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The suggestion was made by one of the speakers
t?nat he does not agree with my statement of the two
limitations of the workman: first, the narrow-mind-
edness resulting from his limited experience ; and, sec-
ond, the militancy of his point of view. .

I simply join issue without trying to argue
further. My purpose with respect to ménager, work-
man, and social scientist was to pick out certain high
lights and not to make my analysis so exhaustive that
we would lose ourselves in the consideration of
minutiae. [ endeavored to pick out what seemed to be
c-ertain great-advantages and great disadvantages per-
tAm.ept to each, .and. to allow you to add to them‘ad
infinitum as you wish. Now- I picked out the %wo
fiisadvantagcs which seemed to me the great outstand-
e w ing disadvantages 6f the workman. I was not think-
g individ- ing of the exceptional workman. I-have met him.

But I was thinking of the average workman, not es-

Pecially informed),concerning the industrial mechan-"
_ism, industrial process or industrial policy. Hé has

not the breadth of view “possessed by the manager or
the social scientist. I will not deny the intellectual
keenness or mental power of the workman, but merely
Fhe lack of information on his part.regarding what is
essential to an understanding of the inddstrial mech-
:anism. I believe that if we are considering the more
immediate influence of a policy, let u say, tomorrow,
or next year, it is probable that the' workman will not
reason very accurately on - the basis of the facts. At
the same time, if we want to know what will be the
i;1ﬂ11e11ce of a certain course of acts in the long run,
. ‘without liniiting ourselvés to any stated term of years
[ do not know but what the workman may have certaiI;
factllties developed out of his experience which will
intuitively tell him something near the truth as to
what the results will be, .

. Professor Metcalf suggests that we are not' apt
to get very far as a result of our discussion of these
problems. I think, however, that it is absoultely es--
sential that we make the effort. Experience teaches
all of us that to make real progress with a new move-

; ment we must be frank in pointing out both what we
I was referring to the group -believe to be conspicuous advantages of that move-
of managers and of their average ability. I believe ment and what we believe .to be conspicuous disad-
that the manager, through his intellectual ability and ~ vantages. I wish to say that I was ready to discuss
through ‘accurate knowledge of industrial facts, is bet- 211 phases of this problem with répresen.tatives of la-
ter qualified than any of the group T mentioned to bor, if. they had been here this evening in accordance
,r.ender sound opinions concerning the immediate prac- with arranger;Lnts; and my greatest regret is that no
ticability of proposed in dustrial policies, and is well representative of labor had a part in the discussion.
qualified to render judgments concerning industrial The (Question hag been asked if there is any owner
tendencies. No one of my acquaintances has sat for O: albu'smess o W°“1d b e e the chances
an evening in the company of able busindss men and géssp 2::51 fespol:iblllty fOI'. e ot s busi
not cgm? away with such an opinion. is both "Y};s","lozrnd ?‘1";\1‘;""30%1(31 e e
. ton. . es, because we know of

B

i? is sound psychology to interpret business, and par-
ticularly the problem of human relationships, from
the point of view of the necessity that the manager
_should earn profits.

I believe sound psychology demands that the dis-
cussion must be primarily from that point of view.
In this particular industrial régime, in %which nearly
every industry represents property ownership and cor-
porate organization, in which ownership is widely
scattered and ip which the manager is merely a trus-
Fee,—an industrial régime which will not change rap-
xdly,—.nit is absolutely necessary that the' individual -
manager have regard for profits. If 'he does not, he
will, as Mr." Hathaway said, not only cause his prin-
cipals to fail in business zj:t will also cause himself
to fail ig his trusteeship -4nd in reputation; he will
cease to be a self-supporting, self-sustainin,
ual.

But I believe also that it is sound psychology for
the social scientist to inject discussion from the ’point
of view of a régime of no profits. That serves as a
corrective to too extreme or narrow a point of view'
on the part of those who must assume the' necessity
of profits in their discussion; as a corrective to their
failure to observe an evolution which is . modifying
the esteem in which not only profits but also indi.
vidual ownership of property and even individual
rights are ‘enfoying in human opinion. In.fact it is
the thesis of ‘my address that the views of the man-

ager, the wqrkman, and the social scieniist are the
/views of functionalized specialists in reasoning, each-
of whom assumes different premises or emphasizes
the sathe premises differently in ‘his reasoning. It is
the fact that we welcome such different pointé of view
that gives the society vigor. ) o

With respect to the advantages’ of the manager it
was asked whether I did not attribute to him tookgreat
m'fiivjdual ability. T trust I am not accused of a%trib-
uting to every manager the ability T attributed to the
average of the group. There are individual cases of
pathetic narrowness of mind and ignorance of agreed-
upon industrial facts. The questioner evidently had
one such case in mind. '
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st conspicuous case of all has been named here to-
ight, a business concern which is usually named when

* men—talk on this subje(:t,—én institution whose ex-
ceptional greatness stands out like the tallest peak
above the plains. | But this particular success was
fathered by men of extraordinary vision and largeness
of heart.and mind. The founders of this business had
extraordinary capacity for choosing.men to help them
and for making men work. Not 0n1y~wege these un-
usual capacities combined in one leadership; but, in
*addition, this business was begun under circumstances
such that its founders were freer to do with that
business as they saw fit than is true in the great ma-
j;ority of cases today. The ownership of the business
is now spread arong many persons; but the initial
advantage due to rare ability on the part of the found-
ers has been. preserved through the development of
this -ability in the institution itself. The momentum
which was early acquired will carry along with it any-
thing that the leaders want to do, or anything that

?spicuoué cases where this has been done. The:

* their people want to do. -

But in other cases the. answer is “No.” Ask the
manager of any plant at which the point of view has
been the conventional point of view, and where the
ownership is ‘widely 'scattered. You, will not find that
manager prepared to carry out any such great things
as have been carried out in the above-mentioned plant,

i ,which is so often cited above all others as an illustra-

tion of what we think is possible of attainment in the

future. . o ) "
It was maintained by Professor Frankfurter and.

also by one of the later speakers that I emphasized

too much the outs of the workmen’s organization and.

point of mind. I think it is necessary to emphasize
the outs. It has lately beengour experience that the
two particular weaknesses of the workman’s position
to which I referred in my paper have stood in the way
of progress ‘more than almost anything else. I am
inclined to think that it is these two particular dis-
advantages that have more than anything else held
back the people who are believers in and workers for
the Taylor -System of management. - I wrote “those
two paragraphs when my mind was fresh from a read-
ing of Congressional discussions regarding anti-effi-
ciency legislation. The speeches, of course,- did not
express the real views of members-of Congress, for
the words had been put into their mouths. I advise’
you to read those speeches in the.Congressional rec-
ords, and then tell me if I am not justified in stating
that the narrow-mindedness and militancy towards
which labor tends is a serious disadvantage.

With regard to the weaknesses-of the social scien-

“tist, not much has been said in this discussion; perhaps
because it is thought that it is to this class that the

'
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writer of the pﬁxper belongs. I thiﬂk, however, that"

Mr. Fitch made a good point when he remarked that

I did not say enough about this subject; and I am

glad that he pointed out one defect to which I had

made no reference—namely, that men who\are called
social scientists are -often too social and n\é enough
scientific: If I ever write the paper over again I shall
mention that. What do we miean by this weakness
of being too social? Certainly not weakness in analyt-
ical ability, or in’logical power; the logical powers of
the social scientist are probably as good as thoseof
any of us. But correct reasoning depends not merely
on logical power; it depends also on that analytical
equipment which includes the ability o choose cor-
rect premises.” I. believe, therefore, that Mr. Fitch
has made a good point; for the premises of the social
scientist are not always correct. Although he ‘may
undertake difficult hibtorical research in the jhope of
getting the facts more accurately, than anydne "else,
when it comes to actual living problems he freq_uerttl/
starts on a false basis. R

I wish by way of closing to refer to Mr. Gregg’s

question: Where does the stockholder get off? I -

might have had a fourth part in my paper entitled
“the stockholder.” As a matter of fact, however, the
manager was in my mind standing for the stock-
holder; and I was discussing the stockholder when I
was discussing the manager. There was, however, a
good point in that question; and it could well be
brought out in a paragraph, if the)paper were to be
presented again. The manager is not free in his rela-

tions with his stockholders, and an individual stock- .

holder is not free in his relations with his fellow, stock-
holdérs. We all know that group action is a difficult
thing to orgdnize, and operate so as to produce re-
sults. And where ‘we have concentrated organization
and operation, combined with widelyscattered own-
ership, it is very difficult as a practical proposition to
get a common point of view, to get joint action and
o make things move. ’ R
I have two things to say about this proposition.
»Firs't, I am inclined to sympathize with the gggnager.
When Professor Frankfurter got through, I thought
I should have to get up and defend Mr. Hathaway;

even although Professor Frankfurter was apparently
criticising Mr. Hathaway' for not agreeing with him-

self. But after Mr. Hathaway and Professor Frank-
furter had had their several interchanges of wviews,
they came so near together that I realized I did not
need to defend anyone. I have
the manager; I conceive that he is compelled to rec-
ognize frankly his situation, I do not disagree with
Mr. Hathaway there. -But the manager: should do
what he can to. educate and convert’ his associatés.

great sympathy for °

Perhaps in one concern it cannot be done by a mana- °



