from the human point of view but from the capitalist
point of view, from the point of view of the manage-
ment of a refractory work force in a setting of
antagonistic social relations. It does not attempt to
discover and confront the cause of this condition,
but accepts it as an inexorable given, a “natural”
condition. It investigates not labor in general, but the
adaptation of labor to the needs of capital. It enters
the workplace not as the representative of science,
but as the representative of management masquerad-
ing in the trappings of science.
[...]
it is impossible to overestimate the importance of
the scientific management movement in the shaping
of the modern corporation and indeed all institutions
of capitalist society which carry on labor processes.
. The popular notion that Taylorism has been “super-
seded” by later schools of industrial psychology
or “human relations,” that it “failed”—because of
*. Taylor’s amateurish and naive views of human moti-
vation or because it brought about a storm of labor
“opposition or because Taylor and various successors
antagonized workers and sometimes management
as well—or that it is “outmoded” because certain
Taylorian specifics like functional foremanship or
- his incentive-pay schemes have been discarded for
nore sophisticated methods: all these represent a
eful misreading of the actual dynamics of the
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is under management control when subjected to
these rules, or to any of their extensions and varia-
tions. But Taylor raised the concept of control to an
entirely new plane when he asserted as an absolute
necessity for adequate management the dictation to
the worker of the precise manner in which work is
fo be performed. That management had the right to
“control” labor was generally assumed before
Taylor, but in practice this right usually meant only
the general setting of tasks, with little direct inter-
ference in the worker’s mode of performing them,
Taylor’s contribution was to overturn this practice
and replace it by its opposite. Management, he
insisted, could be only a limited and frustrated
undertaking so long as it left to the worker any deci-
sion about the work. His “system” was simply a
means for management to achieve confrol of the
actual mode of performance of every labor activity,
from the simplest to the most complicated. To this
end, he pioneered a far greater revolution in the divi-
sion of labor than any that had gone before.

Taylor created a simple line of reasoning and
advanced it with a logic and clarity, a naive open-
ness, and an evangelical zeal which soon won him a
strong following among capitalists and managers.
His work began in the 1880s but it was not until the
1890s that he began to lecture, read papers, and
publish results. His own engineering training was
limited, but his grasp of shop practice was superior,
since he had served a four-year combination appren-
ticeship in two trades, those of patternmaker and
machinist. The spread of the Taylor approach was
not limited to the United States and Britain; within
a short time it became popular in all industrial
countries. In France it was called, in the absence of
a suitable word for management, “I’organisation
scientifique du travail” (later changed, when the
reaction against Taylorism set in, to “1’organisation
rationnelle du travail”}. In Germany it was known
simply as rationalization; the German corporations
were probably ahead of everyone else in the practice
of this technique, even before World War L.°

[...1

The issue here turned on the work content of a
day’s labor power, which Taylor defines in the
phrase “a fair day’s work.” To this term he gave a
crude physiological interpretation: all the work a
worker can do without injury to his health, at a pace
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that can be sustained throughout working lifetime.
(In pracfice, he tended 0 define this level of activity
at an extreme Hmit, choosing a pace that only a few
could maintain, and then only under strain.) Why 2
“fair day’s Work” should be defined as a physiolog-
jcal maximum is never made clear. In attempting to
give concrete meaning to the abstraction “fairness,”
it would make just as much if not more Sense to
X as the amount of labor

express a fair day’s wor
necessary to add to the product & value equal to the

worker’s pay: under such con
profit would be impossible. The
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meanin,
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_ FIrsT PRINCIPLE
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o mTI:sEaf;rst principle we may call the dissociation

of the lat or process from the skills of the workers
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by the worker, always by management. This notion,
apparently sO “patural”’ and andebatable today, was
in fact vigorously discussed in Taylor’s day, & fact

have traveled along the

which shows how far we
road of transforming ail ideas about the labor

process in less than a century, and fow completely
Taylor’s hotly contested assumptions have entered
in a short space of

into the conventional outlook wi
time. Taylor confronted this question——why must
work be studied by the management and not by

the worker himself; why not scientific workmanship

sather than scientific management?——repeatedly, and

employed all his ingenuity 18 devising answerss 10 it,
mary frankness.

though not always with his custo
[...1
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