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A Philosophy of Management

     What the business enterprise needs is a principle of management that will give full scope to individual strength and responsibility, and at the same time give common direction of vision and effort, establish team work and harmonize goals of the individual with the common weal.

     The only principle that can do this is management by objectives and self-control.  It makes the common weal the aim of every manager.  It substitutes for control from the outside the stricter, more exacting and more effective control from the inside.  It motivates the manager to action not because somebody tells him to do something or talks him into doing it, but because the objective needs of his task demand it.  He acts not because somebody wants him to but because he himself decides that he has to – he acts, in other words, as a free man.

     The word “philosophy” is tossed around with happy abandon these days in management circles.  I have even seen a dissertation, signed by a vice-president, on the “philosophy of handling purchase requisitions” (as far as I could figure out “philosophy” here ment that purchase requisitions had to be in triplicate.)  But management by objectives and self-control may legitimately be called a “philosophy” of management.  It rests on the concept of the job of management.  It rests on the analysis of the specific needs of the management group and the obstacles it faces.  It rests on a concept of human action, human behavior and human motivation.  Finally, it applies to every manager, whatever his level and function, and to any business enterprise whether large or small.  It insures performance by converting objective needs into personal goals.  And this is genuine freedom, freedom under the law.

· Pg. 135

     For Leadership is not magnetic personality - that can just as well be demagoguery.  It is not “making friends and influencing people” – that is salesmanship.  Leadership is the lifting of a man’s vision to a higher sights, the raising of a man’s performance to a higher standard, the building of a man’s personality beyond it’s normal limitations.  Nothing better prepares the ground for such leadership than a spirit of management confirms in the day-to-day practices of the organization strict principles of conduct and responsibility, high standards of performance, and respect for the individual and his work.  For to leadership, too, the words of the savings banks advertisement apply: ‘Wishing won’t make it so; doing will.

· Pg. 159-160

     This does not mean that there should be no one on the team who acts as it’s captain.  On the contrary, a captain is needed.  And one man is almost certain to stand out as the senior member by virtue of his intellectual or moral authority.  There was, for instance, never any doubt in General Motors that the head of the table was where ever Mr. Sloan sat, nor at Sears, Roebuck that General Wood was a good deal more than “first among equals.”  But whenever one man thus stands out, he has to be doubly careful not to countermand or overrule the others, not to interfere in the areas assigned to them, not to let his superiority turn into their inferiority.  His strength, in other words, should strengthen his teammates-which is, after all, the definition of an effective and strong team captain.  He is a playing captain not a manager calling signals from the bench.

· Pg. 177  (Emphasis Mine)

     The numerical demand for executives is steadily growing.  For it is the essence of an industrial society that it increasingly substitutes for manual skill theoretical knowledge, ability to organize and to lead – in short, managerial ability.  In facts, ours is the first society in which the basic question is not:  How man educated people can society spare from the task of providing subsistence? It is:  How many uneducated people can we afford to have?


· Pg. 182

     The least that would seem required [of a mangement team] is three distinctive characters:  the “thought man,” the “man of action” and the “front man,” as one of my friends in top management calls them.  Two of these characters can be found combined in one man (“But do you really want a schizophrenic in the chief executive’s job?” the same friend asks.)  All three are most unlikely to be found together.  Yet, in all three major areas there are important activities that have to be discharged well is the enterprise is to prosper.

     There is only one conclusion:  the chief-executive job in every business (except perhaps the very smallest) cannot properly be organized as the job of one man.  It must be the job of a team of several men acting together.

- Pg. 168

     Above all, however, the promotable man concept focuses on one man out of ten – at best one out of five.  It assigns the other nine to limbo.  But the men who need manager development the most are not the “balls of fire” who are the back-up men and promotable people.  They are those managers who are not good enough to be promoted but not poor enough to be fired.  These constitute the great majority; and they do the bulk of the actual managing of the business.  Most of them will, ten years hence, still be in their present jobs.  Unless they have grown up to the demands of tomorrow’s job, the who management group will be inadequate-no matter how good, how carefully selected and developed, the promotable people.  And whatever can be gained by developing the chosen few will be offset by the stunting, the malformation, the resentment of those who are passed over.  No matter how carefully the promotable men are chosen, the fact of their choice must condemn the who system in the eyes of the management people are arbitrary, must convince them that it is rank favoritism.

· Pg. 184-185

The Principles of Manager Development

     The first principle of manager development must therefore be the development of the entire management group.  We spend a great deal of time, money and energy on improving the performance of a generator by 5 percent.  Less time, less money and less energy would probably be needed to improve the performance of managers by 5 per cent – and the resulting increase in the production of energy would be much greater.

     The second principle is that manager development must be dynamic.  It must never aim at replacing what is today-today’s managers, their jobs, or their qualifications.  It must always focus on the needs of tomorrow.  What organization will be needed to attain the objective of tomorrow?  What management jobs will that require?  What qualifications will managers have to have to be equal to the demands of tomorrow?  What additional skills will they have to aquire, what knowledge and ability will they have to possess?

· Pg. 185-186

How to develop managers

     … For development is always self-development.  Nothing could be more absurd that for the enterprise to assume responsibility for the development of a man.  The responsibility rests with the individual, his abilities, his efforts.  No business enterprise is competent, let alone obligated, to substitute its effort for the self-development efforts of the individual.  To do this would not only be unwarranted paternalism, it would be foolish pretension.

     But every manager in a business has the opportunity to encourage individual self-development or to stifle it, to direct it or to misdirect it.  He should be specifically assigned the responsibility for helping all men working with him to focus, direct and apply their self-development efforts productively.  And every company can provide systematic development challenges to it’s managers.


- Pg. 187

     It is also a necessity for the spirit, the vision and the performance of today’s managers that they be expected to develop those who will manage tomorrow.  Just as no one learns as much about a subject as the man who is forced to teach it, no one develops as much as the man who is trying to help others to develop themselves.  Indeed, no one can develop himself unless he works on the development of others.  It is in and through the efforts to develop others that managers raise their demands on themselves.  The best performers in any profession always look upon the men they have trained and developed as the proudest monument they can leave behind.


- Pg. 189

The worker as a resource

     If we look to the worker as a resource, comparable to all other resources but for the fact that he is human, we have to find out how best to utilize him in the same way in which we look at copper or at water power as specific resources.  This is an engineering approach.  It considers what the human being is best and least capable of.  Its result will be the organization of work so as to fit best the qualities and the limitations of this specific resource, the human being at work.  And the human being has one set of qualities possessed by no other resource: it has the ability to co-ordinate, to integrate, to judge and to imagine.  In fact, this is its only specific superiority; in every other respect-whether it be physical strength, manual skill or sensory perception-machines can do a much better job.

     But we must also consider man at work as a human being.  We must, in other words, also put the emphasis on “human.”  This approach focuses on man as a moral and a social creature, and asks how work should be organized to fit his qualities as a person.  As a resource, man can be “utilized.”  A person, however, can only utilize himself.  This is the great and ultimate distinction.

     The qualities of the person are specific and unique.  The human being, unlike any other resource, has absolute control over whether he works at all.  Dictatorships tend to forget this; but shooting people does not get the work done.  The human resource must therefore always be motivated to work.
· Pg. 263-264

The enterprise must expect of the worker not the passive acceptance of a physical chore, but the active assumption of responsibility for the enterprise’s results.  And precisely because this is so much bigger a demand, we are likely to be able to realize it-where we have never obtained the fair day’s labor.  For it is a peculiarity of man this he yields best to high demands, that, indeed, his capacity to produce is largely determined by the level of demands made on it.

· Pg. 268

The Worker’s Demands on the Enterprise

     The demands of the worker on the enterprise are also mis-defined in the phrase of the “fair day’s pay.”  The worker in making his demands on the enterprise is a whom man not an economic sub-section thereof.  He demands, over and above economic returns, returns as an individual, a person, a citizen.  He demands the fulfillment of status and function in his job and through his work.  He demands the realization of the promises to the individual on which our society rests; among them the promise of justice through equal opportunities for advancement.  He demands that his work be meaningful and that is be serious.  High standards of performance, a high degree of competence in the way the work is organized and managed, and the visible signs of management’s concern for good work are among the most important things demanded of an enterprise and of its management by the worker.

· Pg. 269

     … There is a tendency for Human Relations to degenerate into mere slogans which become an alibi for having no management policy in respect to the human organization.  Worse still, because Human Relations start out from the attempt to adjust the “mal-adjusted” individual to the “reality” (which is always assumed to be rational and real), there is a strong manipulative tendency in the whole concept.  With it there is the serious danger that Human Relations will degenerate into a new Freudian paternalism, a mere tool for justifying management’s action, a device to “sell” whatever management is doing.  It is no accident that there is so much talk in Human Relations about “giving workers a sense of responsibility” and so little about ther responsibility, so much emphasis on their “feeling of importance” and so little on making them and their work important.  Whenever we start out with the assumption that the individual has to be adjusted, we search for ways of controlling, manipulating, selling him-and we deny by implication that there may be anything in our own actions that needs adjustment.  In fact, the popularity of Human Relations in this country today may reflect, above all, he ease with which it can be mistaken for a soothing syrup for fractious children, and misused to explain away as irrational and emotional resistance to management and to it’s policies.

· Pg. 280 

The Responsible Worker

     There are four ways by which we can attempt to reach the goal of the responsible worker.  They are careful placement, high standards of performance, providing the worker with the information needed to control himself, and with opportunities for participation that will give him managerial vision.  All four are necessary.”

· Pg. 304

     A wise plant manager once told me that he didn’t want his foremen to do anything except to keep their department and the machines in it spotlessly clean, always to schedule work three days ahead, to insist on the newest equipment available and to replace tools before they gave out.  His successor has brought in a whole array of Personnel Management techniques and gadgets, spends time and money on selecting his foremen and even more on training them, and pelts them with human-relations talks – and yet he has never been able to equal his predecessor’s production record.

· Pg. 306

What the [supervisor’s] job should be

     The first lesson is that the supervisor’s job must be a genuine management job.  The supervisor must carry a large measure of responsibility.  At IMB, as manager of a project, he is responsible for getting a new design into production.  He is in charge of working out individual output norms with his men.  He is in charge of the scheduling of tools, materials or parts.  That the supervisor should not be a “worker” himself is generally recognized [_OR_ disputed (] indeed, many union contractors forbid him to touch a machine except to repair it.  But it is not sufficiently understood that he must be genuinely a manager, with significant planning and decision-making responsibility.  Indeed, his job should be so big that it can have genuine objectives derived directly from the objectives of the business, and that its performance and results can be measured by their contribution to the performance and results of the business.

· Pg. 325

Neither Management nor Labor

….It is, of course, one of the theses of this book that there is no such thing as “labor”, that is, human beings considered as a pursely material, if not inanimate, resource.  It is its thesis that management of worker and work has as its ultimate goal that realization of the managerial vision for all members of the enterprise, and as its major means the assumption of significant responsibility and decision-making powers by every worker.

· Pg. 331

     Bringing the individual contributor close to the business and its problems is also the only way to avoid “projectitis”-a common disease resulting from attempts by management to control professional work which they do not understand.  Management understandably wants to see results; it gets “projects” going-usually focused on immediate urgencies rather than on long-range thinking.  But the only way to get real benefit out of high-grade professional people is to hire good men and then let them do their own work.  For that, however, they have to understand the business and its objectives and have to be able to figure out for themselves where they can make the greatest contribution and how.

· Pg. 335

The work of the Manager

     … There are five such basic operations in the work of the manager.  Together they result in the integration of resources into a living and growing organism.

     A manger, in the first place, sets objectives.  He determines what the objectives should be.  He determines what the goals in each area of objectives should be.  He decides what has to be done to reach these objectives.  He makes the objectives effective by communicating them to the people whose performance is needed to attain them.

     Secondly, a manager organizes.  He analyzes the activities, decisions and relations needed.  He classifies the work.  He divides it into manageable activities.  He further divides the activities into manageable jobs.  He groups these units and jobs into an organization structure.  He selects people for the management of these units and for the jobs to be done.

     Next a manager motivates and communicates.  He makes a team out the people that are responsible for various jobs.  He does that through the practices with which he manages.  He does it in his own relation to the men he manages.  He does it in his own relation to the men he manages.  He does it through incentives and rewards for successful work. [Deming would disagree] He does it through his promotion policy.  And he does it through constant communication, both from the manager to his subordinate, and from the subordinate to his manager.

     The fourth basic element in the work of the manager is the job of measurement.  The manager establishes measuring yardsticks-and there are few factors as important to the performance of the organization and of every man in it.  He sees to it that each man in the organization has measurements available to him which are focuses on the performance of the whole organization and which at the same time focus on the work of the individual and help him do it.  He analyzes performance, appraises it and interprets it.  And again, as in every other area of his work, he communicates both the meaning of the measurements and their findings to his subordinates as well as his superiors.

     Finally, a manager develops people.  Through the way he manages he makes it easy or difficult for them to develop themselves.  He directs people or misdirects them.  He brings out what is in them or he stifles them.  He strengthens their integrity or he corrupts them.  He trains them to stand upright and strong or he deforms them.

     Every manager does these things when he manages-whether he knows it or not.  He may do them well, or he may do them wretchedly.  But he always does them.

· Pg. 343-344

     …Setting objectives, for instance, is a problem of balances:  a balance between business results and the realization of the principles one believes in; a balance between the immediate needs of the business and those of the future; a balance between desirable ends and available means.  Setting objectives therefore requires analytical and synthesizing ability.

     Organizing, too, requires analytical ability.  Or it demands the most economical use of scarce resources.  But it deals with human beings; and therefore it also stands under the principle of justice and requires integrity.  Both analytical ability and integrity are similarly required for the development of people.

     The skill needed for motivating and communicating, however, is primarily social.  Instead of analysis, integration and synthesis are needed.  Justice dominates as a principle, economy is secondary, and integrity is of much greater importance than analytical ability.

     Measuring requires first and foremost analytical ability, but it also requires that measurement be used to make self-control possible rather than be abused to control people from the outside and above, that is, to dominate them.  It is the common violation of this principle that largely explains why measurement is the weakest area in the work of the manager today.  And as long as measurements are abused as a tool of “control” (as long, for instance, as measurements are used as a weapon of an internal secret policy that supplies audits and critical appraisals of a manger’s performance to the boss without even sending a carbon copy to the manager himself) measuring will remain the weakest area in the manger’s performance.

     Setting objectives, organizing, motivating and communicating, measuring and developing people are formal, classifying categories.  Only a manager’s experience can bring them to life, concrete and meaningful.  But because they are formal, they apply to every manager and to everything he does as  a manager.  They can therefore be used by every manager to appraise his own skill and performance, and to work systematically on improving himself and his performance as a manager.”

· Pg. 345

     One can learn certain skills in managing people, for instance, the skill to lead a conference or to conduct an interview.  One can set down practices that are conductive to development-in the structure of the relationship between manager and subordinate, in a promotion system, in the rewards and incentives of an organization.  But when all is said and done, developing men still requires a basic quality in the manager which cannot be created by supplying skills or by emphasizing the importance of the task.  It requires integrity of character.

     There is tremendous stress these days on liking people, helping people, getting along with people, as qualifications for a manager.  These alone are never enough.  In every successful organization there is one boss who does not like people, does not help them, does not get along with them.  Cold, unpleasant, demanding, he often teaches and develops more men than anyone else.  He commands more respect than the most likeable man ever could.  He demands exacting workmanship of himself as well as of his men.  He sets high standards and expects that they will be lived up to.  He considers only what is right and never who is right.  And though usually himself a man of brilliance, he never rates intellectual brilliance above integrity in others.  The manager who lacks these qualities of character-no matter how likeable, helpful, or amiable, no matter even how competent or brilliant-is a menace and should be adjudged “unfit to be a Manager and a Gentleman.”

     It may be argued that every occupation-the doctor, the lawyer, the grocer-requires integrity.  But there is a difference.  The manager lives with the people he manages, he decides what their work is to be, he directs it, he trains them for it, he appraises it and, often, he decides their future.  The relationship of merchant and customer, professional man and client requires honorable dealings.  Being a manager, though, is more like being a parent, or a teacher.  And in these relationships honorable dealings are not enough; personal integrity is the essence.

· Pg. 348-349

Who is a manger can be defined only by a man’s function and by the contribution he is expected to make.  And the function which distinguishes the manager above all others is his educational one.  The one contribution he is uniquely expected to make is to give others vision and ability to perform.  It is vision and moral responsibility that, in the last analysis, define the manager.”

· Pg. 350

But No New Men

     But there will be no new men to do these staggering tasks.  The manager of tomorrow will not be a bigger man than his father was before him.  He will be possessed of the same endowments, beset by the same frailties and hedged in by the same limitations.  There is no evidence that the human being has altered much in the course of recorded history, certainly none that he has grown in intellectual stature or emotional maturity.  The Bible is still the fullest measure of man’s nature, Aeschylus and Shakespeare still the best textbooks of psychology and sociology, Socrates and St. Thomas Aquinas still the high-water marks of human intellect.

     How can we accomplish these new tasks with the same men?

     There is only one answer:  the tasks must be simplified.  … The manager of tomorrow will not be able to remain an intuitive manager.  He was have to master system and method, will have to conceive patterns and synthesize elements into wholes, will have to conceive patterns and synthesize elements into wholes, will have to formulate general concepts and to apply general principles.  Otherwise, he will fail.

· Pg. 373-374

     In brief, management, in every one of its policies and decisions, should ask:  What would be the public reaction if everyone in industry did the same?  What would be the public impact if this behavior were general business behavior?  And this is not just a question for the large corporations.  In their totality, small businesses and their managements have fully as much of an impact on public opinion and policy.  And all, large and small, should remember that if they take the easy way out and leave these problems to “the other fellow,” they only assure that their solution will eventually be imposed by government. 

· Pg. 386

     The first responsibility [of management] to society is to operate at a profit, and only slightly less important is the necessity for growth.  The business is the wealth-creating and wealth-producing organ of our society.  Management must maintain its wealth-producing resources intact by making adequate profits to offset the risk of economic activity.  And it must besides increase the wealth-creating and wealth-producing capacity of these resources and with them the wealth of society.


It may seem paradoxical that this responsibility of management is most clearly recognized in the Soviet Union.  Profitability is the first and absolute law for Soviet management and the essence of what the Russians proudly proclaim to be their great economic discovery: “management by the ruble.”  But a source which the Kremlin would hardly admit as authority has said as much; I refer, of course, to our Lord’s Parable of the Talents.

· Pg. 386-387

     Two hundred and fifty years ago an English pamphleteer, de Mandeville, summed up the spirit of the new commercial age in the famous epigram: “private vices become public benefits”-selfishness unwittingly and automatically turns into the common good.  He may have been right; economists since Adam Smith have been arguing the point without reaching agreement.

     But whether he was right or wrong is irrelevant; no society can lastingly be built on such belief.  For in a good, moral, a lasting society the public good must always rest on private virtue.  No leading group can be accepted on de Mandeville’s foundation.  Every leading group must, on the contrary, be able to claim that the public good determines its own interest.  This assertion is the only legitimate basis for leadership; to make it reality is the first duty of the leaders.


- Pg. 391

