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Some Current Issues
in Human Relations

An authority on "human relations" offers his personal views
on this controversial subject and discusses applications to
modern business.

Human relations today has its iconoclasts and

lielievers, critics and supporters, detractors

and zealots. This is not surprising, for during

the past twenty years, numerous research

trroups have burgeoned and many individual

ir;\('stigators have become most active in tbe

field.

There have heen a fantastic outpouring of

[rofessional and popular books and articles.

untold new or revised college and university

lerings, a plethora of in-plant training

(iirses, a growing numher of training lahora-

s and seminars, and a seemingly ever-in-

king schedule of meetings and speeches—

• oncemed, in whole or in part, with "hu-

n relations."

t is to he expected that such a rapid and ex-

-ive development—involving persons with

.uly disparate education and experience, and

:arrying with it numerous challenges to con-

emporary ideas and practice—should hecome

focal point for controversy. In the face of

'ch controversy, excesses (whether pro or

•on) have been inevitable and confusion ramp-

•nt. Little wonder, then, that the innocent by-

tander has increasingly been asking: "What

this 'Human Relations' all about?"

Quite recently and appropriately, a number

^evaluative articles have appeared, each at-

OTE: Copyright by California Institute of Technol-
Sy, 1959.

tempting to appraise this new development.'

Some of them have heen written by partisans;

nevertheless, each makes a valuable contribu-

tion by highlighting trends, clarifying princi-

pal issues, or raising basic questions.

The present article represents an effort to

make a further contribution to current discus-

sion. For a number of years, I have thought

extensively ahout, done research in, taught, and

practiced in the area of human relations. With

this background of experience as a base, I will

first attempt to bring some order out of the

chaos which often surrounds the use of the

term "human relations" and to indicate what
the term now means to me. I will then present

and personally react to some of the most fre-

quently recurring criticisms directed at this

new field.

* See, for example: William H. Knowles, "Human
Relations in Industry: Research and Concepts," Cali-
fornia Management Review, I, 1 (Fall 1958), 87-105;
Malcolm P. McNair, "What Price Human Relations?"
Harvard Business Review, XXXV, 2 (March-April
1957), 15; Malcolm P. McNair, "Too Much 'Human
Relations'?" Look (October 20, 1958), pp. 47-4B;
Donald R. Schoen, "Human Relations; Boon or
Bogle?" Harvard Business Review, XXXV, 6 (Novem-
ber-December 1957), 41-47; Robert Tannenbaum, An
Evaluative Focus on Human Relations, Miscellaneous
publication (mimeo) of the Institute of Industrial
Relations, University of California, Los Angeles; Wil-
liam Foote Whyte, "Human Relations Theory—A
Progress Report," Harvard Business Review, XXXIV,
5 (September-October 1956), 125-132; William Gom-
berg, "The Use of Psychology in Industry; A Trade
Union Point of View," Management Science, III, 4
(July 1957), 348-370.
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What Is "Human Relations"?

Writing in 1950, John W. McConnell stated:
"Facetiously, someone has remarked that hu-
man relations are whatever those interested
in human relations study. If one may judge by
the divergent approaches of a number of re-
search groups, no single definition is at pres-
ent possible."" Not only bave the approaches
of research groups diverged, but so have the
usages of teachers, speakers, writers, practi-
tioners, and the lay public. And in the near
decade since McConnell wrote his article, little
has occurred to dispel the confusion.

Often the key source of difficulty in profes-
sional and public discourse on human relations
is a semantic, rather than a substantive, one.
Certainly the term "human relations" means
different things to different men; as a result,
adversaries talk about different things, fre-
quently without knowing it. Certainly, if the
term is to be continued in use, greater preci-
sion in its employment will be needed.

Four principal denotations of "human rela-
tions" have developed in usage during recent
decades. The term has variously referred to
inter- and intrapersonal phenomena, to a tool
kit for practitioners, to an ethical orientation.
and to an emerging scientific discipline.

1. Human relations as inter- and intraper-
sonal phenomena. The term is most frequently
employed to refer to interpersonal phenomena.
These phenomena may be involved in the re-
lations between one person and another:
among the members of a group; between one
group and another; among the persons and
groups in an organization; between one organi-
zation and anotber; among the persons, groups,
and organizations in a culture; and between
cultures.

The individual often strives to improve his
human relations. The manager refers to human
relations in his plant. Municipal and commu-

'John W. McConnell, "Problems of Method in the
Study of Human Relations," Industrial and Labor
Relations Review, III, 4 (July 1950), 549.

nity commissions on human relations concern
themselves with the relations among various
religious and ethnic groups. And so it goes.
True, some more specific terms have emerged
to denote certain relations—for example, per-
sonnel relations, group dynamics, union-man-
agement relations or industrial relations,
public relations, and international relations-—
and yet the term "human relations" continues
to be used at times to refer to each.

The term has been used less frequently to
refer to intrapersonal phenomena—variables
involved in the relationship of an individual
with himself. These factors have heen of con-
cern to therapists, clinicians, counselors, and
educators. Illustrative of these phenomena
would be the characteristics of a person's in-
ternal communication network, including the
relationship between his conscious and uncon-
scious selves.

2. Human relations as a tool kit for practi-
tioners. The term is often used to denote a
variously conceived collection of methods and
techniques for dealing with problems arising
out of inter- and intrapersonal relations. In
some instances, these have procedural implica-
tions, as in role-playing, buzz-grouping, T-
group training, the use of consultants and of
panels, consultative supervision, participative
management, and brainstorming. In other in-
stances, these have behavioral implications,
as in listening, conveying acceptance, and
avoiding defensiveness and aggressiveness.
The purpMDse of many human-relations courses,
seminars, and programs offered by industrial
organizations, schools, and others is to make
available to the participant some new human-
relations devices. And these are often ex-
pectantly sought as open-sesames to increased
interpersonal effectiveness.

3. Human relations as an ethical orientation.
The term often suggests values. It implies botd
"good" practice in the use of the tool kit and a
"high" quality of interpersonal relations. For
example, human relations is "an ethical system
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emphasizing the positive good that may result
from the right kind of interrelationships
among people." It is "a spirit of cooperation
and understanding among individuals and
groups at all levels of the organization"; "the
attitude of one human being toward anotber";
•'tbe dignity, tbe sense of satisfaction, tbe feel-
ing of security, or the lack of it that individuals
have in an organization"; "how well people get
along witb one anotber, sbowing etbical re-
gard for eacb otber"; "liking and disliking";
"considerate bebavior"; "good manners";
"decencies of relationsbips."' In tbis usage,
human relations is botb a guide for bebavior
and a desirable end to be sougbt.

4. Human relations as a scientific discipline.
Finally, tbe term "buman relations" is being
used to denote a field of inquiry—one wbicb
cuts across tbe jurisdictional boundaries of tbe
traditional social sciences in an effort to avoid
fragmented, compartmentalized, or partial ap-
proacbes to buman problems.

In an important sense, tbis field meets an
oft-expressed need for a more unified ap-
proacb. As early as 1928, Max Scbeler felt
that " . . . we no longer possess any clear and
consistent idea of man. Tbe ever-growing
multiplicity of tbe particular sciences tbat are
engaged in tbe study of men has much more
confused and obscured tban elucidated our
concept of man.'"' Twenty years later, in a con-
text of researcb in industrial relations. Pro-
fessor E. Wigbt Bakke made tbis closely re-
lated observation:

"It is obvious tbat tbe problem of buman
behavior witb which we are dealing cannot
be understood in terms of psycbology or
any one of tbe social sciences alone. Is it
not possible, tberefore, tbat in attempting to
follow the problem wberever it leads us, and
employing wbatever concepts and researcb

The statements in quotes are taken from responses
a questionnaire used in preparation for the writing

M my evaluation article, previously cited.
' Quoted in Rollo May, Ernest Angel and Henri F.

tlienberger (eds.). Existence (New York: Basic
Inc., 1958), p. 22.

tecbniques are relevant, we sball be able to
define tbe problem in sucb a way and de-
velop concepts and a tbeoretical framework
of sucb a nature tbat a major contribution
will be made to tbe foundation for an inte-
grated social and psycbological science?
Wbetber or not tbis result appears possible
or attractive to present scbolars in tbese
fields, we wbo are studying industrial rela-
tions are forced to work in tbis direction. It
is not a case of cboice alone, but of necessity,
for we cannot get results satisfactory to our-
selves and applicable to tbe solution of prac-
tical problems by employing tbe concepts,
tbeories, and metbods of any one science."'
In recent years, tbere bas been a growing

recognition of tbe ricb insigbts to be gained
tbrougb approacbing problems of inter- and
intrapersonal relations bolistically ratber tban
partially tbrougb tbe more narrow orientations
of any one of tbe traditional social sciences.
Individual researcbers are increasingly incor-
porating tbe tbeories and metbods of dis-
ciplines otber tban tbeir own in tbeir work.
Tbere are researcb groups comprised of indi-
viduals from many disciplines wbo are attempt-
ing in one way or anotber to pool tbeir respec-
tive competencies in tbe work tbat tbey do.
Some universities are encouraging interde-
partmental collaboration and occasionally es-
tablisbing new, integrated departments. And
publications are appearing wbicb effectively
bring togetber metbods developed in different
disciplines.

As I observe tbese and related trends, I see
a scientific discipline emerging—a discipline
wbich will ultimately integrate at least many
of the social sciences. There are those (includ-
ing this writer) who now refer to tbis emerging
discipline as "buman relations." Otbers are
calling it "the behavioral sciences." What is
important bere is not tbe term itself (some
other more appropriate one may in time evolve

" E. Wight Bakke, "Industrial Relations Research,"
Proceedings of the American Philosophical Society,
XCII, 5 (November 1948), 379.
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and gain general acceptance), but that to
which the term refers.

In my judgment, this discipline will bring
to bear existing and newly-developed theories,
methods, and techniques of the relevant social
sciences upon the study of inter- and intra-
personal phenomena, ranging fully from the
personality dynamics of individuals at one ex-
treme to the relations hetween cultures at the
other. This discipline will be a field of study
focusing upon definable phenomena and yield-
ing a body of knowledge relevant to human
behavior. It will have its applied branch which
will use knowledge emerging from basic re-
search in the solution of particular problems
for specified purposes. Associated with the lat-
ter branch will be researchers who will use
existing knowledge to provide a systematic
basis for later implementation, and practi-
tioners wbo will diagnose situations and take
action which they deem appropriate in terms
of objectives to be achieved. I would not
hazard a guess as to how long it might take for
this new discipline to emerge full-blown, but
the current trend in this direction is apparent
and the ultimate outcome, in my judgment, in-
evitable.'

What About "Human Relations"?

In considering the most frequently recurring
questions raised about "human relations," it
seems important to keep in mind the diversity
of meanings attached to the term. Too often of
late, criticisms which in reality are edmed at
hut one aspect of "human relations" tend to be
perceived by many as damning the entire field.
Most typically, questions are raised about the
practice of human relations—about tbe tool
kit, about the applicability of the tools, or
about the ethics guiding the use of the tools.
Much less frequently are questions raised

' This assessment of trends and predictions was first
stated by me in essentially the above form in my
evaluation article, previously cited. In light of develop-
ments during the five years since that writing, I am
now even more strongly convinced of my earlier judg-
ment.

about buman relations as a scientific discipline
or about the phenomena upon which the dig.
cipline focuses.'

In my judgment, the questions recently
raised about human relations can challenge
partisans to re-examine their basic assump.
tions, their values, and their practices. They
can make a real contribution to the develop.
ment of the hroad field of human relations by
dampening excesses and eliminating unsound
elements from thought and practice. A closer
look at these criticisms is therefore in order.

Is Human Relations Here to Stay?

With the emergence of any new thought or
mode which commands enthusiastic camp fol-
lowers and wide public attention, the question
inevitably arises as to wbether or not this is a
"here today—gone tomorrow" phenomenon.
With resjject to human relations, for example,
Professor McNair in his two articles uses
such descriptive terms as "vogue," "fashion,"
"fad," and "cult." To some persons, at least,
it is a passing fancy whose principal adherents
are essentially blind partisans placing their
bets on the wrong horse.

Human relations as a kit of tools. I person-
ally feel that this charge has merit with respect
to some of the contents of the htiman-rela-
tions tool kit. It is not unusual for a particular
method—such as buzz-grouping or brain-
storming (methods which are most valuable
when appropriately employed)—to he over-
sold by some of its proponents and to be in-
eptly used by some practitioners. Both over-
selling and improper usage can first lead to
wariness and then to rejection. As a result, the
good can be discarded with the had.

The unstructured training group, evolved bv
the National Training Laboratory in Group
Development and later utilized with modifica-

' One major exception to this observation w
mention. Many professionals active in the social sci-
ences disagree as to whether or not there is a troi"
toward the integration of these sciences and o"
whether, even though the trend may be present, tW'
is a desirable direction.
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tions by other training laboratories and in
sensitivity training, is a case in point. Tbe
unstructured group—which minimizes or elim-
inates the use of such conventional means as
formal leadership, prescribed member roles,
agenda, etc.—is a potent device for the genera-
tion of certain types of learning experiences.
When used for this purpose by artful trainers,
worthwhile ends can be attained. However,
there have been those who, having experienced
such training, jissume that the device of the
unstructured group is universally applicable
(even, for example, to ad hoc, short-lived, de-
eision-making groups), or that one experience
in such a group qualifies them as expert prac-
titioners in this area. As a result, the device
itself is rejected by some, when in fact their
criticism should be directed at the misuse of
the device.

It is the excesses and the deficient practices
which most often lead individuals to doubt the
permanency of any innovation. Fortunately,
human relations devices (as weU as all others)
must, in order to survive, pay off in practice.
If they do not, they will fall by the wayside or
he adapted until they do pay off. And most
nonprofessional practitioners are sooner or
later found out.

Human relations as a scientific discipline.
When we view himian relations as a scientific
discipline, with both basic and applied
hranches, I think there is little reason to doubt
that it is here to stay. Rather than being a fad
or fashion, it is as fundamental as man's rela-
tionship to man.

The nature of the points at issue here can
perhaps be well illustrated with reference to a
controversy currently taking place in many
professional schools of business administra-
tion. There are those who argue that human
relations (or the behavioral sciences) has no
place in such a school because it has little if

y relevance to business management, and
that the current interest in such schools in the
subject is but a passing fancy. '

Many wbo take this view see business units
as essentially economic and technological
entities (which certainly they are) but not im-
portantly as social organizations (which cer-
tainly they also are). To them, people are not
unique human beings in unique social group-
ings, but rather names on organization charts
whose on-the-job bdiavior is primarily deter-
mined (or ought to be) by job descriptions
and tbe desires of their bosses.

An increasing number of scholars, however,
are becoming aware of and are able to accept
the fact that people (with all their really human
qualities) are a fundamental part of any busi-
ness organization. They are there as indi-
viduals with their particular personalities;
they are there as members of many types of
groups; tbey are imits in the total organiza-
tion; and they are affected by the culture that
surrounds them.

While the effective manager must, without
question, be able to understand and deal with
economic and technological phenomena, he
must also be able to understand and deal with
interpersonal phenomena. Managerial prob-
lems involving motivation, morale, teamwork,
creativity, introduction of change, demand
creation, public relations, etc. can adequately
be solved only through a keen understanding
of relevant human-relations variables and an
ability to behave appropriately in light of such
understanding.

Because the manager's need for imderstand-
ing and skill in the human area is so basic and
pervasive, and because the emerging science
of human relations has presently and poten-
tially so very much to offer him in the direction
of meeting this need, it seems quite clear to
me that human relations (as a scientific dis-
cipline) is bound to be accepted as a basic
teaching and research area in professional
schools of business administration.

What is apparent in this one illustrative in-
stance is equally apparent in others. Man's re-
lationship to man has posed problems to him
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and to others for as long as he can remember.
Until fairly recently, be bas typically "played
it by ear" in facing tbese problems. Now, the
evolving discipline, altbougb still young and
often immature, increasingly offers a better
insigbt into tbe problems and ways for dealing
witb tbem. In my judgment, tbere is no turning
back. Man has too great a desire better to
understand and control bimself and bis en-
vironment.

Does Applied Human Relations
Implement Legitimate
Organizational Objectives?

Tbere are certainly those who would answer
this question with a resounding negative; in
fact, some would maintain tbat applied buman
relations actually interferes witb tbe attain-
ment of sucb objectives.

Once again Professor McNair provides tbe
pbrases wbicb best capture tbe flavor of tbis
point of view: Americans "cannot afford tbe
pampering luxury of 'buman relations,' " " . . .
tbe cult of buman relations is but part and
parcel of tbe sloppy sentimentalism cbarac-
terizing tbe world today." He feels tbat we can
devote "too mucb effort in business in trying
to keep everybody bappy," and be points out
tbat "witbout friction it is possible to go too
far in tbe direction of sweetness and ligbt,
barmony, and tbe avoidance of all irritation.
Tbe present-day empbasis on 'bringing every-
body along' can easily lead to a deadly level of
mediocrity."

One group of buman-relations specialists
bave been referred to frequently by tbeir col-
leagues as "tbe bappiness boys." A university
professor of industrial relations witb a national
reputation once wrote me tbat buman relations
bas a connotation for bim of "back-slapping
and fanny-patting." And only recently a man-
agement consultant bas written: "It's time to
debunk buman relations! Wby? Because we've
come to believe tbat it's only an employee's
relationsbip to bis fellow workers that matters

and the better this relationship, the happier
he will be.""

One cbarge suggested by many of these
statements is tbat tbe principal objective of
buman-relations practitioners is to keep people
bappy, regardless of tbe price. Employee bap-
piness becomes an end in itself—even in or-
ganizational contexts. It is felt tbat tbe prac-
titioners are often "bleeding bearts," soft (lack-
ing in tougb-mindedness), and tbat tbey would
"give tbe company away" if tbey were hut
given tbe cbance.

No doubt tbere are many persons in posi-
tions of responsibility in formal organizations
wbo act as if bappiness were always tbe ulti-
mate organizational value or wbo blindly make
tbe assumption tbat bappiness leads to tbe at-
tainment of otber goals. But any professional
buman-relations practitioner wortb his salt is
not this naive.

He knows that organizations are guided hy
different sbort- and long-run objectives. Almost
always some notion of profit maximization, of
service maximization, and/or of organiza-
tional survival are included. Employee bappi-
ness migbt even be one of the goals. But what-
ever objectives tbe organization defines for it-
self, tbe practitioner's concern is to discover
(tbrougb applied researcb, if at all possible!
wbicb buman variables are significantly related
to tbe attainment of tbese objectives. Tbe man-
ager can tben use tbe resulting knowledge rea-
sonably to ensure an optimum utilization of the
buman resources available to his organization
in the attainment of its cbosen objectives.

A related charge is that human relations
stands for "sweetness find light" and fw
"peace at any price." Human-relations spe-
cialists, it is suggested, hold to tbe view that
only good comes from barmony, and bad from
conflict.

On tbe contrary, professionals in the field
have as tbeir principal concerns tbe under-

° Bernard Davis, "It's Time to Debunk Human RelS'
tions!" Sales Management (March 7, 1959), p. 821
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standing of harmony and of conflict as social
phenomena; the discovery of those individual,
group, and situational variables most respon-
sible for harmony and conflict; and the de-
termination of possible relationships hetween
harmony and conflict on the one hand and
the achievement of organizational objectives
m the other.

It is becoming increasingly clear from re-
earch and practice that conflict—whether
'ithin the individual or hetween individuals,
;roups, organizations, or cultures—in addition

being a destructive force, can also be a most
instructive force." It may, for exjimple, be
(ositively related to sucb factors as individual
ind group growtb or development, creativity,
ligh motivation, and organizational flexibility.
)iscovering and implementing such relation-
hips have in the past represented, and will
;ontinue to represent, a challenge to the humetn
elations specialist—whether researcher or
iractitioner.

Is Human Relations Destroying
the Individual?

One of the most frequently recurring charges
aimed at human relations is that its values and
practices result in a sacrificing of the indi-
vidual to the group. No longer are we very
concerned, so the argument goes, with the de-
velopment of independent, inner-directed pier-
sons. Instead, all important values derive from
he group. Group-think, conformity, together-
less, adjustment, other-directedness—these are
the gods of the day. Many competent observers
confirm the existence of considerable power
of the group over the individual in their des-
'fiptions of our current social order.'" Have
'uman-relations theory and practice contrib-

"This matter will be explored in a forthcoming
il to be written by the author and Warren H.

See, for example, Erich Fromm, Escape From
'•eedom (New York: Rinehart & Co., Inc., 1941);
'avid Riesman, The Lonely Crowd (New Haven; Yale
'niversity Press, 1950) ; and William H. Whyte, Jr.,
"^ Organization Man (New York; Simon and
'duster, 1956).

uted to this trend? At issue here are questions
primarily of values and of methods.

Indeed, many persons with varying motives
have used methods associated with human re-
lations to inhibit individuality. For example,
devices for dealing with conflict, for gaining
consensus, and for huilding group identifica-
tion and loyalty have heen used to serve such
a purpose. It is my judgment, however, that the
predominant values of the vast majority of
professional specialists in human relations are
oriented toward the individual, and their prac-
tice has strongly reflected this value orienta-
tion.

Human-relations researchers, in study after
study, have made contributions toward a better
understanding of the variables related to con-
formity. Personality, group, organizational,
and cultural factors which either inhibit or
enhance the expression of individuality have
been isolated and described. In recent years,
considerable research attention has been de-
voted to gaining insights into creativity—indi-
vidual, group and organizational.

At the same time, human-relations practi-
tioners have reflected deep concern for the in-
dividual in their various activities. At the many
laboratories in group development, it is true
that much attention is devoted to group vari-
ables. But these are experienced and analyzed
in order to determine (among other things)
their inhibiting or enhancing effect on the in-
dividual. An implicit, if not explicit, question
guiding all of these laboratories is: "What
can be done in a group to facilitate the maxi-
mum contribution and development of each
member of the group?"

There has been increasing emphasis on
listening and on empathy (or social sensitiv-
ity)—processes for hetter understanding
another person from his point of view (seeing
things as he sees them, and feeling things as he
feels them). The trend in management-develop-
ment programs reflects a deep concern not only
for the manager's specialized development as a
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manager, but also for his broader development
as a human being. Growing utilization of a
wide variety of participational methods is also
evidence of a greater awareness of the indi-
vidual and a desire more fully to utilize his
full knowledge and experience.

Most human-relations researchers and pro-
fessional practitioners, in my opinion, have
made quite extensive and valuable contribu-
tions Ln the direction of the enhancement of
the individual, and these contributions are be-
ginning to be felt in spite of rather strong
societal pressures being exerted in the other
direction.

Is Human Relations Primarily a
Device for Manipulation?

Professor McNair expresses his own con-
viction on this matter, as follows: " . . . I am
essentially disturbed at the combination of
skill with human relations. For me, 'human
relations skill' has a cold-blooded connotation
of proficiency, technical expertness, calculated
effect." Erich Fromm states a similar point
of view in these words: "Beyond 'market psy-
chology' another new field of psychology has
arisen, based on the wish to understand and
manipulate the employee. This is called 'human
relations'... what Taylor did for the rationali-
zation of physical work the psychologists do
for the mental and emotional aspect of the
worker. He is made into a thing, treated and
manipulated like a thing, and so-called 'human
relations' are the most inhuman ones, because
they are 'reified' and alienated relations.'"^

Here is one of the most crucial issues con-
fronting human relations. Individuals can
skillfully get others to do what they want them
to do, and often without the others being aware
of what is going on. They do use others as
instruments to attain their own selfish ends,
without having any other concern for them.
Such use is an every-day fact.

Once again, a question of individual values

^ Erich Fromm, "Man Is Not a Tbing," The Satur-
day Review (Marcb 16, 1957), p. 9.

is posed. The findings of human-relations re.
search and the tool kit of the practitioner can
be utilized for the attainment of a variety of
ends—both good and bad. The fact that this
is true should not be allowed to cast clouds of
suspicion and of rejection over the findings
and the tools per se. The issue here is similar
to that in the field of atomic physics. Atomic
power, too, can be used for both socially de-
sirable and undesirable ends. Because thou-
sands of persons can be annihilated by one
well-placed bomb, the basic validity of the
knowledge and skills underlying its constrw-
tion and detonation should not thereby h
called into question.

What needs to be attacked is the ethical ori-J
entation of those who pervert the growing bodv j
of human-relations knowledge and skills to ur
desirable ends. I am all for this. And I would
like to see a wider dissemination of informa-
tion with respect to the knowledge and skills
that are presently available and how these can
be used in constructive ways. By this means,
not only might the welfare of mankind be en-
hanced, but also the individual's ability to
tect and to resist manipulative efforts, however
these might be directed at him.

Should Human Relations Concern
Itself with Below-Surf ace
Attributes of Individuals?

Professor McNair, in his two articles, speak;
of "amateur psychiatry," of "plumbing the hiii
den thoughts of everybody," of the "unwar
ranted invasion of the privacy of individuals,
of "undue preoccupation with human rela
tions," and of "dubious ('morbid') introspe(
tion." He feels that human-relations trainin?
encourages people "to pick at the scabs of theii
psychic wounds." And he argues that '>;
should be able to take a man at face value anc
not always fret about what he really means.
Too many of us are trying to be little ti
Freuds." The concern here seems to be hot!
with the inappropriateness of and the dangei
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involved in getting below tbe surface of otbers
or of ourselves.

Wben otbers are involved, perbaps tbe etbi-
cal orientation of tbe practitioner is again of
prime importance. His basic values and atti-
tudes witb respect to otber people are key de-
terminants of bis behavior. If be is guided by
a deep regard for otbers, if be sees tbem as
valued human beings instead of as puppets, if
he bas a strong desire to be of belp to tbem in
ways tbat they perceive as belpful, and if be
feels it important to respect wbatever limits
they deem appropriate for tbemselves, bis be-
havior will most likely be appropriate and not
harmful to otbers. Tbe practitioner's bebavior
is likely also to be influenced by bis level of
emotional maturity. To tbe degree tbat be is
free from (or at least in control of) drives
whose expression are reflected in sucb bebavior
as aggression and domination, wbicb can be
destructive of anotber person, be is more likely
to be able bebaviorally to implement tbe values
and attitudes just mentioned.

Tbe presence of malpractice in society
should not block us from pursuing tbrougb
competent researcb and an etbical, mature
iractice tbe many beneficial goals tbat are
witbin reacb. A few examples may be of belp
n indicating wbat I bave in mind.
• Knowing or understanding anotber person

deeply and accurately is of great importance
in many buman relationsbips. Managers
often pride tbemselves in trying to get "all
tbe facts" before making decisions. And yet.
in decisions involving people, "taking a man
at face value" typically results in a walling-
off of many facts crucially relevant to tbe de-
cision. For example, a man migbt be fired
because he "appears lazy," altbougb tbe
"laziness" may mask an inhibited talent
whose expression could be of considerable
value not only to tbe company, but also to
the well-being of tbe individual bimself.
Greater understanding can enricb buman re-

lationsbips, making tbem more productive
and satisfying for all parties involved.

• Dealing witb anotber person witb reference
solely to bis surface-self (or bis facade)
often involves dealing witb bim as a robot.
For bim to be motivated, creative, loyal, etc.,
bis feelings or emotions must be reacbed.
Not to tap tbe mainsprings of men involves
a cost botb to tbe society and to tbe men
tbemselves.

• Tbe so-called belping relationsbip—foimd,
for example, in teacbing, training, manage-
ment development, consulting, counseling,
and psycbotberapy—must of necessity in-
volve "getting below tbe surface." Tbe ob-
jective of sucb a relationsbip is tbe enbance-
ment of tbe otber—^bis growtb and develop-
ment in some direction desired by bim. If
sucb a relationsbip dealt only witb tbat on
tbe surface, notbing of value could be ac-
complisbed; tbe client would remain in dead
center. But tbere is a growing body of evi-
dence to indicate tbat important growtb
goals can be attained tbrougb appropriate
processes of deptb exploration.

• Tbe process of getting to know one's self is
often, if not always, difficult and painful,
because it entails getting bebind defenses
and dealing witb deeper elements wbich one
may have been avoiding for years. But tbis
process is an essential one in any individ-
ual's striving for greater personal adequacy.
In eacb of tbese examples, wortb-wbile ends

(as seen by tbe parties involved) can be at-
tained by dealing witb below-surface attri-
butes of individuals witbout doing barm to
tbem. Human-relations researcb and clinical
experience bave contributed mucb to our un-
derstanding of personality in all its complexity,
and of tbe processes involved in "deptb" rela-
tionsbips sucb as tbose illustrated; and from
researcb and practice have evolved devices
which can be used beneficially in attaining tbe
goals of sucb relationsbips.
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A Personal Epilogue

I have tried in the preceding to convey to the
reader my own positions on some bsisic issues
in human relations. The positions I have taken
are admittedly not those of a disinterested ob-
server, but I hop»e they are at least informed
and as meaningful to the reader as they are to

me.
I have heen troubled hy the confusion sur-

rounding the various uses of the term "human
relations" and have attempted to bring some
order out of this confusion. I am convinced
that an integrated behavioral-science discipline
is emerging (call it what you will), and that
this development is highly desirable.

I have been challenged by the frequent
charges aimed at various asp)ects of this evolv-

ing discipline, and have tried to give my reac.
tion to each. These charges, if squarely met,
will help us to remove the excesses and the ir.
relevancies that have inevitably been a by.
product of a rapidly developing field. They
will help us to be clearer on the organizational
and social relevancy of that which we do. But
perhaps, more importantly, they will keep us
focused on those values which reflect respect
for the dignity and the individual worth of the
human beings who are the subjects of our re
search and the objects of our practice.

The emerging scientific discipline of human
relations can only gain through seriously heed-
ing the charges directed its way, through con-
scientious self-examination, and through
willingness to take corrective action where
appropriate.

A leader is, above all things, an animator. His thought and faith must be communi-
cated to those he leads. He and they must form as one at the moment of executing a
plan. That is the essential condition of success.

Marshal Foch






