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Making Human Relations Work

By Elizabeth and Francis Jennings

THE Robert Wood Johnson report,
"Human Relations in Modern Busi-
ness," published in the HARVARD BUSI-

NESS REVIEW of September 1949, can be called
a Magna Carta for management and the worker.
As a set of guiding principles and ethical values
collaborated upon by distinguished industrial,
religious, and educational leaders, it is a signifi-
cant accomplishment. It has long-range objec-
tives which should become the keystone of full
human productivity in commercial and indus-
trial life.

The report necessarily deals with ideas and
abstractions. It presents an ideal background
for the social relationships in business which
result in cooperative and integrated activity.
But ideas in themselves do not live until they
are incorporated in the daily life of people;
they are not useful until they are put to test.
Because the science of human relations is in its
infancy, its language, drawn as it is from the
psychosocial area, is obscure; the mind of man-
agement is therefore not prepared to use the
generalities set forth in the report in concrete
situations. Personnel representatives to whom
management should look for such preparation
have not yet, unfortunately, found a way to
bridge the gulf between themselves and man-
agement which this psychosocial language has
created.

The purpose of this article, based as it is on
actual case experience, is to help bridge that
gulf, so that management and workers may lay
a foundation for the common understanding
requisite to the establishment of human rela-
tions principles as a philosophy which will
guide action.

Significance of Human Personality

The ultimate success or failure of any attempt
to lay the foundation for common understand-
ing depends on how people are valued. Prog-
ress has already been made in the establish-
ment of procedures based on the evaluation of
people. Progress has been made, but the con-
cept behind this progress still is largely from
the point of view that workers must be what
management wants them to be. Management
has considered what it can do to or for or with
workers in order to achieve its purpose. (And
management's attitudes toward people have
been kindly, indulgent, protective, harsh, or
arbitrary according to its feeling toward the
individual worker.)

The trouble is that this point of view repre-
sents, an authoritarian business structure in
which the management has power to demand
and the workers are under obligation to comply.
In such a structure the management sets up
policies and. procedures for organized relation-
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ships which, no matter how sincerely coopera-
tion is desired, exclude the possibilities of
voluntary cooperation because they are, in es-
sence, dictatorial; they fail to take the needs of
the human personality into account.

Here is where the Johnson report makes such
an important contribution: it is focused on the
human personality. In the section which is a
statement of principles, there is a warning that
a society which fails to meet man's basic needs
will perish. Policies and procedures, then, must
take man's personality into account if the so-
ciety represented by the business or industrial
corporation is to be happy and productive.

Thus, the vital question for management to
answer is: Are we fulfilling man's basic needs?
And if not — as the following discussion should
serve to demonstrate — what alterations in our
management structure of operation are neces-
sary in order to do so?

Basic Human Needs. Just what are the needs
of the human personality? One section of the
Johnson report, speaking of man's basic rights
and needs, mentions his sense of dignity, the
noble aims of his nature, the over-all purpose
of his life, and his destiny in God's plan for the
universe. Indeed, the section in question is en-
titled "The Dignity of Man."

Would it not be consistent with this idea of
dignity, in fact a translation of it into terms of
action, to say that life's over-all purpose is pro-
ductivity — productivity in the sense of making
the highest contribution of ourselves to society
through the fullest utilization of our resources
and powers — and that the aggregation of basic
needs is toward this productivity?

The key word to man's productivity in this
sense is environment; interactions between him-
self and his environment are the determining
factor in its degree of fulfillment. Environment
is not just the physical plant and surroundings;
it is also the mental and emotional atmosphere
inside the plant. It is the surn total of the con-
tributions of experience made by every individ-
ual in the plant from the doorman to the
president. It is the total of ail the invisible con-
tributions of voice, clothing, gesture, word, re-
port, and report of report which every morning
are behind every bench and desk, every ledger
and typewriter, every wheel and tool in the or-
ganization. And every individual reacts accord-
ing to the way his experience in his environ-

ment makes him feel. If he feels comfortable,
mentally and physically, he will react favorably;
if he is uncomfortable, his reaction will be
unfavorable.

It is reasonable to conclude that the reactions
which are conducive to growth and develop-
ment are the reactions which are conducive to
this productivity of the human personality; it
is also reasonable to conclude that any environ-
ment which is most conducive to such produc-
tivity is the one which offers the worker the
greatest number of opportunities to use his
powers and resources to solve his own problems
and make the majority of his decisions.

In today's business and industrial environ-
ment, the interacting pattern of contributions
is not conducive to this kind of growth and
development. On the contrary, it levels work-
ers at the point which tends toward deteriora-
tion rather than progress because it does not
offer opportunities for the utilization of their
resources.

In order to grow and develop, we must have
plans for fulfillment of goals; we must have a
set of operating principles and disciplines on
which to base decisions; we must seize upon all
possible elements of progress. We must utilize
our minds as well as our hands.

Today's business environment utilizes the
worker's hands, but it does not utilize his mind,
at least to anywhere near the same degree. Man-
agement and worker attitudes toward each
other are partially responsible for this situation;
mass production and mass living have made
their significant contribution; but the great
burden of responsibility rests largely upon
those same institutions which collaborated on
the Johnson report — business, church, and
school — as social institutions.

Inadequacy of Social Institutions. These in-
stitutions have failed to help the worker
develop a set of operating principles and dis-
ciplines on which to base his decisions and his
personal conduct in work-a-day life. They have
failed to show him how to make the best use of
his mind, because as a result of their own con-
fiicting values and standards of conduct they
have left his mind in confiict.

Each of these institutions in its time has in-
fiuenced the worker's personality, presenting to
him its own set of values, but none of these
values is consistent with the development of a
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basic philosophy which the worker can use on
the job.

Sometimes the standards which he has
learned are in total contradiction to those ap-
proved by the groups to which the worker be-
longs; sometimes they are the standards which
appear to have the sanction of his group, but
they are not the standards used by the successful
worker.

The church, for example, lauds humility, self-
effacement, self-sacrifice as personal virtues for
man's personal use. Any worker who is self-
sacrificing or self-effacing on the job is used by
the group as a member who makes no demands
for himself. The worker who wants to develop
and progress dare not be self-effacing; he must
be conspicuous, or he will be lost in the mass
grouping of job activity. And yet, as we shall
see, the worker who dares to be conspicuous in
order to develop risks the disapproval of the
group, for whom homogeneity is its most
precious asset.

Confronted with such conflicting standards
and values, it is extremely difficult for the
worker to know which elements in his situation
contribute to progress; it is difiicult for him to
make intelligent decisions. One worker stated
this conflict clearly when she said, "I don't know
what to do. You see, I was always taught to be
polite and considerate of others, to think of my-
self last. But I am beginning to see that if I
want to get anywhere on this job, I have to
think of me first. The only reason I haven't
started is that I would feel so guilty."

Problems of Conflicting Values

To understand the import of these conflicting
values as they affect the human individual we
must think in terms of actual work-a-day experi-
ence.

Multiple Loyalties. The value of loyalty as
an allegiance to a set of principles and disci-
plines evolved from concepts of right and wrong
is perniciously construed on the job as loyalty
to persons because they represent power and
authority. The church and school teach work-
ers to be loyal to something within themselves
called conscience. The job teaches workers to
be loyal to their boss regardless of his principles,
character, or performance, regardless of the
consequences of such loyalty to the workers
themselves.

The Johnson report states in the section
headed "Unions" that "life is full of multiple
loyalty demands which can be adjusted by com-
mon sense." But the experience of anyone liv-
ing realistically in his job environment is that
these multiple loyalty demands result in ten-
sions which frequently become unbearable.
Consider the case of a young man, working in a
delivery department, who had been called
before the management for an inquiry into the
delivery of a refrigerator which had crashed to
the street from a fifth floor window:

"I told Jack it wasn't safe," he said, "and he
would not listen; he was in a hurry to get to the
fights."

We learned that Jack was the senior worker on
the job. But where had the supervisor been?

The worker asked that the information be kept
confidential, then admitted that the supervisor had
gone around the corner for a beer.

The man was troubled about the black mark
against his record; but he was also troubled be-
cause he had lied to the management, because he
did not defend himself, and because his wife failed
to understand his loyalty involvements.

When asked why he did not tell the management
the truth, he said uneasily: "Well, you see. Jack
and I are brother union members. I can't bring
Jack into it. And we have agreed we won't tell on
Bill. Bill has to save his own skin. We told him we
wouldn't tell."

"But you have lied about the whole affair."
"A man has got to be loyal to his boss," said the

worker doggedly.
"Has it ever occurred to you that in lying for

the boss you are not protecting him? You are only
hurting him. Suppose the next time a refrigerator
crashes some one is injured or killed?"

"You can't tell on a boss," he repeated, "I'm no
squealer."

Where do the worker's loyalties lie in such an
instance? What is common sense? Is it to pro-
tect and defend his own interests or silently
accept rebuke and a reputation for carelessness?
Shall he be loyal to unofficial demands inherent
in union membership at the risk of his job
future? Shall he comply with the demands of
membership in his group despite the fact that
they are in conflict with the implicit agreements
made between himself and the management
when his services were hired, or shall he ignore
the group code of behavior, risk the isolation
which would inevitably result, and tell
agement the true facts?
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Perhaps the authors of the Johnson report by
the use of the term "common sense" imply an
adjustment which is best suited to purpose. It
is certainly true that unless this worker clears
himself of blame, he is not acting in his own
interests, he cannot fulfill his own purpose
which is to grow and develop in his job. He
would need courage — more than he can sum-
mon, perhaps — to tell his friend and his boss
that he proposes to defend himself before the
management.

A discussion group to which this problem was
submitted proposed two solutions for the
worker. He could tell the management that he
did his part, that the facts about the crash of
the refrigerator can best be procured from the
senior worker and the boss. "He will still have
to take the black mark for carelessness," said
one member, "but at least his conscience is
clear." Another member suggested that the
worker warn his friend and his boss "that he
won't take the rap again."

One astute participant said that the individ-
uals who represented the management during
the inquiry had not been skilled in asking ques-
tions. "A skilled interrogator," he said, "would
have got the truth out of the guy and protected
him." "But he still has to live with his buddy
and his boss," was a rejoinder.

An inevitable conclusion here is that there
was more skill needed on the part of the inter-
rogators, but there is a further serious implica-
tion. The worker did not feel that the union
would support him. The management of
unions is confronted with precisely the same
problem that confronts the management of
businesses. No responsible union management
would want to see any worker accept unfair
blame. If the union management has antici-
pated any of these confiicts in behavior stand-
ards, however, the worker has as yet not been
helped toward a solution.

A union representative to whom this problem
was submitted said that the management should
have called in the union. Would the union,
then, assume the responsibility of dictating to
the worker what he must do?

Inconsistent Honesty. The conflicts which
arise as a result of inconsistent honesty values
are perhaps the most serious of all these loyalty
clashes. The maxim that honesty is the best
policy is considered by the average employee to

be an echo from his past, a phrase of exhortation
delivered by clergymen and teachers who have
never had to put the idea to work. But even in
absentia, the maxim pricks his conscience; it
gnaws his mind because he remembers that dis-
honesty practices are alleged to have dire re-
sults, yet his daily experience on the job is that
dishonesty is a matter of course.

Some workers who have the privilege of sick
leave still argue with their consciences about
the misuse of sick leave, and their consciences
win; other workers see to it that they use up
every hour of sick leave by the end of the year.
Some employees say they are too ill to come to
work; they even succeed in producing a physi-
cian's statement that they are not well enough
to work. It may be that their state of health
demands a day's fishing, or hunting, or ocean
breezes. But other employees state frankly that
they want to take a day off to go fishing. The
employee who lies is paid; the one who tells the
truth is not. If the second employee, like the
first, thinks only of immediate gains, he is likely
to procure a physician's certificate next time he
wants to go fishing.

But these are comparatively minor honesty
confiicts when one considers the case of a young
woman who stated that her boss was cleverly
stealing from the management and that she
must resign in order to report him:

She revealed that she herself felt dishonest be-
cause she was aware of the dishonest practices of
her boss. Asked why she must resign in order to
report him, she replied: "I can't do anything else.
If I report him while I am on the payroll, they will
say I am disloyal."

"You have not thought of talking this over with
the boss himself?"

"I don't understand."
"Don't you have a responsibility to tell your boss

what you have discovered?"
"But I couldn't do that."
"Why not?"
"I just couldn't, that's all; it would be like I

thought I was the boss."
"But isn't it just as disloyal to talk about him

among your friends as it would be to report him to
the management, leaving him completely unin-
formed?"

"He is a very important man; he would be angry.
Besides, I'm not going to rat."

"But you say you can prove he is stealing."
"I can. I knew it more than a year ago. The
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man who told me told me not to tell. But I wasn't
his assistant then."

"And you feel that in order to bring this matter
to the attention of the management you must
resign?"

"Yes. I don't want to be a squealer." (This is
precisely what she does want to be. Anyone else
in this situation would want the management to
know that she is an honest employee while the
trusted boss commanding a higher salary is dis-
honest. As long as she is under group controls,
however, she feels that she cannot break the code.
Resignation would remove her from the compul-
sion to obey the unofficial laws.)

One week later, the employee stated that she
had decided to stay on the job and keep quiet,
hoping that the management would find out.

A group of workers to which this problem was
presented was divided in a discussion of whether
or not the employee was concerned about a
matter which was none of her business. One
section held that the employee should resign
and write a letter; the other, that she should
stay on the job, keep quiet, and hope that the
management would discover the boss's dis-
honesty. "She has a moral responsibility to tell
but not a job responsibility," was one curious
remark. "But if you are going to be concerned
with morals where you work, you would be
better off scrubbing floors," rejoined a young
man, who said he had worked during summers
since he was fifteen.

The representatives of other kinds of institu-
tional life to whom the situation was presented
have said at once that the employee should dis-
cuss the situation with the boss, but not one
m.ember of the worker group made that sug-
gestion. No one seemed to be concerned that
she had discussed the matter with everyone but
the man who wa.s primarily involved. Appar-
ently it was not considered disloyal to talk be-
hind the boss's back, but only when he hap-
pened to be within hearing distance. Here are
further comments in sequence:

A: "If she just wants to expose the guy, then she
has no right to tell on him. If she is really con-
cerned about loyalty to the management, although
I doubt it — nobody can be really loyal to some-
thing so distant from personal experience — then
let her go ahead. But it is not in her employment
agreement that she go around reporting people."

B: "Where will she draw the line at stealing?
We all know people who chisel about something —
sick leave, expense accounts, stationery from the

offices, loafing on the job, sick grandmother stuff.
Where are you going to begin and end?"

C: "I have a similar problem, only my boss is
just juggling figures, but I'm interested in my own
welfare. I feel that it is not honest — what he is
doing — but I don't dare butt in; I'm worried he-
cause my name countersigns the report, that's all."

D: "You should worry!" (This was a rejoinder
to C's remark.) "Everybody juggles figures; man-
agement knows it; management has to be hypocrit-
ical about some things. You have to subordinate
your feelings to the business."

C (protesting in turn): "But it's still dishonest."
D: "Then half the joint is dishonest." (With

this bland observation, D shows for the second
time that he is a person who has made an adjust-
ment to his job environment. He is in no conffict
about values; he feels ho guilt. Only the institu-
tions can decide whether society wants to educate
for this kind of adjustment.)

C (still worrying, after the discussion was over):
"I cannot understand why my generation is edu-
cated in a code of ethics which no one outside the
cloistered walls believes in."

E: "The educators can hardly say that some
kinds of dishonesty are condoned while others are
not, can they?"

C: "Yes, they can, if that is the way they want it.
There is not a day goes by that I am not mixed up
on some ethical matter or other. I would hate to
say this so vehemently to my father, but there is no
doubt that the sacrifices he made for my education
were in vain. I have had to throw overboard every-
thing I learned at college."

Resulting Fears
The tensions which arise as a result of these

value conflicts may take many forms — any one
of which tends to limit the productivity of the
worker as a human personality, and more often
than not his actual output of work as well.
Principally they show up as fear emotions.

Fear of Authority. In the assistant's case just
cited, for instance, we see the worker's fear of
the individual who symbolizes authority. Man-
agement members are usually incredulous when
it is suggested to them that the workers are
afraid to express themselves, to speak the truth,
to present a board of inquiry with the facts.
One general manager said, "There is no logical
reason for their fear." And he was right. But,
like others in management positions, the man-
ager is looking for logic in every situation. He
forgets that in the past there has been logic in
the workers' fear of the boss and that the past
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has continuing dominion over the present.
It is not the general manager as such that the

employee fears, but what he represents. He is
the symbol of authority. Authority has power
to give and power to withhold. The worker is
therefore determined to please the individual
in authority so that he will give whatever it is
that may happen to be wanted — the promotion,
the new desk, the space by the window, the
invitation to accompany him to the Atlantic
City convention.

The desire to please, as we know, is learned
by millions of little boys and girls before they
become employees. In childhood the depriva-
tions which authority can impose are not in
terms of promotion and favors but in terms of
candy, the movies, or rides on the pony at the
seashore. The child soon learns that authority
can deprive as well as give, and that authority
gives only when it is soothed and propitiated.
Then comes the realization that he must please
authority to get what he wants. Eventually this
idea is a fixed and integral element in his char-
acter structure and is carried over into his adult
life.

It was early morning at the seashore when a
youthful mother who wanted to read a mystery
novel assured her small son, dressed in full
Hopalong Cassidy regalia, that if he remained
a good boy all day long, he would have another
ride on the ponies tomorrow. No one would
dare predict exactly what kind of employee
little Hopalong will turn into without more
details of his life with mamma, but one sure
prediction is that he is not going to mature if
mamma is consistent. And if he is subjected in
his advancing years to the "get along with every-
body" gospel, which is saturating our eyes and
ears, his future is not bright.

In order to get along with everybody, the
worker has to split himself into several selves —
one for the job, one for the home and family,
one for the church, one for the club, one for
civic and state duty. The sociologist Pitirim
Sorokin likens the individual who must identify
himself with various groups, each with its own
set of law norms, to a ball pushed in several
directions by various forces.

This "get along with everybody" psychology
is obviously a desire to avoid trouble. Mr.
Keith Powlison, in the March 1950 issue of the
HARVARD BUSINESS REVIEW, speaking of the
losses which occur as a result of the avoidance

of trouble, says that the attitude of the workers
in this respect is caused by certain management
attitudes. Management attitudes are clearly re-
sponsible in part, but the deeper causes are in
our culture. These causes lie in the acute need
for approval which is experienced by all of us
at various stages of our personality development
and for some of us throughout our entire
lives.

Little Hopalong, for example, understands
that if he interrupts mamma's novel too fre-
quently, he will first bear the discomfort of her
shrieking voice, then the wrath of her powerful
hand. He recognizes mamma as the supreme
authority. He will eventually transfer that
identification of mamma's authority into any
situation in which he feels the weight of author-
ity — teacher, policeman, clergyman, the super-
visor on the job, or any significant person in his
experiences.

Fear of Being One's Self. When the worker's
fear of authority and his resultant determina-
tion to please the boss are viewed in their wider
aspects, they are perceived as the worker's fear
of expressing and being himself. Instead of ex-
pressing his personal feelings and beliefs in the
job situation, the worker says what he believes
the management and his boss want him to say.
Not only do the majority of workers rationalize
their failure to progress on the basis that they
dare not say what they really think and feel, but
they believe that they will lose their jobs if they
do so.

During the question period which followed
a talk before personnel and management repre-
sentatives, a member of the audience asked:
"What can a man do when he feels he just can-
not take any more from his boss?" It was sug-
gested that the man must first try to examine his
own attitude to discover how much he contrib-
utes to the unpleasant relationship, then must
seek an opportunity to talk frankly with the
boss around the fact that an unhappy worker
is not fully productive. At that point one of the
personnel men said, "That's fine in theory; but
if we did that, where would all of us get new
jobs?"

Whenever an employee expresses this kind of
fear, and he is asked whether he can name any-
one who lost his job because he told his boss or
the management what he really believes to be
the truth, the invariable answer is: "Oh, I can't
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prove it, but nobody dares to buck that guy.
He wants a yes man."

It is undeniable that some of the destructive
techniques of many members in high places
have supported the concept that a worker has
to be a "yes man." Even bosses who stoutly
affirm that they want no yes man around will
pound the desk, will shout interruptions, con-
tradictions, and denials before a subordinate is
halfway through what he has to say. Yet, though
there are supposed to be many instances in
which a courageous subordinate was discharged
because he spoke what he believed to be the
truth, the allegation can rarely be proved.

What actually happens in most cases is that
the alleged victim who is so sure the boss is "out
to get me," "knife me in the back," "sell me
down the river," himself creates the circum-
stances which result in his discharge or in his
failure to progress. And of course an employee
who has absorbed and believes these rationali-
zations of failure strongly resists the suggestion
that no one can "sell him down the river" but
himself.

Consider the case of an assistant (with a
master's degree in sociology, incidentally) who
had been instructed by the division head to
prepare a report and to delete from it certain
pertinent facts:

The assistant feels that to do so would be not
only against his ethical principles but against his
professional principles as well. He has not been
able to sleep. He has discussed the matter with
officials in other divisions, one of whom told him,
"It's not your funeral"; while another said, "Don't
stick your neck out."

"But it is my funeral, you see," he stated. "If
anyone who really knows the field found out I
prepared that report, he would think I didn't
know my job."

"These facts to be deleted are so important?"
"They certainly are."
"Then why do you not discuss the matter with

your chief?"
"One just does not imply that the boss doesn't

know his job. The hoss knows all the answers; and
if I were to make an issue of it, he would think I
wanted his job."

"But couldn't you show him that it is in his own
best interests to include these facts?"

"Yes, but that would reveal that we have made
some errors in judgment. And we have. I cannot
put myself into the position of telling off the boss."

This young man is confronted with many prob-

lems as the result of his chief's orders. At home, he
is trying to help his parents understand that his
principles are involved, that he does not want to
be dishonest, but neither does he want to be dis-
loyal, nor be regarded as an assistant who does not
know his job. His father warns that jobs are hard
to get, that every worker's responsibility is to obey
his chief. His mother says that if he loses his job,
he will be a disgrace to the family, the first man
in three generations to be discharged.

"They put me over the ropes last night; Dad
thinks I'm crazy. He says there is no room for
foolish ideals in business today, and of course
mother wept; she isn't thinking about anything
but the disgrace."

"Can't you convince her that there is no question
of your losing your job because you are honest?"

He remained, quiet for a moment, then replied,
"I don't know about that. I'm not so sure."

"What do you mean?"
"I tell you my boss thinks he knows all the

answers."
"But he would not consider discharging an em-

ployee with a record like yours."
"I'm not so sure."
"On such a petty pretext?"
"Well, one doesn't buck this guy."
"How do you know?"
"I have heard of a man who did and lost his job."
"You know that to be a fact?"
"Oh, yes. Everybody seems to accept that it hap-

pened that way. You're right — of course, I don't
know it, but I do know my boss. He is inflexible.
He is always right. Nobody can tell him anything.
Arrogant is his middle name. And if he did not
actually discharge me, he could make it hot for
me."

(Here is a curious article in the industrial code
of behavior. It is not a disgrace to resign because
one is unable to accept the responsibilities of em-
ployment, because one has not become mature. It
is unrealistic or stupid to resign because of involve-
ment with ethical principles. But it is a disgrace
to be discharged for any reason.)

A realistic adjustment for this problem situa-
tion would have been for the assistant to talk
frankly with his chief. But instead he resigned,
saying that his favorite philosopher, John
Dewey, had helped him solve his problem:
"Dewey says there is this distinction between
a bad man and a good one — the bad man is the
man who begins to deteriorate no matter how
good he has been; the good man is the one who
moves to become better."

It is not known whether the young man had
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ever studied John Dewey's philosophy with the
aid of an instructor. Certainly, Dewey himself
never expected to provide such comfortable self-
deception. But the industrial soil is rich for
this kind of failure to accept the challenge of
being honest with oneself. The young man
believes that he resigned rather than betray his
principles; but he really resigned because he
could not reconcile his loyalties, because he was
afraid to be himself.

Fear of Being Different. This fear of being
one's self is carried into every job situation in
which the worker is involved. It becomes a fear
of making mistakes, a fear of admitting igno-
rance, a fear of conflict. But the insurmount-
able fear it engenders is the fear of being differ-
ent and therefore conspicuous. The employee
who emerges from the group as successful is
conspicuous. The success of any one member
too frequently incurs hostilities on the part of
unsuccessful employees. Many workers would
rather remain secure in their group association
than put to test the personal discomforts, the
ridicule, the isolation which attend develop-
ment.

There are as many negatives as positives in
human possibilities; it is eternally true that the
basic urge of the individual is to grow, to make
something of himself, but he can unconsciously
seize upon as many elements for failure as for
success. If it is extremely uncomfortable to suc-
ceed, or to be conspicuous in development, he
will be unable to comfort himself with the
thought of eventual gains; he will choose the
security of group approval. Consider the case
of the women in a naval shipyard during the
Second World War:

Invariably these women rationalized their failure
to achieve promotions, salary increases, and favor-
ite assignments on the ground that only a girl who
used her sex unscrupulously could get ahead.

During a group conference designed to alter this
attitude, there were pointed remarks directed to-
ward one of the few women who had achieved the
enviable distinction of welder first-class rating. (It
was known that in retaliation the girls had put
roaches in her lunch box, fouled up her lines, up-
set ink on her clothing, and sent her on fake
errands. They had even planned to tell her that
her husband had been killed overseas, but fortu-
nately the supervisor heard of the plan and pre-
vented its consummation.)

The woman in question held her peace during
the discussion. And when the conference was over,
she said to the leader: "Don't let them think that
you believe 1 got this first-class welder's rate honor-
ably. They make it hard enough for me as it is. I
prefer them to believe that I date all the super-
visors; my husband would know it isn't true. I can
take care of myself. I feel sorry for some of the
women who really want to do a good job and do
not dare."

Another quite similar case concerns a junior
executive:

During a class discussion among junior exec-
utives references were made to the humiliating
methods of an unnamed senior executive. One
member of the group, who had not risen to the
defense of the senior executive during the class
session, a few days later said: "You know, if those
guys would just do what the big boy wants, there
would be nothing to gripe about. All he expects
is production. I admit he should use different
methods, but I think sometimes he is so provoked
he loses his head."

"It would have been helpful for you to make
that comment in class."

"And have every man jack of them down on me
for life? Why, if I got a promotion, they would
accuse me of the old apple trick. I have to keep
tfieir goodwill."

The kind of maturity revealed by the woman
welder and the junior executive is rare. There
is no magic formula for it. It is there or it is
not; and if it is not, management must help
the worker try to develop it.

The very young worker is particularly inept
in coping with group pressures, as demonstrated
by the case of George who was just out of
high school:

When his employer announced a training pro-
gram to develop a resource of junior executives,
George told his co-workers that he intended to
apply; his co-workers jeered at him, called him a
ssfty, suggested he "get wise."

"They said it was only a scheme to get more
work out of us, and that only a guy who stood in
with top bosses would get promoted anyhow."

After three months had passed, the young man
was unhappy because of the changed attitude of
his friends on the job. When it was suggested that
perhaps his own attitude had changed as a result
of his new experience, he shook his head.

"No, it's them. We used to go out Friday nights;
they let me know they don't want me; they stop
talking when I come around."
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"Are you sure this is not your imagination?"
"Well, if it is, I didn't imagine my telephone call

from my girl friend. She left a message for me, and
the fellow I considered my best friend didn't give
it to me. Fellows don't usually forget date mes-
sages, unless on purpose. You know, I wish I had
never taken the course; I wish I could resign. If I
don't get promoted, I'll never get back into the
gang again."

Some management members find it hard to
believe that workers can be cruel to each other.
It is true that deliberate cruelty is uncommon,
but unconscious feelings of envy, covetousness,
or jealousy often gain expression in a disguised
or covert manner. The person being cruel may
not know it, but he feels inferior and threat-
ened by his co-worker's success (the other
worker's better appearance, material gains, inti-
macy with the boss, and so on), and he takes
every opportunity to reduce the person to what
he feels is his own level of accomplishment.
With gossip, insinuation, or seemingly playful
pranks he endeavors to place the co-worker in
an unfavorable or ridiculous position. If his
victim retaliates in a like manner, then a circle
of strife is created in which the antagonists may
recruit their friends, and eventually this con-
flict may be felt as a disruptive influence on the
functioning of an entire department.

Fear of Responsibility. The supervisor who
is promoted from a work-group of which he has
been a member to a position of authority in this
group is particularly fearful of incurring the
hostility of his former associates. He desires to
maintain his former comfortable relationships
with everyone; his fear, however, is colored by
his recollection of how he felt toward bosses.

A supervisor who had just been promoted
from within said to his assembled workers, "I'll
never let you fellows down." He told a friend
later, "I've never had any enemies and I'm not
going to start making any now." This super-
visor brought with him a determination to
avoid trouble with his former fellow-workers;
now, with the assumption of responsibility for
their operations, he is unconsciously expressing
a further dilemma with which he is confronted:
How am I going to maintain the approval of
my workers and the approval of my own bosses
at one and the same time?

Most of us fear the responsibility of having
authority over people, whether we arrive at

that position from promotion or appointment.
We meet the responsibility with whatever tech-
niques have worked for us in the past when we
were afraid of people. We have no known basis
for these techniques; they are not of intellectual
origin; we are seldom able to verbalize them;
but they seem to work for us, to help us feel
secure. Eventually these techniques become
habitual methods which appear to be construc-
tive because they produce immediately desired
results.

Yet the end result is often proof that such
methods are really destructive, as is shown in
the following case of an industrial organization
that was at a loss to explain the collapse of a
division of 200 workers when the chief was
transferred to another division:

The president said: "John did not have an
enemy in this place; he has been pre-eminently suc-
cessful in establishing cooperative relationships.
He started here when he was fourteen years old as
a messenger. Everybody loves him. But suddenly,
now that he has gone, we are having quarrels in
the division, a great deal of absenteeism, errors,
costly errors, tardiness. We cannot understand it."

The president's words were the first clue to
John's techniques. If John had actually given the
management a sound technical performance, he
would have made some enemies; it would have
been impossible not to offend, impossible to mend
all his personal-relationship breaks.

Interviewing revealed that John had personally
bought the cooperation of his people. He had
developed a loyalty to himself, not to the organi-
zation, through the technique of intense activity
in the personal lives of his employees. He never
missed a graduation, a christening, a wedding, a
funeral, or a birthday, with appropriate offerings
to boot; he knew every sorrow, every joy, every
disappointment in the lives of his people; he
patched up marriage troubles; he paid for divorces;
he arranged wedding ceremonies under pressing
circumstances; nobody had ever called him mister.

"John was a regular guy," said one of John's
fortunates sadly. "He was always the same when
you needed help, whether you lost your pay check
or your aunt had to have her tonsils out."

John was actually a nonproductive supervisor.
The productive supervisor develops his peoples'
loyalty and responsibility to the company — not to
himself. The productive supervisor can say "no"
when it is necessary to do so. John could not say
"no" lest he lose the approval of someone toward
himself. He loved to say "yes" because so much
less was required of him than if he were to say "no."
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John had no trouble with his people, but he sacri-
ficed their personal resources to his own acute need
for being approved and loved, just as the president
said he was, by everybody.

In any of these case situations, the individ-
ual's behavior is based on what he believes the
others want him to be, or what he feels he must
be in order to assure approval toward himself.
That he himself is a person with individuality
to contribute to his environment does not occur
to him; he absorbs the pernicious value system
based on fear which subordinates the needs of
the human personality to the rules of the game.
As we shall see later, some of these rules are
essential for efficient group functioning, but any
rule or norm which makes man dependent
upon forces entirely outside his own resources
cannot be a contributing factor to progress.

When such fear emotions constitute the pri-
mary outside infiuence, upon a man's behavior,
then the sense of dignity that the Johnson report
stresses so strongly is destroyed.

Management Attitudes

Although these fears have their roots largely
in our culture conflicts, there are certain man-
agement attitudes which support and maintain
them.

Destructive Blame. It is here that the man-
agement attitude pointed out by Mr. Powlison
plays its destructive role. When trouble occurs,
management feels that someone must be
blamed.

This attitude deprives management of the
facts of experience which are essential to the
solution of problems and to full productivity.
A responsible attitude toward work calls for an
awareness of experience, for the analysis of
methods, testing of results, compilation of facts.
Anyone who is afraid of being blamed if he pre-
sents the facts cannot develop this awareness
and hence cannot develop a responsible atti-
tude; he is too busy protecting himself from the
possibility of blame and preparing his defenses
in the event of blame. Avoiding experience in
order to keep out of trouble, he is unable to
accept experience and welcome it as a key to
the solution of his problems and his own
development.

The supervisor realizes that the mass-produc-
tion principle has exposed him to the possibil-

ities of unwarranted criticism. Since manage-
ment must depend on reports of observations
rather than on observation itself, and since the
reports must proceed vertically through various
interpreters, the supervisor is genuinely con-
cerned lest the report present him in an un-
favorable light and he be unable to defend
himself. Protecting the vulnerability of his
position, since he rarely finds that judgment has
been withheld until ail the facts are in, he clas-
sifies his employees as those whom he can trust
and those whom he cannot, or as those who are
likely to support his viewpoint in the event of
trouble and those who may betray him. He
verbalizes this attitude with the classifying of
workers as loyal or disloyal. He holds his own
supervisor in precisely the same category — as a
man who will let him down or a man who will
fight for him in the presence of top manage-
ment.

During a question period which followed a
talk before supervisors, someone asked, "Why
is it that every level of supervisors considers the
next level above a bunch of s.o.b.'s?" There was
a quick retort from the audience, "Because they
are." The reasons lie part in tradition, part in
fact, a large part in the comfortable fiction with
which workers rationalize their own failure,
and a large part in suspicion that the supervisor
will protect himself from management's wrath
no matter who else is hurt.

It would be satisfying to be able to say that
a good supervisor will not acquire the title of
s.o.b., but we know that this is not true. The
supervisor plays upon an unwilling instrument
at the outset; the average worker, including
each one of us, is glad when the working day is
over. Consider for a moment what the super-
visor must work with: the stubborn, the resent-
ful, the sullen, the vindictive, the careless, the
lazy, the indifferent, the moody, and the stupid.
That is just an ordinary day's run of business.
Rarely are more than a third of his subordinates
responsible, alert, and interested. There is no
more difficult task in the industrial world today
than the task of promoting the interest, main-
taining the enthusiasm, and developing the
potentialities of the worker.

But the supervisor is handicapped in more
ways. He is expected to be a leader of people
who are unable to accept him in that capacity.
A leader is, along with everything else that he
may be, a person who readily assumes power
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and control when they are needed by the group
and as readily relinquishes the power after the
special need or crisis has passed. He is a re-
source.

The supervisor in the majority of industrial
situations is not considered a resource by his
workers. He is usually the last person on the
job to hear of or to be consulted about a prob-
lem situation. The reasons for this lie partly in
the worker's fear of admitting that he has mis-
understood instructions, that he does not know
a "how-to-do," that he is suspect of wanting
someone's job if he asks questions, that he has
not been trained to regard his supervisor as a
resource; but there is another important reason
— the supervisor will pass on the blame which
has been communicated to him by management.
It is a rare skill on the part of an executive to
attack a problem situation with the attitude of,
"What happened?" instead of, "What did you,
the supervisor, do, or fail to do which resulted
in this present troublesome situation?"

This compilation of fear emotions thus de-
prives management, the supervisor, and the
worker of the analysis of experience which can
prevent further occurrences of an undesirable
situation. Instead of working together to use
experience as a tool of control, the supervisor
and the worker avoid each other in order to
maintain what they erroneously regard as peace
and harmony.

Presumably management's excessive use of
blame is a kind of "keep him on his toes; if
you praise him, he will relax his efforts" idea.
As already indicated, this results in a laissez-
faire operation which eventually nullifies itself.
A laissez-faire method has its value, provided it
is planned and coordinated with an intelligent
use of pressure. But it is one thing to refrain
from interference with a worker in order to
develop the worker's own resources and skills in
making decisions, yet being at hand when things
go wrong; it is quite another to refrain from
interference in order to avoid trouble. In the
latter case, the supervisor attempts a sporadic
solution to his problems; in the former, he uses
problems as a continuing tool in supervision.

Hollow Praise. At the same time praise can
be just as destructive as blame. For often it
means that the person who gives praise is pre-
suming to pass judgment rather than to analyze.
Consider the case of the branch manager of a

sales corporation who was showing alarming
signs of hostility toward the individuals in the
home office:

Interviewing revealed that the manager's hos-
tility had communicated itself to his people, but
it was a cashier who had been many years with the
firm who furnished the significant clue: "Fred's
attitude changed after they had a dinner for the
ten-year employees at the home office."

This was the manager's story: "If my wife wasn't
so tied up here in church and social activity, I
would have resigned. But she doesn't want to
leave her friends. The home office never did have
any faith in me.

"I found it out when I went to a banquet for
the ten-year managers. You know what those
tilings are. A lot of soft soap, more liquor, some
good jokes, some bad, everybody shaking hands
with the big boys. Well, I got into the spirit of it
and found myself finally shaking the hands of the
top man. He slapped my back, pumped both my
hands, puffed his cigar, and let me have it, and
anybody in the room could have heard it. 'You
know, Fred,' he said, 'you're doing fine. And we
all thought you couldn't make the grade.'

"All those years! They let me sweat blood to
make this office a success, but not one of them ever
believed I could do it. That boy will never know
how near he came to a punch in the jaw. Maybe
I am all wrong, but by golly, if I didn't have any
faith in a man, I would get rid of him."

Undoubtedly, the "top man" in this case
meant well, but his implied blame was more
than the manager could accept. It came ten
years too late in the form of a judgment instead
of an analysis of potentialities at the beginning.

The blame-praise combination is often used
as a method of control by executives who have
become intellectually aware that they blame too
often, so they try graciously to throw in a little
praise. The result is graphically illustrated by
a conversation overheard between two men dur-
ing a lunch hour on a busy street: "Then he
called us in and did one of those 'you're wonder-
ful boys, but' jobs on us," said one of the men.
The other replied, "I think he takes us for a
bunch of school kids who want to feel that
teacher loves them."

An executive with a habit of "wiping up the
floor" with his people, as he himself phrased it
(an expression of self-inadequacy of which he is
unaware), said, "But I always pick them up and
pat them on the back afterwards." This execu-
tive has no intellectual understanding that the
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pat on the back is symbolic of a superiority-
inferiority acknowledgment; there is scarcely
any kind of communication less dignified than
this traditional gesture.

At the best, most of us feel slightly uncom-
fortable when we are praised, unless our need
for approval is acute. And as for the obviously
superior-inferior kind of praise, if we are not
immediately concerned with the implied blame
(from what blame did the praise arise?), we are
likely to wonder what there was in our attitudes
which indicated a need for praise.

Contrast with Personality Development. The
blame-praise combination has a particularly
serious effect upon control measures when it
intensifies the worker's need for praise and
makes him inordinately dependent upon ap-
proval in the form of praise, as in acttial prac-
tice it so often does.

Unless we feel within ourselves that we are
(or are not) doing a satisfactory job, we can be-
come so dependent upon praise from the person
in authority that we have to have it in order to
sustain performance. Furthermore, if praise
from the boss is the stimulus we need, then dis-
approval from him is likely to send us into a
period of despair throughout which we are not
productive; our self-approval feelings cannot be
restored until the boss comes along and smiles
upon us once more.

To understand the significant difference
when the focus is on personality development,
consider the case of a management which, plan-
ning to promote an executive to a top position,
requested an investigation of his relationships
with people:

With the executive's permission, all the people
who had worked with him closely were interviewed.

Preliminary analysis of the statements made by
the majority of interviewees indicated that the
executive's relationships were destructive. He was
alleged to carry whitewash in one hand, soap bars
in the other; to be a "thoroughgoing bastard," the
type of man who would "cut his grandmother's
throat without an apology to serve his own selfish
ends."

It was necessary to probe through the surface
animosity toward this executive in order to arrive
at the facts. Interviewing revealed that his alleged
selfish ends were to make money.

"He uses people to make money for himself."
"In what way?"
"He keeps you at it all day long."

Another interviewee said: "Well, I tell you, he
is strictly business. The other bosses do you favors,
send gifts on holidays, buy tickets — that is, some
of them do — but this guy gives you none of the
trimmings. I think in some ways it's okay. Keeps
you on your toes."

One of the department's assistant managers
said: "I think people miss being praised. For my-
self, I don't care. I'm not a child. I can measure
my own success on a job. I want an over-all evalu-
ation once a year, of course; but an evaluation is
not necessarily praise; it is a critical analysis. In
the long run the company is better off with a super-
visor like ours, who expects the best a man has to
give, than with one who will take as little as a
man can give. He uses all our resources. But it's
not enough for the average worker just to have his
performance evaluated — he wants to hear him-
self praised. I'm quite certain he does not give
enough praise to satisfy most of his people."

(This speaker expresses precisely what is wrong
with praise. Linked with the approval need of
which we have already spoken, the need for praise
is just another form of dependency on some agency
outside ourselves. We all want to know how the
management evaluates our performance, but this
is not a need for praise; it is rather a need for
appreciation and recognition. We should want
this evaluation in order to measure our own
progress, not in order to assure that we are pleas-
ing the boss.)

Further interviewing revealed that although the
executive rarely gave praise, neither did he humili-
ate his workers; nor did he call group meetings
as a disciplinary crutch hoping that the individual
who was his target would take the hint; nor did he
fail to give constructive help when it was needed.

The interviewee who claimed that the boss
would cut his grandmother's throat said during
a second interview: "There is one thing, though;
he does make you think out your own prob-
lems. He will let you make a mistake, and he
won't bawl you out for it unless you make it
twice. He is just hard to get used to."

(This worker was uttering a statement of major
significance. Such an executive is hard to get used
to because he treats his workers as though they are
adults. He focuses attention upon the function
of performance rather than upon himself. Because
he is secure within himself, he builds loyalty to
the organization rather than to himself. This
executive frees the worker from fear of authority;
he uses fear productively so that the worker has a
fear of failing to do an adequate job rather than
of failing to please the boss.)

This kind of supervision is fundamentally
healthy. Not that it could not have been done
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better, or without quite so much apparent an-
tagonism. But the point is that it is in ironic
contrast to the kind of supervision described
earlier in the case of the supervisor John or the
kind of supervision of which many a top-man-
agement member boasts (with nothing more to
back it up) — flowers at Easter, large sums of
money at Christmas, birthday gifts, and Thanks-
giving offerings — the kind of supervision, with
all its aura of apparent goodwill, where if the
man is successful, his success is due to the work-
ers' dreadful sense of obligation to him person-
ally rather than any sense of obligation to the
company as a whole.

It is in this area of supervision that the tech-
niques which evolve from psychosocial prin-
ciples are difficult to translate to groups of
supervisors. The principle that a supervisor
who is personally interested in his people is
more likely to be successful in production than
one who is not has had unlimited prescription
as an antidote to the distress caused by non-
hurnan motives. It usually is learned and prac-
ticed, however, as a subjective method based
on superiority-inferiority relationship rather
than a principle based on a philosophy of
personality development for those being super-
vised.

When the training is on an individual basis
(the supervisor developing insight into his own
behavior and thus into the behavior of his
people, through the aid of a counselor), philo-
sophical considerations can readily be used as a
basis for the training. But where training is on
a group basis, each supervisor tends to tie what
he is learning to his own particular set of biases
and prejudices, his own unconscious desires and
dislikes, and reacts to the training according to
his feelings of guilt if any remarks of the teacher
appear to be addressed directly to him. (The
most successful form of supervisory training is,
of course, the discussion form where informal
conversation with a skilled leader and with
members of the group establishes a medium for
self-expression.)

Until workers are released from the fears and
inhibitions which limit their communication
with supervisors and management, distortions
of training principles will come to light only by
accident, as in the case of a company which, on
the point of rehiring a former woman super-
visor, learned that she had been disliked by
her workers:

Inquiry revealed that the woman. Miss A, was
disliked because of an alleged disinterest in the
people with whom she worked. But analysis of
these feelings led to the discovery that Miss B,
the supervisor whom Miss A was now about to
succeed, had on every Monday morning sum-
moned each girl to her office with the query:
"Have you any personal problems?"

The workers' dislike of Miss A then took on a
different coloring. And it was finally discovered
that their real antipathy toward her stemmed from
the fact that, in contrast to Miss B, she discouraged
the use of business time for the discussion of in-
consequential personal matters.

Undoubtedly these distortions will occur un-
less the supervisor has a conscious knowledge of
himself as a person and begins to evolve a phi-
losophy for living which will help him see that
power and security techniques between himself
and his workers are defeating his purpose.

Authority as Power
It is probable that the blame-praise tech-

nique, and all that goes with it, stems from cer-
tain management attitudes toward authority
and responsibility. One of these attitudes is
that authority evolves from positions on an or-
ganization chart. But real authority evolves
from competence; and competence, in turn,
from tested experience.

In the industrial period which preceded mass
production, the supervisor, who through con-
tinuing experience with a total operation in-
evitably knew every detail of that operation
instead of one unit of it, was perforce an author-
ity. Actually, today, the supervisor is not an
authority unless he proves his competence.

Yet management always introduces the
worker to his supervisor instead of to his work
— to the man to whom he is responsible rather
than to the work for which he is responsible —
and thus fixes the mind of the worker on an
authority figure.

The difficulty here is that the word "author-
ity" has in industrial usage connoted power.
The mind of the worker is fixed on the supervi-
sor as a power, on the next highest supervisor
as a higher power, and so on up to the president
as the highest power. We have already seen
what the worker's attitude toward a power or
authority figure does to his initiative and
productivity.

Unfortunately, management has this same at-
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titude toward authority, fixing upon itself the.
power to demand or to praise and blame, to in-
dulge, protect, deprive, or discipline the worker,
just as the father indulges or protects or disci-
plines the child according to his own judgment
of what the child should be, rather than trying
to find out what kind of person the child really
is and developing his potentialities.

Protection of Nonproductive Employee. The
attitude of holding the power or of being the
father is clearly revealed in management's tech-
niques with the nonproductive employee. If
such an employee has infiuence, he is removed
from the scene of actual production, given a
title and salary commensurate with the quality
of the influence; or he is left on the scene and
given a strong assistant to carry out his own
responsibilities. If he does not have infiuence,
he is labeled a nuisance, a dummy, a trouble-
maker, or a problem employee; is left to his
own resources until, from sheer frustration, he
does make trouble; and then is transferred
along with his label to another department,
where he is again left to his own devices by an
alerted supervisor who is already skilled in the
art of avoiding trouble.

Some companies take pride in the 30-, 60-,
90-day follow-up program for new employees.
Unfortunately, "follow-up" is usually all that
it is. It is not a scientific analysis of the poten-
tialities of the investment which the company
and the worker are making in each other. It is
not a study to determine whether there is a
compatibility between what the worker can
offer the company and what the company can
offer him. It is not an inquiry into the adjust-
ment of the worker to his job environment.

It is possible that management has a guilt
conscience about the nonproductive employee,
since the worker, if he is considered eligible
for hire, can hardly have brought with him all
the elements incidental to his failure to de-
velop. As a matter of fact, experiments indicate
that many workers considered hopelessly non-
productive by one supervisor have been fully
developed by another.

The need, here, is for management's recog-
nition that it is unfair to any individual to
maintain him on a payroll unless he makes a
contribution commensurate with his level of
development. The only fair and protective
policy is one which gives the nonproductive

worker an opportunity to work elsewhere, in a
different environment. Once it is determined
that he has been given all the assistance the
company can give him, it is better to discharge
him than to submit and expose him to the in-
dignities of nonrecognition and nonapprecia-
tion. That the discharge should take place
before the worker has established his union
membership is obvious; it is equally obvious
that the worker should fully understand tliat
he is not a failure.

This protection of nonproductivity can ap-
ply to employees in the executive ranks as well
as to those at the bench or behind the counter.
Consider the case of an executive, with his com-
pany for 17 years, who had a health problem:

His physician had warned him that he must cut
down his working hours or be prepared for a ioiiî
illness. But he said that he could not cui hi'̂
hours because he was doing his own work as an
assistant plus the work of his division head, who
had influence with the board of directors.

"Have you talked with the division head about
this situation?"

"Well, no. Joe is a friend of mine. I don't want
to hurt him."

"But you are hurting yourself."
"Yes, and I am also hurting my family, but —

well, everybody knows about Joe. It won't do any
good to discuss it with him. But the management
is going to suffer eventually because 1 cannot keep
this up."

"Then you had better talk this over wilh Joe,
in view of the fact that Joe knows you are doing
his work, telling him that you cannot keep it up
any longer."

"I don't want to get anybody into trouble." (It
is clear that the assistant wants his prol)leni solved
but does not want to solve it himself lest he him-
self get into trouble.)

After a further long discussion, revealing that
the assistant resents his good friend Joe whose
influence with the board of directors is such that
he need not make a contribution commensurate
with his position: "Joe never did a stroke of real
work in this place in his life."

"You have some resentment against that, don't
you?"

"You bet I do. It isn't fair. My wife says I'm
hard to live with; I'm grouchy; I'm so tired I am
not a companion to her. We never go out any
more. It's got me nearly crazy." (We begin to
perceive that the worker's real problem is not the
warning of the physician but the unpleasant rela-
tionships at home, and that his visit to the inter-
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viewer was the result of an unconscious desire to
express his hostility toward the division head rather
than to discuss his long hours.)

Finally, at the end of the interview, "Well, I
feel a little better about the whole thing; I'll try
it a while longer."

Talking about the situation merely relieved
the assistant's tensions. He remains a victim of
management's policy toward the nonproductive
worker and of his own fears.

But think, too, of what the employment rec-
ord of Joe, the division head, might have been
had the management had the courage to face
the influential member on the board of direc-
tors with the facts, and had it separated Joe so
that he could produce elsewhere instead of
retaining him as a protected and patronized
employee.

All the human rights are violated in Joe's
case. He is permitted to receive a salary which
he does not earn; he is referred to as "poor old
Joe," "everybody knows about Joe"; he lives a
parasitic life. He fulfills no purposes; he is the
object of pity or contempt or resentment ac-
cording to his co-workers' personal experiences
with him. Even if Joe wanted to escape, he
would not know how to do so, for his personal
resources have atrophied from disuse. The
management has solved all of Joe's problems
except the most important problem of his ex-
istence — how to fulfill the purpose for which
he was given life.

Managements which protect the nonproduc-
tive employee frequently use the union as a
scapegoat for this failure to meet the situation.
But good union leaders are the first to ask that
management meet its obligation to utilize
workers. The files of shop stewards are full of
problem situations which come to their atten-
tion too late, solely because the management
through its supervision has failed to meet the
issues created in the situation. The procedure
of discharge is an early obligation of manage-
ment — not a late solution to a problem situa-
tion.

It is not going to be easy to convince work-
ers, let alone executives, that in their own and
the management's interests the management ex-
pects the fullest possible productivity. The
workers are not yet aware of life's over-all
purpose. They are aware of frustrations, ten-
sions, vague and indefinable aches and pains,
desires to escape, and invention of excuses for

absenteeism and tardiness; but that any of these
symptoms has its cause in their fear of self-
expression and their need for self-realization is
as yet beyond their full understanding. Fur-
thermore, they have only their past experience
with which to regard a new situation; they
have seen nonproductive workers rise to high
places; they believe that influence results in
attainment, and they believe that the influence
comes from "on high."

Consider the case of n o workers who in an
interviewing session made repeated references
to a man who was bitterly resented by his co-
workers:

In view of the fact that the interviewing was
nondirective and that employees are always wary
of naming names, the identity of this person did
not appear for some time. Finally, the individual
was named by an employee, who said: "Corney
threw a book at me today."

A list of Corney's derelictions then emerged, in-
cluding having beer with his lunches and return-
ing to the office intoxicated, throwing anything at
hand, sassing customers, refusing to answer the
telephone, and calling people names. The only sin
he had not committed was the sin of having favor-
ites.

Yet Corney himself was a favorite, it appeared.
Corney had influence. Some said the influence was
Corney's uncle, but the identity of the influence
remained a mystery.

"If it was any of the rest of us," said one indi-
vidual angrily, "we would lose our jobs like this,"
snapping his fingers.

At the end of the interviewing program it was
evident that the hostility toward Corney seriously
interfered with production. Corney's immediate
supervisor admitted that Corney was a problem,
and he occasionally had too many beers. "But he
is never really intoxicated; he is only slightly under
the weather." The supervisor talked warily about
Corney. He too was afraid of Corney's influence.

Corney's supervisor's supervisor said he knew
all about Corney. "It's disgraceful, but nobody
can do anything about it. He has been reported
to the personnel department, but nothing hap-
pens."

The personnel department stated that Corney
had been with the company for 22 years, that
he had always been fond of beer with his lunches,
had thrown books, bottles, anything at hand, and
that he browbeat the girls. But before lunch and
after the beer wore off, Corney was fine. The per-
sonnel department had a feeling that the division
head did not want to come to grips with the prob-
lem of Corney.
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The woman who was the division head said: "I
could cheerfully wring his neck. He has a great
deal of ability, but he does as he pleases because
Mr. X is his uncle by marriage." She felt sure
that Mr. X, who was vice president of the organi-
zation, would understand the situation. She said
she would not mind at all if the matter were dis-
cussed with Mr. X.

Mr. X listened. "This is not a gag?" he asked.
Assured it was a very serious interference with
production, he promised to investigate the matter.

Investigation revealed that Corney's wife knew
the uncle of Mr. X, and Corney had cannily let
that be known. Finding that he was accorded new
respect, Corney moved his story up a notch. His
wife was the niece of Mr. X by marriage. Eventu-
ally, Corney himself became the nephew of Mr.
X; Mr. X became Corney's lawful protector; and
Corney became cock of the walk for 15 years.

When Corney was asked whether he knew Mr.
X, he said solemnly, "Never spoke two words to
him in my life." He knew that his long holiday
was over. He substituted soft drinks for beer and
upon return from lunch behaved with commend-
able decorum. The young lady who was tired of
being Corney's target visited the interviewing office
to say, "Considering the way he was before, he is
an angel now. It's like a miracle."

Indeed, it was a miracle —that an entire
group of workers and supervisors could harbor
resentment for 15 years which had never
reached the ears of management because the
workers were accustomed to seeing nonproduc-
tive members protected.

Fixing Responsibility. A concomitant to
management's attitude that authority evolves
from persons because of their position on an
organization chart is the attitude that respon-
sibility for a total operation can be fixed at a
certain level. The desirability of fixing re-
sponsibility as such is not disputed here. On
the contrary, there are situations where specific
responsibility can — and if it can, should be —
pinned down to specific individuals. But there
are also plenty of situations which, more than
is often realized, pose the problem of collective
responsibility. It is not practical to fix respon-
sibility for a total operation at any level on an
organization chart because no single official
can obtain all the facts pertinent to all the
details of his operation at any one time, noi
can he function at all the levels of experience
for which he holds responsibility.

It is at this point that it becomes vitally
important to think in terms of functions rather
than positions. The function of a merchandise
manager in a department store, for example, is
to manage a division; he holds the buyer re-
sponsible for assuring that the right merchan-
dise is made available at the right price and at
the right time in his division. But the buyer
cannot be held responsible if the merchandise
is not checked in and marked in time to go on
sale. That is the function of the supervisor in
charge of the receiving room. Neither can the
buyer be held wholly responsible if the mer-
chandise does not sell. The salesperson may not
believe in the commodity value of the item
and may not try to sell it; the salesperson may
be unskilled in selling techniques. Training
the salesperson is the function of the training
department. We may say, then, that while
responsibility for a function may be fixed at a
certain level, responsibility for the operation
is a collective matter.

It is obvious that since the iridividual super-
visor fears the implications of responsibility be-
cause of the management's attitude toward
trouble, it will be difficult to develop the atti-
tudes which are requisite for a recognition of
joint or collective responsibility. This is an
attainable goal, however, provided manage-
ment is willing to alter its attitude toward
problem and conflict.

Constructive Integration
Just as management sees authority and re-

sponsibility in individual persons, management
also sees trouble and conflict as the failure of an
individual person rather than as the evolution
of a situation. Conflict should provide stimu-
lation for thought and a solid foundation for
the solution of new problems; it usually pro-
vides uncomfortable relationships for everyone
involved. Conflict should be the basis of inte-
gration; it is usually the source of disintegra-
tion.

Getting All the Facts. Mary Parker FoUett,
whose lectures on business administration were
as significant in the early part of the century
as is the Johnson report at this time, said that
there are three ways to treat conflict. The first
is to dominate it; the second, to arrive at com-
promise; and the third, to integrate all the
facts in order to discover the law of the situa-
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tion. In her own words she used these "pro-
gressive differings" as a measure of success.
But she emphasized that it is not possible to
integrate conflict unless all the facts are brought
out into the open.

Management's attitude toward trouble and
conflict, then, must be altered from a praise-
blame concept of control to a situational con-
cept. Management must convince the workers
that it welcomes a free exchange of ideas and
experience. Actually, management must con-
vince the workers that it desires free criticism
whether or not management members are in-
volved in this exchange of ideas. This is the
first essential alteration in the worker's environ-
ment. He must believe that there will be no
reprisals if he says what he really thinks and
feels about a situation in which he is a partici-
pant. He must believe that management wel-
comes his experience as a contribution to ad-
ministrative solutions.

The skills needed for integration of conflict
evolve from concepts which psychologists call
the doctrine of the wholes. Dr. Harold Lass-
well, in his book. Power and Personality,^ uses
the phrase "contextual principle" for this con-
cept — the principle that the detail has meaning
only in relation to the whole of which it is a
part.

The integrating process is to see all the
points of view of the situation, to make avail-
able all the facts, to take time for all the ideas
instead of only the ideas of the dominating
personality, and to see the long-term needs of
the organization as well as the immediate de-
sires of the participating members. The skill,
in short, is to refrain from taking sides until
all the cards are on the table, and the total
situation is recognized.

The vice president of an organization who
summoned a meeting of his management asso-
ciates for a discussion on changing the name of
the company, and then sent word he was called
out of town but was against the idea, is not
"integration conscious."

While the a-bility to compromise should be
part of our learning, since our daily lives are
constantly demanding some compromise of
us, to compromise when there are several points
of view means that one or two sides give in and
feel cheated because they have relinquished
dearly held views. Furthermore, when there is

'London, Chapman & Hall, 1919.

a compromise, the solution rarely endures;
whenever a similar situation arises, the same
points of view are broached and fought for all
over again.

However, even compromise is not possible if
each side is determined to dominate the situa-
tion, without tolerance of what might be gained
by integrating ideas. If groups are summoned
for a discussion of mutual purpose, and one
group arrives at the meeting with a determina-
tion to hold to the point of view that there can
be no mutual purpose because management
works for profits and workers for wages, and
not to listen to any other viewpoint, there is no
way to integrate the confiict; the discussion is
a waste of time; the solution will be arrived
at through domination on the part of the most
powerful group.

Free Expression. When, however, all mem-
bers of the group have real freedom of expres-
sion (which includes honest listening to what
others may express), viewpoints invariably alter
in the light of the total experience presented,
and the confiict can be integrated. What ap-
pear at first to be either-or situations, or all-
or-nothing viewpoints, emerge as viewpoints
which were colored by ignorance or misinter-
pretation of facts. Sometimes, of course, it is
not possible to convince the participants that
the decision is not already weighted by power.
One member of top management who sincerely
tried to introduce the integration process found
that in his presence certain members would
not express their views. It was not until he used
a few choice words which are unacceptable in
polite society to convince the members that he
would not stand for their "pussyfooting" that
the members really believed their president
wanted their ideas whether or not they coin-
cided with his own.

There is always a degree of emotional in-
volvement in any conflict, but the tensions
which involvement creates are considerably
relieved once the viewpoints of everyone have
been freely stated. Consider the case of what
happened as the result of a 60-day leave of ab-
sence of a division head in a sales corporation:

The company appointed a young man, new to
the division, as a temporary head during the regu-
lar executive's absence. Only two weeks had
passed before it was evident that the young man
had unusual skills in developing cooperative rela-
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tionships. The comptroller, who was responsible
for the operation of the division, found that there
was none of ihe usual loitering of young women
and men in the hallways, none of the usual chatter
among the women at their desks. Certain details
of the operation which were usually behind sched-
ule were now on time.

The absent executive had considerable prestige
with the company because of his relationship to
one of the company's largest stockholders. The
comptroller was aware of this when, sometime be-
fore the 60 days were over, he visited the manager
to suggest that the temporary head be left in the
position. The general manager said he appreciated
the situation, "but there would be too much to
explain and too many people to explain it to."

The situation continued to improve, until by
the time the absentee was due to retum the comp-
troller was determined that he could not be so
unfair to the workers and the company as to per-
mit a return to the old laissez-faire routine. Sev-
eral days after the absentee returned, the comp-
troller asked him if he had noted any change. The
executive said that he had not. Then the comp-
troller told him frankly what had happened, hop-
ing that the response of the executive to his own
sincerity would be equally sincere.

The result of this conflict was that at the ex-
ecutive's suggestion a meeting of the three division
supervisors, himself, and the comptroller was held,
wilh the executive opening the discussion: "There
have been some changes during my absence which
I think are good. I want to know how they came
about and how we can continue this kind of
progress."

One of the supervisors said that there was a
change in order-checking procedure: "It came
about when we explained our method to the man
who took over in your absence."

The executive wanted to know if that was the
only change.

"You might as well know, since you asked," re-
sponded a woman supervisor, "that Mr. Y upheld
us when we attempted to keep the women at their
desks. Whenever we correct them, they run to
you for sympathy, and frankly they usually get it.
I know that you do not realize it makes our job
that much harder. If you feel that we discipline
the women too strictly, then you should tell us,
not let them feel that you sympathize with them
against us."

This is integration of an unusual order. As
Miss Eollett has stated, its success depends on
getting all the facts into the open.

are
Use of Conferences. Once working groups
e convinced that management believes in the

integration process as a tool of development,
there are unlimited uses to which it can be put.
The conference of an integrating nature is
particularly useful in the settlement of per-
sonal disputes between supervisors and workers
or between groups of workers. Consider the
case of the supervisor of a selling department
who discovered that the sales record for a
period of 30 days for the entire department had
fallen seriously below standard:

On investigation he learned that a quarrel be-
tween two of the saleswomen was the cause of his
difficulty. The 12 women in the department had
taken sides, and having done so were instigating
little quarrels of their own which became so in-
tense that on one occasion the opinion of a cus-
tomer was solicited by a young woman trying to
prove her point.

The supervisor had never held conferences of
an integration nature, but he felt that nothing
he could do could make the situation any worse
than it already was. He arranged a dinner meet-
ing in a private dining room. Observing that
throughout the meal the affability was entirely too
contrived, he waited calmly until the cigarettes
were lighted after dessert before he broached the
subject of the original quarrel.

"At the end of̂  two hours," as he described it,
"I was exhausted, but they were going strong.
Everything that was antagonistic had been aired;
they seemed to forget that I was there although I
assure you I was. I merely injected a word or two
when the conversation got a little too rough.
Finally, one of the girls said, 'What on earth
started the whole thing?' They all began to laugh,
and the meeting broke up with the former an-
tagonists deciding to go elsewhere and have a
drink to cement their renewed friendship. The
girls thanked me for 'everything,' as one of them
put it. But they have no idea what I owe them.
I discovered that before the meeting began, I had
unconsciously taken sides myself. As I listened, I
knew that it was impossible to fix the blame on any
of them. I will never take sides in my own mind
again."

It is a little difficult to expect anyone not to
take sides; we all unconsciously do so. Only
the person who has no convictions at all re-
frains from doing so. The skill is to withhold
judgment until all the facts are presented —
and then, if necessary, to use intelligent pres-
sure. As a matter of fact, intelligent pressure
can be applied only when the situation or the
supervision process is integrated. This is obvi-
ously the opposite of the negative solution of
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the supervisor about whom a worker said, when
asked the reason for his ecstatic love of his boss,
"He leaves me alone."

Once the organization is integration con-
scious, management will regard complaints in
the spirit of, "What happened?" and "How can
we prevent its happening again?" instead of,
"Who is to blame?" Supervisors will consider,
"What errors in judgment did I make?" and
"What can I learn from this situation?" in-
stead of, "How can I protect myself from
blame?"

Management Self-Analysis

Management's success in convincing workers
of its sincere intent to promote the free ex-
change of ideas and criticisms is dependent
largely upon the degree to which management
members will be willing to analyze and alter
their own attitudes and behavior.

It is difficult for a top-management man to
realize that the interacting pattern of influ-
ences in his company's environment begins with
his own attitudes and relationships. He has for-
gotten the mental discomforts he experienced
as a worker — what it feels like to be on the
other side of the desk, to be publicly repri-
manded, or to be humiliated. He has forgotten
how many times he closed his lips over the
words which crowded to be uttered, how many
ideas he never spoke because of fear that the
boss might think he wanted his job, how often
he wished for an uninterrupted session with
the boss during which he could say everything
that was on his mind. He has forgotten that
his own job performance was usually a reflec-
tion of the boss's attitude and behavior toward
himself, that he was sensitive to every gesture,
every tone of voice, every facial expression,
and every word the boss uttered.

Part of the management member's lack of
awareness of himself in relation to others is
explained by the fact that he is seldom if ever
confronted with himself, so successful is the
conspiracy to keep him uninformed about the
way his workers feel toward him. Unless he is
habitually self-critical and analytical, he is
likely to believe, when his relationships are
unsatisfactory, that the other fellow was the one
who would not cooperate.

Face-to-Face Relationships. One of the
writers of this article talked before a group of

personnel and management representatives, at
the 1949 convention of the National Retail Dry
Goods Association, on the need for self-expres-
sion in business and industry. In the context
were seven reasons why workers do not talk
frankly with their supervisors. It is significant
that the seven reasons, sometimes with the
total context, continue to be widely quoted in
business and industrial magazines, and the
speaker continues to receive letters requesting
more information on the "telling the boss"
speech.

One explanation of this response may be
that all of us have a stereotyped idea of the
supervisor-worker relationship, but a more
likely explanation is that tiie seven reasons
(and probably others like them) represent an
experience to which every worker and super-
visor can relate himself:

1. The supervisor does not have time to listen.
2. The boss who takes time to listen frequently

does not really listen.
3. The boss often assumes that he knows all

the answers because he knows what the answers
ought to be.

4. The boss does not know how to encourage
free exchange of ideas.

5. The face-to-face relationships which were a
major success factor in business 50 years ago are
not now adequately provided by the supervisor.

6. Many people who sit behind desks have not
learned the facts are hard to get.

7. The employee who tells the boss feels that
he is "ratting."

It is also significant that the third and fifth
reasons in particular have occasioned comment.
The third statement is expanded in the con-
text to the point that management members
especially are so remote from the concrete
situation that they are unable to perceive the
value of concrete experience. "Sometimes the
higher level boss is so attached to the book an-
swers that he will not relinquish them," the
context proceeds; "this is the common com-
plaint against the college-trained man who has
enjoyed the luxury of expounding ideas and
theories without ever being forced to make
those ideas apply specifically."

For example, the management of a distribut-
ing company engaged the services of a ware-
housing expert at a very high figure, but it
was soon experiencing losses much higher than
his salary because of resentment against his



Harvard Business Review

attitude that he was never wrong. Absenteeism,
accidents, careless handling, and illness re-
sulted from his edict that everything in the
warehouse was to be palletized despite the
workers' protests that it was not practical from
a time and space standpoint to palletize certain
fast-moving items.

The resentment of the worker toward a super-
visor who has had a formal education repre-
sents a very real problem in business and in-
dustry. Part of the resentment is in the work-
er's own feeling of inferiority and inadequacy.
But a larger part is in the worker's recognition
that the supervisor is unwilling to believe that
some of his favorite theories do not apply in
specific instances.

As for the fifth reason — that the face-to-face
relationships which were a major success factor
m business 50 years ago are not now adequately
provided by the supervisor— judging by the
flood of comments from individuals who wrote
or spoke of their experiences with executives,
here is a problem very "close to home" for many
executives. Consider the following selected
comments:

A: "He tells me to come into his office, then
keeps me standing there for 10 or 20 minutes while
he reads the papers on his desk. As if my time were
less valuable than his!"

B: "My boss is always taking telephone calls
when I am with him to try to get approval for
an idea or a change. When I come out of his
office, my insides are upside down with nervous
tension."

C: "My boss is a nationally famous figure who
makes speeches on employee-employer relations,
but he doesn't seem to understand that the rela-
tions begin with himself. If I had a dollar for
every time he uses the first person singular in his
office, I would be a millionaire."

D: "A favorite technique of our boss is to call
a group meeting, then bawl out those of us who
have not pleased him. It is the old dunce cap
trick with a new twist."

E: "The man who is my superior is continu-
ously proving to himself that he has the right
to hold the power of supervision. Whenever he
has to criticize anyone, he waits until he has an
audience, then he starts screaming. He is tech-
nically an able man, personally a sadist who takes
out on all of us his hatred of himself. But he is
not aware of any of it."

The woman who made this last comment has
an unusual insight into the behavior of her

supervisor. She is saying in effect that a man
who hates himself hates others. She is also
saying that this executive is afraid of himself
in relation to individuals. He feels secure only
when he has an audience, at which time he
begins showing off —just as he showed off be-
fore his mother's guests when he was four
years old.

Of course there are many executives whose
face-to-face relationships with their people call
forth responses of appreciation, cooperation,
renewed effort, and loyalty to the company.
But the nature of the response to the talk be-
fore the NRDGA has confirmed our judgment
that they are outnumbered by less fortunate
executives.

If it is true that the majority of executives,
particularly those in top management, do not
know how to promote satisfactory face-to-face
relationships, what is the reason?

The reasons can be stated in various ways.
It may be that the executive does not under-
stand his function; it may be that he fears the
responsibilities he has assumed, that he does not
value people and so misuses them, that he is
afraid he will lose his power, that he needs
training —but any of these statements is re-
ducible to this: that he is unaware of himself.
If the executive were aware of himself in rela-
tion to others, he would make an attempt to
alter his behavior.

Altering Own Behavior. We may ask whether
it is possible for a man to become so aware
of himself that he will attempt to alter his
behavior. It is possible, but the success of his
efforts is dependent upon the degree to which
he is willing and able to look at himself. For
even a man who is consciously self-critical is
reluctant to give up his cherished ideals about
himself.

Furthermore, few of us will attempt to alter
our habits unless we are threatened with the
possibility of failure or with failure itself. A
top-management man who was convinced that
he had not succeeded in arousing the interest
of his subordinates, facing that kind of failure,
set about altering his attitudes. Some execu-
tives are not alert to the lack of responsiveness
on the part of their subordinates, and even
those who are tend to think the lack of interest
is hopeless. But this executive underwent the
painful necessity of admitting failure, then the
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tedious and difficult ordeal of analyzing his own
deficiencies, and, finally, the education of him-
self in a language which was new to him. It
was on the day he summoned his people to a
conference and opened it with the statement,
"I have discovered that my methods have been
wrong, and I intend to change them," that this
man made it known he understood himself and
his relationship to his employees.

There are many rating and training programs
now offered to management for the develop-
ment of executives and top men, but it is doubt-
ful if any of these programs can be as effective
as the executive's recognition of his own defi-
ciencies and his sincere desire to know and
understand himself.

The self-rating procedure which some organ-
izations have installed is seldom effective be-
cause of a tendency to rate ourselves as we
like to think we are, or as we would really like
to be. For example, one management member
rated himself and came to the conclusion he was
a fine fellow. He is, when everything goes his
way, when nobody contradicts him, when no-
body talks except himself. He must have the
center of the stage. If his associates and sub-
ordinates fail to give him the stage, everyone
within the radius of his power feels the rage of
his frustration. This man rated himself as he
would like to be. No one has dared to tell
him the kind of man he really is.

Other organizations have adopted preventive
programs by way of selection techniques which
are designed to screen the emotionally imma-
ture personality. But rarely are top executives
selected through this procedure. Perhaps it is
assumed that when a man gets to the top, his
behavior is beyond reproach; perhaps, that he
will be insulted if his emotional maturity is
questioned. A president who hired a top man
on the basis of glowing references and then dis-
covered the man had antagonized everyone with
whom he came in contact, said, "I just did not
have the nerve to send him to our psycholo-
gist. I was afraid he would be offended."

Later, in this same situation, the president
said he could not understand why the man's
references and reputation were of such high
caliber. The answer is quite simple: none of
this man's associates knew how his people felt
toward him. Some executives have fine rela-
tionships with subordinates and are antago-
nistic toward their associates; others have fine

relationships with associates and are antago-
nistic toward subordinates.

Incidentally (yet significantly), the executive
who uses destructive methods unconsciously
furnishes the organization with a scapegoat.
The people who work with him and have had
unpleasant experience in the association can
always rationalize their failure to be fully pro-
ductive on the basis of an attitude of, "You can't
get anywhere with this guy, so what's the use?"
Consider the case of the manager of a small
plant who prided himself on his fine relation-
ships:

This manager was shocked one day to overhear
a conversation in which he was described as a
"so-and-so." When he told his wife about the in-
cident, he was shocked again. Her response was,
"Well you are, sometimes, particularly when
people fail to meet your expectations."

In view of the fact that the manager had always
considered himself tolerant, he was unable to
accept his wife's confirmation of the worker's
statement. Seeking the aid of a counselor, he grad-
ually began to understand the reasons for his
intolerance and to change his methods.

Some months late^, feeling he could talk frankly
with the worker whose comment he had overheard,
he called the man to his office and related the
story of his attempts to alter his attitude.

"Well you see, sir," said the worker, "we have
kind of noticed it, but we just don't believe it.
We're waiting for you to change back. Somehow,
we were more comfortable the other way."

"You mean it was easier to hate me as a so-and-
so than to like me as a good boss?" asked the mana-
ger.

"Well, we could blame an awful lot on you," re-
plied the worker.

Not all workers will respond productively to
constructive techniques. Some workers are so
emotionally immature that their responses are
always negative. Fortunately, in the case just
cited, the workers, who had become accustomed
to blaming the manager for all their troubles
and who therefore had to be educated to the
acceptance of his new attitudes and methods,
did respond to the change.

Concept of Service. We have been using the
word "leader" to designate the function of a
supervisor or executive in order to nullify the
boss-authority-power concept, but even this
word "leader" is not adequate for activating
the principles in the Johnson report. It can-
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not be overstated that these principles focus on
man's basic needs. These needs are not to fol-
low but to be — to be, flrst, an individual who
lives in order to fulfill a purpose and, secondly,
a member of a group which works for a common
cause.

The Johnson report furnishes a key to a
different concept about the executive function
when it speaks of a mutual trusteeship between
management and labor. The executive who ac-
cepts this concept will think of his function as a
service to the organization and of his contribu-
tion to this service in terms of human relation-
ships as well as technical skills and ability.

Creating the Environment

The problem, as posed at the beginning, is
how to create an environment that is suited to
man's basic needs. The Johnson report lists
these needs as: self-esteem, recognition and
appreciation, the respect of others, a chance to
live, a social life, and assurance of economic
security. It further states that concentration on
any one of these needs leads to unhappiness and
frustration. In the light of the preceding dis-
cussion, now, what can we do?

Inadequacy of Techniques. In general, em-
ployment policies were not built around man's
psychological needs until after the First World
War, when the French word "personnel" had
become part of the industrial vocabulary. The
word was introduced to business and industry
to cover the field of activities relating to the
human personality, and a language was built
around the word. Personnel representatives
have too often concentrated on the techniques
or on the language, without insight, without
sufficient research into meanings, without suffi-
cient endeavor to develop for themselves and
for the management a philosophy based on the
value of people.

From time to time special techniques have
been acclaimed as the answer and have been
absorbed (to an extent depending upon man-
agement's attitude about cost), to become fiesh-
less and bloodless functions substituted for real
human relations. Some of these techniques are
turned into little tricks to keep people happy
and productive, or to keep them at a status
which management considers desirable.

One personnel director bases his success on
the way he manipulates people in what he calls

a "we-us" attitude. He says, "Let's all do this
together"; even takes off his coat to make tlie
idea realistic; but he has no intention of help-
ing to do the job. Another director says, "I
listen to everything they say and let them think
I believe it." This attitude is commendable if
he means he has no right to judge the truth or
falsity or sincerity of statements without proof
of intent to deceive, but his next remark indi-
cates that his devices with people are designed
to protect himself: "That way, I know every-
thing that goes on, so when the big boy sends
for me, I have all the answers ready."

Concentration on the language in the per-
sonnel field has led sometimes to such devotion
to the abstractions that the practitioner in a
company organization puts himself in the posi-
tion of fighting for a personal cause, and indeed
of directing his fight against management in-
stead of working with the daily limitations
which hinder the total application of the prin-
ciples he holds so inviolate. This attitude,
which is characteristic of too many persons with
training in social sciences who work in the in-
dustrial and business fields, has led to such
overemphasis on psychological needs that top
management has really bought the idea, as one
member put it, that "there are many things
more important to workers than money."

Often, the now well-known Hawthorne ex-
periment ^ is used to prove the value of these
psychological needs. But actually it did not
prove that money is not important. Nor did
it prove that the needs of the individual are the
paramount consideration for study, but rather
that the relationship of people to each other is
the field of inquiry to which the study of the
human personality should be directed — not
just the outward forms of behavior, but the
relation of needs to behavior; not just the needs
and drives, but the efEects of these needs and
drives upon cooperative relationships; not just
the parts, but the whole. It would be difficult
to analyze the relative importance of any of
these human needs to each other or to the job,
for they are interdependent just as the physical
and biological properties of the human body
are interdependent.

One of the reasons why personnel repre-
sentatives have concentrated on techniques is

"Fritz J. Roethlisberger and W. J. Dickson, Management
and the Worker (Cambridge, Harvard University Press,
1939)-
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that the managem,fint has been interested in
the techniques rather than in a social philoso-
phy or the relation of man's needs to the work
environment. The personnel director has felt
that he must be what management wants him
to be. And yet some management members
complain that their attitude of sufferance to-
ward personnel directors is because they "go
along, instead of giving guidance."

One member of management said, "If I had
my way, we would pay clerks to do the work our
personnel director does; a high salaried person-
nel man or woman is just so much money down
the drain." When asked for an explanation,
he said, "Well the head of our outfit is a regu-
lar so-and-so who has no ideas about people
except that they are to do his will; he belongs
back in the dark ages. Do you think our per-
sonnel director will support us when we try to
fight for some enlightenment in our policies
and methods? No, he sits back and agrees with
the big man. He is a perfect yes-no man."

The person who made this complaint is de-
scribing a director who has the same fears that
inhibit the worker's courage and self-expression.
If he has convictions, he is afraid to utter them
lest he suffer disapproval; perhaps he is afraid
of losing his job. It is possible, however, that he
does not have basic convictions about people
and life, and that, realizing the vulnerability of
his position, he is afraid to seek outside help
and guidance.

Psychosocial Viewpoint. The Johnson re-
port approaches human relations from a psy-
chosocial viewpoint — the viewpoint that im-
pulses, tendencies, and wants of biological
origin are forces in the life of the individual
which are continuously modified and reshaped
by experience in interpersonal relationships —
and the premise that a philosophy based on the
dignity of the human personality is an impera-
tive need if our democratic society is to endure.
Within such an approach, personnel adminis-
tration is inevitably related not only to the
social structure in the organization but to the
structure of society as a whole. Personnel ad-
ministration, then, must begin to collaborate
with our institutions for a uniform value sys-
tem on what is socially desirable or undesirable.

It is not possible to utilize the Johnson re-
port unless top management sees the need for
such collaboration, for the philosophy based

on the value of people must emanate from the
top. No matter where a man stands in the
hierarchy of the work world, he is first of all a
person, then a man with special skills and
knowledge. As a person, he has the same con-
flicts in values and standards which have been
described in connection with the worker. And
these confiicts manifest themselves in varying
attitudes about people.

One management member may believe that
people are sheep and parrots who want only
to follow and to imitate; another, that people
are little boys and girls who would rather not
grow up; another, that people want to develop
but because of circumstances entirely beyond
their control are unable to do so; another, that
people want to grow toward emotional matur-
ity and will if given help. If all these members
work out their own personality needs through
these various concepts about people, the organ-
ization is already in a state of emotional chaos.
Yet there are many businesses and industries
trying to achieve the full productivity of em-
ployees by operating within such chaotic cir-
cumstances.

The real activation of the Johnson report
will occur in the daily contacts between indi-
vidual supervisors and individual workers. But
this does not alter the fact that the personnel
administration as such will necessarily have to
strike a balance between the pragmatism which
meets daily needs and the idealism which strug-
gles against the recognition of practical neces-
sity.

It is not proposed that management can
create an environment which satisfies all the
human needs, all at one time, for it is this which
our contemporary society has been unable to
do. To satisfy man's need to be recognized for
his individual contribution, and at the same
time satisfy his deep need to belong to groups,
presents a seeming contradiction. There is a
drive to be dominant in all of us, but there
is also a need for protection and security which
compels submission to authority and the curb-
ing of self-expression; there is a drive to be
intensely individualistic and to win as much for
oneself as possible, but there is also an urge for
the recognition and approval of one's groups.
The psychosocial scientists will say that man
becomes a real person only as he begins to
perceive his own self, and that perception of
self emerges through the interpersonal relation-
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ships which comprise group association, but
this is a language not readily translated into the
layman's terms.

The problem of creating an environment
which will suit these basic needs becomes one
of how to develop individual personalities so
that the organization will yield its own super-
visors and executives and, concomitantly, of
how to achieve the cooperative relationships
which are essential for the accomplishment of
interdependent function. Moreover, these
goals must be met at the same time that it is
desirable to maintain an equitable operating
cost.

As we have already seen, the worker's prob-
lem is identical to management's. How does he
maintain his individuality as a person, his
basic rights and dignities, yet at the same time
retain his group status? Confronted with the
fact that he was never so variously dependent
upon group association as he is today, man
nevertheless continues the conscious or uncon-
scious struggle to be independent.

Encouraging Development. A further prob-
lem of management is that there are forces at
work which influence the individual toward
dependency and toward regarding those who
speak of self-reliance with suspicion. And yet,
if we look realistically at the industrial scene,
we perceive that management can contribute
only so much to the worker's development; the
worker must be taught to contribute the re-
mainder. Management can provide an environ-
ment which promotes growth and develop-
ment, but only the worker can utilize that
environment. Management can provide the
opportunity for experience, but the worker
must use the experience for his own progress.

For example, of two clerk typists who entered
a hospital laboratory, one remained a clerk
typist and the other became secretary to the
chief technician. The former girl did no more
work than was expected of her. The latter not
only performed her work, but she volunteered
her services to group conferences; she listened
to professional conversations between doctors
and nurses; she borrowed a medical dictionary.
In short, not only did she contribute her indi-
viduality to the group performance, but she
utilized her experience for development.

It can be said that the latter worker was
more ambitious, more skilled in utilizing re-

sources — this is undoubtedly the case — but the
point here is that the laboratory management
did provide the experience. As the girl her-
self says, "They have been wonderful to me;
nobody ever got cross or impatient when I
asked questions, and, believe me, I was really
a nuisance. Everybody seemed eager to help
me."

It can also be said that the latter worker had
a stronger drive toward independence than the
former, but, again, the point is that her job
environment stimulated rather than stultified
her initiative and energy.

Management has attempted to combat the
influences toward dependency with communi-
cation and education programs designed to
convince the worker, in essence, that the princi-
ples of individuation on which the capitalistic
system is based are those which best suit his
needs. Good enough, but such programs must
guard against ignoring the psychological prin-
ciple of stimulus and response. It is dangerous
to undertake education and communication
programs to sell capitalism unless the worker
sees the facts which are communicated to him
demonstrated in his own job experience. The
worker will not absorb and believe just facts.
He responds to those facts with his experience.
And he responds to the current educational
programs with more distrust and suspicion than
is already part of his attitude unless capital-
ism is made realistic to him and his family.

The real danger here is that management
may, without realizing it, attempt to treat the
symptoms without diagnosing the disease. In
that event, the technique becomes one of ad-
ministering sugar pills and pain killer in the
hope that the operation need not be performed.
If the program is handled carefully, on the
other hand, the worker can be helped to see
that the capitalistic system means something he
can understand and experience; and as soon
as that happens, he will accept it as the system
in which he is most secure.

And it will mean something to him when he
perceives that the only valid fear is the fear
of not utilizing and developing his resources;
when he is unafraid to express his opinions and
to tell the truth when asked for facts; when he
feels free to apply for a position in another de-
partment knowing that his supervisor not only
welcomes his developmental activity but wel-
comes the opportunity to give new people
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training; when he sees cooperation as it is — a
form of mutual aid.

The program for education which should be
undertaken is one which helps the worker
understand himself in relation to others, helps
him recognize that he is happier and more pro-
ductive when he is free to test and to find his
own solutions. This kind of program condi-
tions him for living effectively as a person not
only on his job but in all of his activity.

Group Participation. In order that group
status may be assured, management must give
the worker maximum opportunity through
officially recognized group participation to ex-
press his personality. Cooperation in the sense
of working toward a mutual goal, for self-
advancement, for protection, is an active social
process which is not yet a force in industrial
life. Workers form groups, but these groups
become exclusive and antagonistic; because of
their homogeneity they exclude rather than
aid the expression of individual opinion. More-
over, such groups become overorganized and
thus nullify cooperation, as when there are £00
many committees, or when workers lunch to-
gether so frequently that they become bored
with each other and can think of nothing to
discuss except their problems.

The goal here is to develop group coopera-
tion through Mrhich workers may pool their
knowledge, develop strength as they hear their
opinions voiced and begin to express them-
selves, give each other courage, satisfy their
need for the esteem of others, promote enthusi-
asm and sound morale — and eventually group
efliciency.

As the worker begins to participate in group
activity, he realizes that management must set
up an authority structure for conformity to
certain standards without which the group
cannot function satisfactorily, just as he has
learned to accept standards without which civic
groups cannot survive — standards of attend-
ance, punctuality, safety regulations, responsi-
bility for function, codes of conduct toward
co-workers. In order to conform for the pro-
tection of the group, he must yield certain of
his individual preferences, but he retains the
right to self-expression, to live without fear of
displeasing the boss, to ask questions, to chal-
lenge opinion. The experience of belonging
to his group widens his horizons and alters his

viewpoint. This is shown by the case of a young
woman who had been six months on her first
position as a supervisor:

Because her family, educational, and religious
life had developed within her a deep sense of
values, she became seriously disturbed when she
realized that she was absorbing certain ideas which
her associates expressed in daily communication.

At a division meeting, when asked by the head
whether she had read certain source material, she
replied that she had not had time to do so.

At the close of the meeting, one of the super-
visors said: "Don't ever tell him you have not read
the material; it's one of his pet projects; he wasted
a lot of money on that stuff, so we all let him think
we read it. That is just good politics."

The idea bothered her. "It isn't fair to lie to
that old man," she said later, "and if I have to
play politics in order to hold my job, I had better
get out of here. It's vile. I hate liars."

(Something unusual is happening to this young
woman. No one has ever challenged her standards
before, and she is reacting bitterly to people who
do not believe and act as she thinks they should
believe and act. Yet without this group experience,
she would never have known the need to under-
stand her rigid determination to mold individuals
to her own liking and to judge their behavior.)

She was asked to try an experiment. The next
time she met the group^ she was to express her
opinions about their behavior toward the division
head, without anger or judgment. As was to be
expected, she found that others agreed with her
but lacked the courage to say so individually.

Managements look with skepticism on group
methods which integrate conflict and utilize
maximum participation because they are a de-
parture from custom. The president of an
organization said, "Do you mean to tell me a
stock boy can help me manage my business?"
It is certainly not impossible that the stock boy
could give the president some ideas, but the
president is thinking of the stock boy sitting on
the board of directors. This is not intended,
and anyway the stock boy would be extremely
uncomfortable. But a visit with the stock boy
and some of his fellow workers for an exchange
of opinions and experience would give the
president some idea of how to manage the stock
boys.

A simple application of group procedures in
operating policy was used by an executive who
had received frequent complaints about volun-
tary collection taking within departments:



54 Harvard Business Review

Collections were taken for engagement parties,
wedding gifts, new babies, birthdays, anniversaries,
families in financial distress, funerals, Christmas
gifts to janitors and maids, bosses and co-workers,
departure gifts, even something for individuals
who had lost their pay envelopes. (One worker,
when asked why she liked her job so much, replied,
"Every time I lose my pocketbook, they take up a
collection.")

Not only were the collections unorganized and
unsupervised, but anybody who desired to initiate
a collection taking could do so. It took a coura-
geous soul to ignore the collection basket — the in-
genious collector saying casually, "We'll take any-
thing you care to give," but carefully displaying a
dollar bill on top of the pile — and there were
quite a few who, lacking the courage to refuse
but wanting to, went to the management for aid.

The management resented this drain on em-
ployee income as much as the workers did. In-
stead of issuing an arbitrary policy, a top executive
summoned a group of worker representatives for
discussion, explaining that the management
wanted to work out a policy which integrated
everyone's viewpoint.

The workers were at first reluctant to voice their
opinions, but the chairman said, "We know that
a discussion of this question is embarrassing be-
cause there is always a fear of being thought to
be stingy, but we also know that it is a very real
problem with many of you who have large fami-
lies or only yourselves to depend upon. Large
families require a lot of money these days."

"That is just it," said one worker impulsively,
and with her words the tension was broken. When
the discussion was concluded, the members had
decided to limit the occasions for which collec-
tions could be taken and to limit the amount which
could be collected from one person at any one time.
The workers retained the privilege of giving indi-
vidual Christmas gifts and the management the
privilege of discouraging gifts to bosses.

The announced policy contained a paragraph
that it had been written by workers' representa-
tives in collaboration with the management. Had
an arbitrary policy been issued, all that would
have been needed to set hostile reactions in mo-
tion would be for one disappointed collector to
say, "Who do they think they are, telling us what
to do with our money?"

Here, in this case, is the essential difference
between a dictatorial method of control and
a participating method which utilizes the work-
er's individuality through the group's collective
responsibility.

Practical Idealism
It may seem that the goals set here are im-

practical, that we seek through the realization
of eternal virtues to establish a morality which
has been struggling for acceptance and utiliza-
tion in daily living for thousands of years, and
that this same idea of morality is incompatible
with the materialistic concepts in our civiliza-
tion.

This may be felt especially by the manage-
ment member whose thinking is largely in-
fiuenced by the figures which represent cost
and profit. But these same members are vaguely
aware that something is wrong and that the
tangible solutions have failed. Their difficulty
is not that they are cost conscious — that is their
responsibility — but rather that they are not
sufficiently loss conscious. The losses in failure
to develop the personal resources in industry
and business are not inscribed on the ledger;
they are in a large shadowy area which must
be penetrated by creative thought.

The capacity for thinking creatively and for
articulating creative thought is perhaps the
ultimate development of man. We do not
think creatively except in special spheres, when
there is a special problem demanding imme-
diate solution, and then the thinking is often
in the form of the least resistance to new
thought. Progress will be in the freeing of
man's mind so that he will actually utilize
known thought for thought about the un-
known.

There is no real incompatibility between the
idea of making profits and the ideal of the
Johnson report. The report can and should
be used within the framework of the profit
motive, for the mutual purpose of management
and labor is to establish organized relationships
based on the democratic principle of faith in a
man's personal worth, dignity, and potentiali-
ties. Only those who base their calculations
solely on profit making, and their number is
few rather than many, or those whose personal
frustrations are such that they feel they must
stem the tide of progress will be antagonistic
to such mutual purpose.

Understanding between these two groups will
be defined when the freeing of man's mind and
personality for daily living and fulfillment is
an accomplished fact rather than an unaccom-
plished abstraction. The continuance of our
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present form of government may depend upon
the solidarities which can grow out of the
working together for mutual purpose, for this
is not only the purpose of labor and manage-
ment — to make democracy a concrete reality —
but it is also the purpose of the community, the
state, and the nation.

Contemplation of the ground to be covered
to achieve understanding is discouraging only
when we are unable to keep our minds on the
ultimate goal. There are ideas and ideals in
profusion to be put to work, but we cannot
expect that these ideas and ideals will function
wholly; we must be patient as they function
gradually, and thankful that they function par-
tially toward accomplishment of mutual pur-
pose.

There is much to be learned, much that is
unknown, but there is also much that is known
which can be applied within the daily limita-
tions of the industrial scene. Skeptical as some
managements may be of the contribution of
social sciences to business and industry, we
can no longer deny our need for their help. But
that does not mean that we must turn the or-
ganization upside down to begin utilizing the
whole man, or to find a sympathy between what
the man is fit for and what the job can offer
him, or to regard the whole field of behavior
in the light of conscious and unconscious
processes affecting relationships all at once.
We would be unwise to make any but a simple
beginning.

We can re-evaluate our supervision concept
as having to do with job performance instead
of having authority over people by beginning
with one supervisor and his group. We can
translate the desire to please the boss into a
desire for the pleasure of fulfillment and of
conforming to group regulations for our own
and the group's benefit; we can begin with one
group. We will find it necessary to reorganize
the allocation of time, but we can begin with
one integration procedure. Ŵ e must set influ-
ences at work which convince workers that
management is sincere; one top management
member can start by welcoming and participat-
ing in free exchange of viewpoints.

What are our basic needs? Primarily to be
ourselves, to think for ourselves, to ask ques-
tions if we do not understand, to alter our
viewpoint in the light of total experience so
that we may seize upon all the elements for
growth and development, to desire nothing so
much as fulfillment, and to dissolve all fears
but the fear of unfulflUment, to be loyal to
whatever it is within ourselves which makes us
keep our agreement with God.

Perhaps the capacity to love, which our in-
dustrial selves have forgotten, is what we need
and want more than anything else. When we
recognize that need, the capacity to love will
take on its real meaning. It will be a capacity
to have knowledge of, to have understanding
of, and to have respect for ourselves and each
other.






