of the boss.’ In the
Taylor systém the supreme Taw is the way scientifically
proved to be best.

Reign of Law

fore his

Tayldr_ is thus the lawgiver of industry. I} ’
day tlie government of industry was—in fact for the
most ' part it still is—in the same primitive stage that
politik:al.govermne'nt was,in before constitutinal mon-
archies ‘came into being. The say=so of the king was
the only law. It followed that “the king could do no
wrong.” Contrast this old doctrine with England’s
econstitutional monarchy today where the king is bound

- hy the law as truly as-are his “subjects™! :

So it was that Taylor called the ordinary system
the “military” system; a hierarchy of arbitrary power
irf which the head of the business, as captain of in-

* dustry, simply subdivided the command among de-
partmeﬁts under lieutenants, who still' further sul?di-
vided it; as in an army a General’s authority is subi-
divided among Colonels, Majors, Captains, etc. In
such a system, each commander’s word is the supreme
law for those below him. In Taylor's system; ou
the other hand, every functionary was himself subject
to the higher law of what had been proven best.,

The following is quoted from the manuscript he
[)I'Cﬁa;'ed for his Harvard lectures, the italics being his:

#You realize, of course, that the military type of management

has been here entirely abandoned, and that each one of these
funcgienal foremen is king over his particular function; that

is, king over the particular class ofwacts which he understands,

and which he directs; and that not only all of the workmen
throughout the place obey the orders of . this functional fore-
man in his limifed sphere, bui.that every other f1{:xcti0nul‘
foreman obeys his orders in this one rf:pugl.*" d
“Thiis we have a radically new, and what at\ first appears
ex(_:ced‘ingly_ confusing” state of things, in which every man,
foreman as wetl as workman, receives and obeys ordgrs from
many other men, and in the case of the various functional
" foremen they continually, give orders in their own particular |
line to the very.men from whom they are receiving orders

in other lines. -For this reason the work of the planning

Jepartment represents an intricate mass -of interwoven orders -
}

or: directions, proceeding backward and forward between the
men in charge of the various functions of management.”
-1 [Volume I, page 290.]
Actually there is only one master, one boss: namely,
knowledge. [Vol. I, page 291.] !
Copley says of Taylor himgelf: )
Imyerious as Caesar, he was \of dogmatic or arbitrary.
He did not pretend to b,e a lawmaker—only {d lav ndef.
-“You had to do what he said, not just because he s:&id it,
© but because he knew the best way; and you had to/ take
!
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his word for this only for the time being, or until the thing
could be proved by its workings. If you cg'uld prove that
yours was the best .way, then hie would adopt your way
and feel very much obliged to you. ‘Frequently he took hum-
ble doses of his own imperious medicine. [Volume I, page
175.] .

As the novelty of functional management impressed\
itself -on Taylor he realized how hard it would be

to convert others to it.” 4

The prepossession in favor of the military type was so
strong with the managers and owners of Midvale that it was
not until years after functional foremanship was in continual
usc in this shop that he dared to advocate it\to his superior
officers as the «correct principle. [Volurge ‘I, page 304.]

. Science vs. Tradition'

Doubtless it might be answered that even the ordi-

# mary shop management bas its laws: or ‘customs to

which managers and mep are subject. G.rant;cd that
this' is ﬁ'Lle, nevertheless, the law of tradition and the
law of science are s different as night and day.
Practically never can we find “‘the one best way ™
by.-guessing or groping in the dark. One’ might as
well try to predict the next eclipse by guessing.  Yet -
tradition rules oui‘ lives more than any other force.’ ;
\\7}'&&1, after I \ziry ages' of trac 'ti)on, science enters
on the scene a bhttle royal is inevitable. It is there-
fore no accident tifat we find the] conflict between
science and tradition in the biographies of Copernicus,
Galileo, Darwin or Pasteur as in Copley’s biography
of Taylor. . ) .
Such a conflict was inevitable. * Taylor had to pay
tlie price for disturbing the peace in industry—indns-
try being sublimely - unconscious of its shortcomings

~and unwilling to be reformed.

It might ‘naturally be supposed that if scientific
management is capable of enriching employer and em-
ployee to t}lc”é,xtra&rdinary extent shown in Copley’s
account, it would be eagerly adopted by every business
concern.  The fact that this has not yet happened
is \spm’etjme.s made the basis of childlike argument to
prové that, there must be something radically: wrong
with it ’ . )

Even today scientific, management has t_oy fight its
way. Copley’s book will help enormously to smooth
the path of the Taylor Society. "But with the best
of. satesmanship, progress against the inertia of tradi-
tion will he slow. P

Copley tells us of Taylor:

Tn 1909 he wrote to a fellow worker in the field of iu/'
dustrial. management:  “I have’ found that any imiprovement,
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of any kind"is not only opposed, but aggkessively and bit-
terly opposed, by the majority| of men, and the reformer
must usually;tread a thorny path” [Volume I, page 416.]

Take for instance, the specific example of, Taylor's
discovery that a stream of water continually. poure&
- on the cutting edge of a tool would cool the tool so
as to increase the speed of cutting 30 to 40 per cent.
A Trench scholar, on reading of this discovery, re--
marked, “[ This fact is] so easily verified that one is
justified in being astonished| that [it is] not known
to everybody.”  Although this fact had been kiown
to the public sincc?1884; Taylor wrote in 1906: .

“So far as the writer knows, no other shop [than Midvale]
was:similarly fitted up [with water supply for| the machines]’
until that of the Bethlchem Sjcvl Company 'in 1889, with
the exception of a small steel works which was an offshoot
in pérsonnel from the Midvale S teel Company.” [Volume I,
‘page 242.] “ . (.

The disinclination to clumg‘c:exprcsscs itself in everyt
sort of excuse for not changing. Taylor said:’

“It is a very curious fact that cach individual manager
160ks upon his problem ;15/:]10 most difficult there is anywhere
in the world, and as having little or no -relation, to any
other problem "of ‘mzmagcmbnh This is caused by the fact

- that cjlch manager realizes the special difficulties which he
has to face in his own problem, and fails to se¢ that other
managers are faced with equal difficulties. .

. “For example, the man who is managing a simiple type of
company, in which the work is rather clementary, will say,
‘Scientific management can very readily and very properly
‘be applied lto an elaborate company, in which there are a
great many trades calling for cspecial ski]],lctc.. but for my
company, which is very simple i its nature, scientific manage-
m\é'nf{ calls for too much red tape.” On the other hand, the

m:maEcr who is-at the head of an establishment calling for

intricate work, and work of great variety, will state, ‘Scien-
tific management can very rcadily be applied to the simpler
kinds of work, but my work is so intricate and difficult
that it can never be reduced to anythipg like scientific laws
“or rules.) -, .
“T have hardly ever seen the inanager who f
at the outsef.,that scientific management could be s
applied to his particular work” [Volume 17, page

363.]
=7 .
Obstacles to Progress -~ b

All or most of the obstacles which ‘impede’ progress
may be included under the head of conservatism. but
in the present case, e may conveniently distingui ity

six sub-divisiops: lazines
offended special’ interests
economic theories. -

labor prejudice, and false

. Laziness -
o

Laziness in some degree may perhaps be said to
be a universal humanattribute. - We all dislike the
effort required to get out of a rut or habit.
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ignorance, offended pride, "

» In his lat
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There still are nLa‘ny fthousands of men. and women who
are so worried anj} generally upset when called ypon to
depart from a fixe
is to leave t‘Zem to the rottine or wean them away from
it very gradually. [Vo)ujme 1, page 434.] : .

It takes gumptﬁon to make any change, and after
it is made, every ‘fucrv Tnust be stretched to keep the
new systtm going f1117 speed. ~ One essential of the
Taylor Systdm is| that ‘everyone ‘should do his utmost
whilc the| natural tendency is ever to play the slacker.
It s the| old conpiﬁt between our higher-and lower
natures. | W¢ like v
the strain ourselves.

The following é‘ho,ws how irsidious is the tendency
to back-slidel and | take it easy. C

Though |Midvale did not throw out T
began, not|long after he left there, to slough them off
For this sloughing or sagging, there is a rcady cxu]an:\{io?\:
no. one at| Midvale lexcept Taylor h'imstlf was imbued wil(h
the philosqphy/ that lay back of his methods and mechanisms.
roytars, Taylor came to sce clearly that scientific
management could not exist in any establishment until chief
u’-xecutivcﬁy planners,| supervisors, @and cxccutors or operatives
all had undergone the “complete mental revolution” involved.
[Volume [, pages 339-340.] ’ !

To Taylor, laziness was a deadly sin. He disliked
seding arlyone do- less than his best. “What William
James calls'the habit of inferiority to vour full self,”
was his special object of attack. The “one best way”
scemed, fin Taylor’s mind, to stand out’ not as -the
top of al rounded hill, but as the sharp peak: of a
mountain,. B

e digapproved not only of lazy workmen but of
lazy managers. IHe believed they often put details up
to the workman not really because they thought this
the best|way, but simply because “the management
was’ disinclined to assume the duties, burdens and
responsibiilities that riaturally belonged to.it.”7

: Ignorance .
As an example of ignorance, we find the curious
\spectacleof a great captain of industry “under the
traditional “military” system, ruthlessly replacing sci-
entific management by his own accustomed methiods,
without, apparently, knowing or wanting'to know ex-
actly what it was which he was throwing away.
“Taylor wrote td General Crozier in 1910
“1 ‘think it is quite remarkable that our system should
have survived as well as “it appears to have done at the
Rethlehem  Steel Company. -1 think T told you that the
moment j:thw:\h took charge of the Bethlehem Works in
1901, he grdered our whole s m thrown out. e s

7\'olum$: I, page 241.
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routir_le that the ‘o}nly'thing you can do

to see others try but seek to avoid °

clor's methods, it -
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