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the responsibilities with which the earlier type of
chief executive was intimately concerned—matters of

‘departmental execution—must now be left to depart-

ment chief executives with adequately defined re-
sponsibilities. Another considerable portion of the
responsibilities of the earlier' type of executive—
determination of policy, projects and plans—cannot be
carried adequately by-a single individual. Is not. the
conference and committee system, properly developed,
really a composite exvecutive which aids, on the one
hand, the chief executive in carrying the policy‘anq
project portion of executive responsibility, and on the
other hand,’the several departmental executives in

.r-,cirrying the responsibilities of detail execution?

Several times in the course of the discussion of
this group 'of propositions reference was made to
idedl relations and ‘practicable relations between the
chief executive and ks associates. Those who made
such reference agreed that a chief executive should
set up in his mind an ideal organization and ideal
™ routine of relationships, based on the assumption that
the enterprise has been functionally analyzed and
suitable “individuals for eachy, function are available,
and that the chief executive should have this ideal
plan in mind in the development of the organization.
However, experience has demonstrated that it is pracg/
ticably impossible to bring together individuals eac
- perfectly equipped for a particular function. Individ-
‘uality is a powerful element in any group composed of
persons who have been chdsen for executive positions
in large ‘part just beciuse they have individuality.
Turthermore, each irdividuality will develop new qual-
ities under the influence of any particular association
of individualities. Therefore the chief executive is
"under the compulsion of wodifying his idéal plan to
conform to the particular characteristics of the group
of executives associated with him. The truly great
chief executive is he who has a wise ideal plan,
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calls to associate with him such individuals as conform -

reasonably to the requirements of the plan, then by
force of personal educational ability and by force of
the moulding influence of the environment he creates,
causes these individyals to grow .info truly functional

‘cooperative relationsl‘jips, and at the same time brings
1

- out inl each individua
capacntles

The second group of propos:tlons was as follows
II. . Detail Aspects of Relationship

1. Until such time as the procedure ouﬂuled above
has resulted in the establishment of an understanding

all his valuable peculiar potential

s

to executives;
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staff group, each member with a proved, coordinated
departmental policy, and procedure, the chief execi-
tive should keep in close — daily — contact 'wmh staff
executives and operations.
“ 2. The principal activities of the chwf executive
should be concerned with '

a. The resporm!)tlttgc_v outlined aboz’e (I-1,1-2).

b. Lxceptional problems of operation resiiting
from unevpected situations and m'iscalculatibh:,» .

¢. Failures in coordination of work of associate
executives. .

3. The chief exccutive should define clearly each
staff evecutive's wesponsibility and its rélations to
general purpose and plans; and showld' grant each
evecutive a(?‘cquatc corresponding authority. :

4. The chicf executive should establish and ob-
serve a routine of executive work and of réld{iomhi‘p
he should not, ‘for example, directly
instruct or discipline the sul)ordmutm of a- stoff execu-
tve,

5. Chief ewmtwc decisions and orders :hould be’

fully explained. .
6. In Ius contacts ‘with associate ctccufwes the
chief executive should be
a. Assured of his facts and conclusions, and
not convinced of his infallibility;
b.  Direct and firm as supervisor and appraiser,

v\lmi courteous;

. ¢. Patient in expectation of understanding and
action by asSociate executives with respect to new
propositions which he alone_ lzaw had lzme to zm'e:hgate
and consider thorougltly.

7. The chief executive should use the conference
as an opportunity for self-expression on the part of
lis associates and for securing their jiidgments, but
should not - mzsuse it as an opportunity for expressing
limself only and.imposing his otwn Judgments.

8. Staff executives should be- developed within the
organization; the chief executive is morally bound

to ‘exhaust every resource in developing junior execu-

tives to capacity fo assume staff responsibility; for
every evecutive there should be in the organization
1a competent alternate. !

9. The chief executive should establish clearly de-
\fined principles of remuneration of executives along
the, following lines:

a. Remuneratoin slmul&)c direct and at regu-
lar intervals—in the_form of salary;

b. Remuneration should not have as its ma]ar
element profit-sharing rewards of supposed distribu-

. which he has hélped to
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tion of profits which ten ta deprc:v standard salaries;
" ¢. Remuneration sho Hd increase with experi-
ence and length of serv ce, | 1
d. Remuncradion|shoyld be based on measured
contribution of each position; to the common result,
10. Provided there i na; oﬁpormmly for prémo-
tion, the chief executive| sholld * ‘graduate” out of his
organization " into positions'| in other organizations
discover, such of his execiu-
abiljty and capacity greater
adequately remunerated in

- tives as hatle developed
than is reqitired by an,
the position now orc'u[?icd.
© As stated earlier in this report, this group of more
specific propositions did| not i‘r(cdve much considera-
tion, chiefly because the wallablc time was exhausted
in discussion of the first group of mgre general propo-
sitions. However, the seconfl group of propositions
was referred to as a ;,roupla number of times in
discussion; in mobk instance§ with general approval
without ‘exccptions, and in seferal instances with gen-
‘eral approval but with cértair exceptions. It is these
exceptions which should| be ‘Joted in the record. -
. Propos‘ition I g4—that the chief exccutive should
establish and observe a. routi ’é—"was not dis,a[iprovegi,
but the example ut1117ed n e plmmtion—thaﬁ a super-
for execttive’ should not i(hrc%ﬂy instruct or discipline
the subordinate of an assocfate executive—was dis-
approved. It was asserted,in tliat connection that there
should be free intercours, between the chief exequtive
and any member of the organization, of whatever
-, degree of responsibility, that the chief executive should
" be accessible to.any sub(}rdm te and any subordinate
" accessible to the chief executiye. . There should be no
such sense of rank, higher or lower as to impair good
fellowship throughout 111 o1g111117at10n
As umlerstood by these articular discussers, the
example cited in the state nent of proposition I1. 4 was
subject to ¥riticism. But it \:Las not intended that it

» should ‘be so.interpreted. | Ob iously, the example was
not happily worded. The example ! was intended to
be so worded as to dis]Lppr ve ‘the practice of the
chief executive who, wal king [through plant or store,
observes something whigh h and
immediately and publicly| “calls down” the workman
or sales ](er;on involved. (The rhief executive does not
know the circumstances ing 'behind the act or situ-
ation to which he objects.' To him, the responsible
person should be the dep: rtment head. This is quite a
different matter from being acdessible t6 all individuals
in an organization. The '

‘thmls 1s wrong,

2

‘example supporting propo-
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sition IL 4 should have been so stated as to assert that

the chief, executive should establish and observe an'

4understood routine of executive relationships which,

on’the ofie hand, would prevent his undermmmg the -

responsibility of a department head by giving casual
instructions directly to a subordinate of that depart-
ment head' (except when functional responsibility re-
quires such direct ms{ruct:ons), and, on the other
hand, would provide accessibility to h1m for any
member, of the organization. The two are not incon-
sistent. If a clerk gets out a report to the chief
executive in a form not agreeable to the chief execu-

tive, it is the supervisor of that clerk and not the :

clerk himself who should receive instructions from the

chief executive as to the form desired. On the other -

hand, if the clerk believes he is not receiving adequate

. instructions or fai treatment from his supervisor, and

if he wishes to appeal to the chief executive, the way
should be clear.

Exception was taken by one discusser to proposition
IL. 9. c. as stated. He raised the point that while
agreeing in general with the proposition, remuneration
should increase with length of service only ‘in case
the mind and spirit of the employees grow.” Respon-
sibility to the employee who does not grow is a diffi-
, cult problem.

Proposition 11:,9. d: was commentcd on by several
[hscusscrs Although all who referred 'to this propo-

~ sition were in general agreement with it, they called

attention ﬁrst to the difficulty of determining what
elements enter into contribution to the common re-
sult; and second, the difficulty of measuring the ele-
ments that it is agreed tlo enter into the common
result. You can’t judece an executive's earnings by
the balance sheet. It is inanimate; it is cold. It is
a list of material things. You have got to get right,
down to cach individual and find out how much he
contributes to goodwill and esprit de corps, con-
tributions which cannot be identified” in the income
statement. It is not impossible to rate the goodwill-
building ability of executives and it is desirable to
consider’ that, in addition to the profits he turns in,
as a basis of remuneration,

5
It it hoped' that the plans of the Taylor Soc1ety for

further inquiry into the work of the chief executive
may be carried on, and that the only individuals who
are ina position to ursue that study—the cliief exec-
utives themselves—wMIl appraise the results of  this
reconnaissance as warrant for continued active par-
t1c1patm): in the inquiry.
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