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.‘pracede any form of task system has been well done,

*and if the task system is properly installed, the work-

ers will and should accomplish their tasks in the time
set right from the start. So far as that is concerned
either system of pay might be established. Another
point is that in actual practice, if the system is properly-
installed and administered, it is an exception for a work-"
er to fail to accomplish a task on time—excepting when
the cause of failure is obviously beyond his control.
Every such case is investigated and if the circumstances
warrant, extra time is allowed for the specific job only—
as for instance in the machine shop practice if a casting
has excess stock requiring an extra cut, or material is
karder than it should be, necessitating less feed or
speed than that specified. Where such extra allowances
are made, steps are taken to prevent the trouble re-
curring in the future. They should of course be of
infrequent occurrence. Usually they are reported, in-
vestigated and adjusted while the job is in progress.
It has been my experience that in the great majority
of cases, failure to accomplish a task is due to some
shortcoming of the management rather than of the
worker.

Under the task and bonus system a sufficient number

of hours work must be kept ahead of the worker, the
loss of bonus in case each job is not furnished on time
being large enough to overcome any inclination to
stretch a job out when work may appear to be scarce,
or to overcome the tendency to soldier, which, as I have
stated, arises at times under straight piece work. The
worker may be depended upon to turn out his jobs on
time and to put up a kick if he is not kept supplied with
work or if standard conditions are not maintained. As
it is customary to pay the functional foremen in the
shops a bonus based upon the percentage of jobs fin-
ished on time by their men, they may be counted aupon
to back yp their men in holding the management up to
its job. " In this, to my mind, lies one of the greatest
merits of the task systems—the workers push the man-
agement more than the management pushes them. -

" Failure to provide enough work results in a just pen-
alty upon the management under Gantt’s scheme, as the
workers must be paid at their “day rate” for any “wait-
ing time,” which is charged to that branch of the man-
agement responsible and cannot be ignored or hidden
by tacit understanding, as is the case under piece work
and in varying degree under,a premium system.

Task and bonus in connection with suitable mechan-
isms—route sheets, operation orders, bulletin boards,
etc.—for planning and control of plant operation, leads
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to the maintenance of a force properly adjusted to the *
volume of work, instegd of one large enough to handle
the peak Joad in all d%artments or operations. It re-
sults in looking furtlller head ; in more uniform earn-
ings for the employers and in the long run in smaller
labor turn-over. Employees are taught to do more than
a single operation so that if one class of work drops
off and another builds up they can be shifted to meet
such fluctuations. Contrary to the opinion held by the
uninformed, there is less of objectionable, intensivé
specialization under scientific management than under
“systematized”  or “unsystematized” ~management.
Versatility on the part of a worker is an asset, and it is
an advantage to be able to pay a higher rate in pro-
portion as a worker is able to do any work to ‘which
he may be assigned. This is possible under Gantt's
scheme. .

Gantt’s original plan was to set a task time upon
which the “bonus” was based. The rate of bonus var-
jed, depending upon the nature of the work, from a
minimum of 20 per cent to as high as 100 per, cent of

the task time. For work such as general machine work . !

35 per cent has proved popular.

Classes of work making greater demands bn skill,
exertion or responsibility, or of a disagreeable nature,
would call for a higher rate of bonus. On relatively
simple repetitive work 25 per cent is satisfactory, al-
though if the gains in production permit, as they usually
do, it is better to pay 30 or 35 per cent. Anything less
than 20 per cent is not sufficiently attractive to be ef-
fective. How high the bonus rate may be placed de-
pends in some measure upon the savings in direct wage
cost resulting from the change to “task and bonus.”

For illustration of the working of this scheme, let us
suppose that 1Q hours is the task time for ;djyj, 35
per cent, or 3% hours. the “bonus” to be patdif the
job is done in 10 hours or less, and the workers “day
rate” to be $.50 per hour. Then if the worker finishes
the job in 10 hours he would receive 1314 hours pay

@ 50¢c = $6.75 or $.675 per hour. If he does it in
less than 10 hours he is paid for the time taken plus the |

bonus time, 3% hours. If, for instance, he takes only
8 hours, his pay would be 8 plus 3y = 1114 X $.50 =
$5.75 or $.72 per hour. His bonus rate based upon the
time taken would in this case actually be 43.7 instédd
of 35 per cent. His total pay for the job would have
increased only 6-2/3 per cent while he saved 20 per cent
of the time allowed.

Later Gantt changed this—unwisely I believe—so that
if in any case the job were done in the task time or




