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COMPARATIVE MANAGEMENT PRACTICES

21 September 1962

COLONEL REID: General Stoughtigp; Gentlemen:

Our gpeaker today has trave;led quite widely in the Soviet and in Western Europe,
and has recently completed two hooks; one, the '"Red Executive,' and the other,
the "European Executive, ' which are available in our library and included on your
reading list.

Of coursge, our previous speakers have covered management in both industry and
in public administration in the United States.

Today's subject is "Comparative Management Practices.' Professor David
Granick i8 currently Profesgor of Economics at the Universgity of Wiscongin. This
is his second lecture at the Industrial College.

Profegsor Granick, it is a pleasure to present you to the Class of 1963.

PROF . GRANICK: General Stoughton; Gentlemen:

What I'm going to do today is to try to present {o you some of the different kinds
of views of management which we find in other parts of the world, and I'm think in
particular here, of Western Europe and of the Soviet Union. 4 Management ig quite
clearly a pretty crucial sort of input into production.; Everyone reads that the
quality of management makes a good deal of difference in the quality of the business
effort. At the same time I think it's reasonable to say that we don't know an awful
lot about it. We get quite different views in different places without very much re-

conciliation of these or too good tests, I would think, as to which views turn out




better results.

Let me try to indicate some of this from this point of view. 'The general stereo- E

type, not only in thie country, but abroad in the rest of the world, is that United
States management practices are a model for the world in general. When we look

at management literature in countries like France, Germany or England, it looks
pretty much like American management literature, and a great deal of it congists
simply of translations from American.; At the same time we've got - and I'll try

to show - somewhat different patterns in these countries, and we have to ask, '"What
kind of evidence is there to indicate that the American management pattern is more
successful? " I guess the only kind of test that I would think of is the results test,

of what this has done, what kinds of results we've seen in improvements in produc-
tion over time in different countries.

Now, if we look at some of the industrial production figures, we know that the
post-war record of increases in industrial production in the United States look
rather poor as compared with those of many of the West European countries, par-
ticularly those on the continent. For example, if we take 1959 industrial produc-
tion with 1960 as a base, we see an increase of 17% to the United States, 60% in

France, and 101% in Wes{ Germany. And if we push this through '63 we'll see

much the same pattern except that France would have crept up somewhat on Western

Germany. We could look at Holland. They look in someéwhat the same pattern.
Now, we can say, "Well, this is a short period; how about a longer point of
view?'" And it's true, if we take the point of view of the last 60 years, we compare

1959 with 1901; these comparisons are obviously very rough because they indexed
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the number of problems. But I'm using OEC data which attempted to reconcile

them with national figures. We see United States production in 1959 - industrial
production - at 900% in 1901 as compared with 387% for France and 547% for Western
Germany; which would seem to be in line with the concept of the American long-run
record being vastly superior. However, we're interegted here in the issue of what
is the contribution of management to this. And perhaps from this point of view it
would be best to try to exclude some of the factors where, clearly, management had
no role. So, suppose we say, 'What was the increase in industrial production per
capita “in thege countries, to exclude the fact that the United States population growth
was much greater than that of the other countries?' And secondly, let's try to make
an exclusion - it's fairly arbitrary but still, perhaps, useful - for the fact that the
{United States production grew quite sharply during both wars, while continental pro-
duction fell sharply and only recovered within a few years after the end of each of
the wars.|

We, then, consider industrial production per capita and exclude whatever in-

creases occurred during the years of each of the wars, and the period immediately
afterward, in which the European couniries were beginning to recover their pre-war
levels. So, suppose we exclude growth which occurred during 1914 to '20, and during
1938 to 47. Doing this we find that it is France which is the great leader in that its
159 production adjusted for population was 352% of what its 1901 was. Western Ger-
many was 291% and we were down to 255%. I'm not giving these figures to indicate
that the French record was necessarily better than our own. What I'm quoting these
for is to indicate that as I see it[there is nothing in the evidence of this century to
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indicate conclusively that America's management record has been clearly better
than that of the European countries.; What I'd really like to draw out of this is that
we've gimply had inconclusive results from this figure.

Now, when we talk about differences in views of management, let's be specific;
what kinds of differences? Well, one major difference is with regard to education.
Here we get differences which are rather unrelated to social systems. “If we take
France, Belgium and the Soviet Union - a rather unlikely group to combine here -
you have the doctrine accepted in all three countries that top management must have
an engineering degree. In the case of the Soviet Union there is some compromise to

this in that a small proportion of their top management can have what amounts to an

industrial engineering background instead of a strict chemical, mechanical, or what
have you.,

But in none of these three countries do you have at the top level of management
any real representation of non-engineering personnel. "If you take England you get
by and large in the larger companies and in the companies which have been the elite
type, the exact reverse pattern of having a decided bias against people with an engi-
neering degree. This is not true of all of them; for instance, Rolls Royce is an out-
standing exception, but by and large one would get thig sort of bias.

'If you take Germany or the United States, they don't seem to have any particular
bias, nationally, one way or the other, with regard to types of education which is

considered appropriate. [If we consider the concept of mobility we get rather widely

differing views. Take Belgium where the tradition has been that there can really be
virtually no mobility among people at the management level. Not only can there be
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no mobility between large companies which crogs industry lines, but there can be
no mobility between the various subsidiary companies owned by these giant holdings
which are particularly important in Belgium.; I've had the view quoted to me freq-
uently by people important in personnel administration in Belgium, that once an
engineer has been out of school for some five years or 80, it is really quite impos-
* gible to train him to go into another industry; they've tried it a few times and it
really doesn't work, and this is why engineers who have worked in the Congo, for
example, are essentially unemployable elsewhere in Belgium, even within their
larger companies.

"This is extreme. France and Germany represent at the higher levels very
much of an extreme in the other direction. The French pattern in the larger public
companies has been that of distinguishing sharply between middle management
groups coming from what they consider to be lesser engineering schools, and your
upper management group coming from a few of the top engineering schools such as
Poly-Technique. Of the top management people the traditional way to recruit them
is to recruit at the ages of 535 to perhaps 45, people who have gone through one of
the top schoole, who have held important government posts and then are recruited
at something comparable to a vice-presidential level or perhaps a higher level.

‘Here there is very sharp mobility at the top level, although none below. Let

. me give an example of one steel company which was a subsidiary in a larger group

which I visited. There are considered to be essentially three members of top
management in this firm. None of the three had had any connection at all with ateel
until they entered the steel company at that point gimultaneously, about two years
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before I vigited it. One had been in the submarine gervice, one had been with the
railroad, and one had been in some other field entirely - automobiles, perhaps.
This was not considered any particular handicap, and one of the three was really
only interested in this steel company as a jumping stone to get out of steel and into
the main company's activities in other areas. High mobility was considered quite
normal in this company.

In Germany, for top management, one gets very much the same sort of pattern.
There is a very distinct bias toward saying that if someone remains in middle man-
agement for long this is really a proof that he does not have the proper entrepren-
eurial instincts and abilities necessary for top management and therefore he is by
definition disqualified from any serious consideration for top posts. Let me give
an example of a firm employing about 10, 000 people where the Board Chairman was
considering where they would be getting their members of the future working board
- people at the vice-presidential level - during the next 10 or 15 years. And he con-
gidered it to be quite outside the question that they should get any of these people
from ingide the company. He said, 'Look, we're really a pretty small company.
We offer no significant opportunities at a level below the Board of Directors level
for people to engage in any serious management, because we're so small - 10, 000
- and therefore, anyone who is willing to remain in our company at a level below
this must be someone we could not pogsibly allow as an employee, so we'll have to
recruit from outside.

This, my impression was, was much more of a typical than an a-typical type
of approach in Germany. One has questions as to, say, the building of a manage-
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ment team. Edith Penrose, formerly at Hopkins and now at the London School of
Economics, wrote a very interesting book a few years ago, arguing that when one
looks at the growth of individual companies one finds that the major limitation on
growth being the inability of management to expand management teams sufficiently
rapidly to undertake unlimited growth, and that companies which are in a position
where the economics of the situation allow for expansion, the really limiting factor
tends to be the speed with which they can expand the management team by incorpor-
ating new people. This was based essentially on American and Australian exper-
ience.

I tried this argument out in Belgium where the argument made perfect sense to
some people who had been involved in rapidly expanding firms there. I tried this
out in Germany in a firm which had also had very rapid expansion, and it made no
gense at all. The man in charge didn't really know what I was talking about. The
concept of a management team was quite strange to him. He considered that as he
needed managers he would go out and hire them from other companies; that there
was no problem of their developing the ethos of the corporation; and if there were
general problems he would solve them; he would tell the other people what to do,
and it didn't matter very much whether they developed an ethos of the organization
or not.

Over the period of the last decade or so they've been quite succesgful with this
philoa;)phy, a philosophy which is quite incomprehensible in Belgium and certainly
quite incomprehengible in many American firms.

Let us take the issue of /management as a profession. In this country we've had
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a great deal of attention given to the concept of developing management as a pro-
fession - managerial tools -~ business schools developed, etc. This is something
which has not developed particularly in Western Europe or in the Soviet Union. We
see it flourish most in Western Europe, under American influence, in Belgium, and
we gee fringes of it in the other West European countries. But it has never really
taken hold. If we look at England, for instance, it seems to violate the essential
concept in most companies, of what is really necessary for proper management,

for people who are making the basic decisions as to future personnel and to invest-
ment policy, etc. Here you've had very much of the tradition of the amateur, of

looking for people whose {raining has been in fields which are supposed to make

them think, supposed to test their general qualities as thinking people rather than
their ability to solve particular types of managerial problems.)

For example, during the last ten years or so the Oxford Placement Bureau has
been particularly successful in Britain in placing its arts énaduateS“'- not science
people - its arts graduates in large companies where they have started in middle
management, and where they will be looked upon as failures if they do not reach
upper management within 10 or 15 years after their original appointment. Their
record has been, on the whole, quite good with regard to making such rapid ad-
vance. Here the concept has been that it really doesn't matter what they major in
in college; the best preference is still the traditional subjects - Latin and Greek
specialties ~ but other arts fields are quite acceptable as well.

But the basic concept here is an amateur training. If we look at the only busi-
ness school in England which has a really first-rate reputation in Britain, the
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Industrial College at Hanley on the Thames, /this is 4 college which is essentially
devoted to the philosophy that the important thing is not to teach managerial tech-
niques in a three-month program which they run, but rather to take people who have
gone through middle management, who have grown up along some particular branch

of business, or government, or banking, or a particular variety of groups, and who

are now serious candidates for movement out into general management positions.
And the preblem faced by this buginess school is simply to broaden them; get them
to look at all kinds of problems with views other than that of their specialty. Essen-
tially the problem is to help them forget the various techniques which have led them
to get where they are. The problems now will be entirely different ones of coordi~-
nation. This is the essential role of the Industrial College; it seasons them. It \
gives them a smattering of the techniques,

'If we look at Germany, the only really important buginess school there is a

school which has sessions for about three weeks, and where the main function of

thig school is to create a social integration of people who are the future business
leaders of Weslern Germany; 8o they get to know each other; they're influenced by
a common ethos; they accept the ethog of their teachers who are all practicing big
businegsmen - academics aren't allowed in the place. This is what is important in
management - not techniquesg at all,

iRussia has had a little emphasis on techniques. They used to have a school

back in the '30s for a little while dealing with industrial management. Just the last

year one writer put forth the feeler urging that such be created again, but by and |
large there hasn't been very much attention paid to this kind of concept. The ideas
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of administration have been thoge of taking a good engineer, exposing him to differ-
ent kinds of experience, making sure that he is a good party man, politically alert
in the Communist Party sense, and he should be able {o do a respectable job of
managirzg;

There are quite different views here of what's possible. Suppose we congider
the question of 'now continuity of policy in companies is to be attained. If we look
at the United States we see, apparently, an increage in the age at which people
come to the level of chief executive officer of & company. The period of being in
this position has tended to decline. The stability policy has generally not been the
stability in terms of a long period of tenure for the top one or two people, bhit
rather, a tenure built into the middle and upper bracketis of management in general,
where the entire group tends to be relatively stable. And it ig in this stability that
cont inuity is hopeful.

Organization charts have had a great play in this country; not simply organiza-
tion charts in the chart sense, but in the sense of reasonably formalistic division
of authority over different fields, as between different people setting up reasonably
firm channels of authority, etc.

Now, suppose that you compare thig with the German tradition where, typically
today, and in the last decade, and this appears to have been the case in the '20s and
1308 - I can't push it beyond that at all - the continuity hag been quite different.

The continuity has been attaingd by selecting people for the top one or two positions
in their 308 - often in their early 30s - and gaining the continuity through having
the same individual heading the organization for some 30 years; a very personal
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type of continuity.

Tf you take the French view, the continuity, I suggest, has been a little differ-
ent. It has been a continuity essentially in the fact that top management is selected
from rather similar types of people - a very high proportion of top management in
big business being selected from graduates of a single engineering school - Poly-
Technique - which turns ¢ut about 180 graduates a year and is expected to provide
the top leadership for much of the government as well as for industry, and then a
variety of chance people - Cabinet Members, writers, etc. etc. They cover the
gamut pretty well.

IYou ‘get a continuity in your larger companies by having graduates with the old
school tie playing a very strong role; people of very similar backgrounds succeed-
ing one another atile top_jlml‘; and-groups helow the top not really mattering very
much in the managerial technique, the managerial practice. Here you've had very
much of the Napoleonic tradition., Let me read a quotation which relates to the fam-
ily firms at the turn of the century, written by August De Tour, who is really the
French industry's Will Rogers. He is widely quoted from that point of view.

"The French industrialist, " wrote De Tour, 'works endlessly. Since he pays
his collaborators poorly they are mediocre. But this does not displease him; he
detesis the idea of feminine collaborators. Thug, he is forced to do the work of
his subordinates and has no time to do his own. The end of the rainbow for him
ig that shiny day when he will retire and pass on the successgion to one of hig sons.
In reality, however, he will die of heartaches because his son ig not good enough
to take over and because basically he will never believe that anyone else, whoever
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he might be, could do as well as he himself. "

Now, this is a quote relating to the family firms at the turn of the zentury,
but thig ig often referred to in relationship to large public firms of today. One
finds, generally in French industry, a horror of the organization chart. You can't
find it. Now, sometimes you hear that it exists, but it is very carefully locked up
in the president's desk. It is possible for someone outside of the company - well,
an American professor is a rather privileged visiting fireman because he's an
American and thus ouiside of the French society context; and being a profesgor it
gives him social standing in the French society, so he has the best of both worlds.
But generally, this organization chart, if it exists, will be carefully locked up and
certainly una‘vailable to anyone on this chart except the president.

The reagon for this is that the organiz ation chart is looked upon as a stultifying
phenomencon; it's stultifying becauge if it exigts it means that there are standard-
ized meang by which policy is decided, by which action is carried out; it is looked
upen, then, as abnormal, if the president goes wandering around in the depths of
the organization wherever his fancy may take him. He has a standard group of
people who ghould have access to him and who ate categorized according to differ-
ent kinds of products.

Well, this one has, as part of such ethos of business, that business should ex~
press one's personality, and the president here, as one perscnality, does it. He
is the person who is able to set policy here. Thisg is a very stultifying limitation
on his personality and one which is very rarely accepied. You begin to find Amer-
ican subsidiaries in France and a few other firms, with very strong resistance to

12




thig kind of thinking.

If we look at the Russian pattern I think we get a rather interesting concept here
algo. In a formal sense the Russian management is a highly formalized structure
with very formalistic organization charts, very formal production programs or
plans which cover a wide range of activity. However, it has always been recogp -
nized that in fact it is not possible to accomplish all of the objectives of whatever
plang are set down for individual production units in factories or combinations of
factories, that if the formal channels are followed, of {rying to amend plans to get
a few of the materials in the appropriate factory, etc., the system will simply bog
dowé; time pressure prevents this. And so, there has always been a dual system
incorporated.

On the one hs?nid, the glogan of the plan is long, which egsentially p;rovides
greal importance to the formal organizational structure - the formal program.

On the other hand, the concept of priority; one of the key elements of proper
management is to know what is important and what is unimportant. This refers to
what is important in the plan, as well as elsewhere. Where choices have to be
made - and they always have to be made - the approprizte manager must be able
to pick out the priority elements of his plan, the things he should fulfill at the cost
of other elements. When he has a number of customers depending on orders from
him he ghould know which are the priprity orders and which are not, etc.

/ He camnot really get any formal guidance on it because these priorities change,
depending on the economics of the gituation, local conditions, etc. It is of the es~
sence of his job to guess what will be the priorities as they are seen by his
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superiors in reviewing his record. This is very much of an entrepreneurial kind

of & job. Other channels are set up alongside of the official managerial channels
which ean give him some aid and can give him a lot of trouble. And I'm speaking
here, in particular, of the Communist Party. While the appointed manager of the
state organization such as a factory, has complete authority over deciding what are
really priority activities and what he can and can't do, he's expected to get guidance
from a Communist Party official. Now, guidance is a tricky word here. If it turns
out thq!ﬁ*the party official is wrong in the guidance that he gave him it's the neck of
the man who accepted the advice as well as the man who gave it. This is not a
channeled system in the sense that the factory manager can say that the party secre-
tary of the plant or the city suggested that I do such and such and I did it.:

Rather, this ig8 a way of channeling to him information and general priority
views about the area which may or may not be right, and which he finally has to de-
cide by himsgelf. The party really has extra-legal channels of providing materials,
of providing a labor force to managers, which run quite outside of the normal chan-
nels, especially if the party at an appropriately high level can exercise the!phbrity
concepts.

Here is essentially a rather informal sort of structure, always one in a very
hegitant state of balance, the relative relationship between Communiat Party offi-

- cials and management officials.

« Well, given this situation, given this concept of decentralizing to a considerable
degree, not in law, not in theory, but in fact, of forcing people to make decisions,
there ig a problem of how you get continuity built into this ®rganization, so that -
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people at lower levels - at the factory level - make the kinds of priority decisions
which people at higher levels would have wished them to make if they had had all the
facts available to them. Essentially the medium that has been uged in the Soviet
Union to lay great stress upon providing an or ganizational personality. And this is
something which we get in many American companies as well, and in government
organizations. The emphasis has been upon doing this through membership and
long indoctrination of virtually all administrators who are at a fairly low level in the
Communist Party; of using this as a device to shape people's ways of looking at
things - ways of looking at the economy and the society - s0 that there will be a
reasonable amount of similarity between the way people at one level look at things
and the way people at another level look at them.,

‘Obviously, the Communist Party performs many other functions; I'm locking at
it simply from this one function of being an integrative force in management. This,
perhaps, is one reason why membership in the Communist Party and not simply
membership, but activity over a considerable period of timé, has been virtually a
bagic requirement for management in most areas of the Soviet Union. There are
some exceptiopal areas where there are special reasons why this general principle
breaks down. This provides an integrative force which seems to permit a fair
amount of mobility of top executives decreeing rather different sorts of organiza-
tion.,

For example, there is a great deal of mobility between people holding Commu-
nist Party official positions - as officials in the party - and people holding manage-
ment roles in one or another state organ; performing different kinds of functions,
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but having had a good deal of integration in this general Communist Party manage -

ment erganizational personality.

Let me just come very quickly to one last item that I wanted to L.:mg,gtion, and
this was in regard to management in underdeveloped areas. The general pattern
of management which we have tended to push in the United States and which ptles
underdeveloped countries have read about, because this kind of literature exists in
management, have been attempts at copying the American patterns. Often these
have been quite unsuccessful in class-conscious types of underdeveloped economies.

Let me suggest that for many of these economies a management system of the
French type might, in fact, work a great deal better. | It might work a great deal
better for the following reasons. The French upper management is very much of
an eletist management; it is a management which comes out of the top schools of
the country, where, generally speaking, they have come out of the top 10% or 20%
of the clags of these groups. An examination of the records at Poly-Technique over
three decades indicates this clearly. They go into government service and leave
government service in their 30s or 40s to move inio indusiry at a top level. For
them the {raditional curse of buginegs, of its not being really a quite respectable
kind of activity, is taken off. Because, these aren't really businessmen; these are
Poly-Techniquiens - graduates of this school. These are people who could have had
a fine career in government, which is perfectly respectable. They left it. This is
their background. Thesge were their pogsibilities. They clearly moved into busi-
ness for persgonal reasons; they chose this. Their respectability is based upon
quite other facts.
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This makes buginess at this level quite regpectable, in a fashion which is gen-
erally not the case in many underdeveloped countries. It's a rather unorthodox kind
of activity for a person to engage in. France has seen a great development of plan-
ning"  during the last decade, and this has been a quite succeasful type of plan-
ning. Now, I would suggest that French planning rests upon a very unusual get of
phenomena; that the people who are engaged in thig, both on the government side
and on business' gide; the trade unions have played a role, but in fact this is a very
ingignificant role. On both sides thege are people who are old clagsmates, usually
former colleagues in government, people who know each other in a very small Pari-
gian circle. In this sense they are ideally equipped for mutual trust, for coordina-
tion which doesn't have to be purely formal, but rests upon a .lbng personal his-
tory. of cooperation between the kinds of people involved here.

/A good deal of authority can be given to the representatives of the private firm
involved in planning their own industry's expansion; in a sense it can work very
much like a cartel; precisely because the government people involved have a great
deal of confidence in the private representatives because these are the people they
have known all their life. They are people coming from the same kinds of back-
grounds.

Here is a planning system, then, which is a highly elitest type of system, and
one which I suggest might be well-adapted for use in countries where you have a
traditional hostility to business, a traditional distrust of private buginessmen, a
high prestige for top government posts or for non-industrial types of activity. In
this type of society it may be that in this fashion one could bring in traditional
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leaders into new types of activity - into new industry - and get a coordination and
cooperation between government and the private sectors - these are ‘cbviously very
large tompsanies in private sectors - which, in fact, you do not see today. This,
of courge, would put all the emphasis on the very large company. It would lead to
no breakdowns in class rigidity if we use traditional class concepis and translaite
them into business. But it might, for this kind of reason, be much more attractive
to societies which are very clogely controlled by the top classes. And, certainly,
thig applies to many of the underdeveloped areas.

Well, the reason for suggesting this is simply that we may tend to overlook
some available management patterns which may be particularly well -adapted to
particular kinds of institutional and social structures in other countries, thinking
solely of our own as pretentious.

Thank you.

QUEﬁTION: Professor Granick, from your travels in the Soviet Union could
you attempt to describe a typical Soviet top-level manager; how he lives; how much
he's paid; how much he is respected, etc?

PROF. GRANICK: Well, suppose we fake someone who is at the level of a di-
rector of a fairly good-sized plant. He would have an income level which would be
roughly the same multiple of the average salary of the workers in his plant, as
would be the cage for an American executive. The relationship of hig income stan-
dard to the general Russian standard of people working in his kind of industry,
would be roughly the same as an American executive of the same standing toward
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people in his background. This would mean, then, that the Russian executive would
have a substantially lower real income,. but a relative income much the same. This
would be particularly pronounced in housing, where housing is generally quite poor
in the Sovijet Union. There's a good likelihood that he would not own a personal car,
although he would have the use of a factory car. He might be a little sensitive about
the degree to which he used this freely for purely personal reagons. He would cer-
tainly use it, clearly, to some extent, for personal reasons, but it would always be
a concern for him.

In thig sense the standard of living would certainly be essentially lower than the
American of his status. His general status would be duite high. The engineers have
traditionally had a very strong status position in Soviet society, and engineer-ad-
ministrators particularly would fall into this category. He would have, as far as
the position for his family is concerned, much less opportunity than the American
would, of transferring his status on to his children. He would certainly have some
advantages. With regard to higher education he would have some advantages infor-
mally, essentially, of getfting his children into the university. He could certainly
make it easier for them in the sense of supplementing the university stipend § for
scholarships which are quite low.

There is an inheritance; he can leave money, but there is not very much that
can be done with it as a means toward status jobs in the Soviet Union in that there
is no private property of factories or other means of production. In this sense he
would be more limited than the American in passing on status to children.

QUESTION: Profesgor Granick, is there anything done in the Soviet Union to
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gtimulate the workers to innovate, and do they have thege suggestion systems, or
is all their planning done at higher levels?

PROF. GRANICK: They've pushed worker immovation very heavily, as they have
always done ~ well, certainly from the late '20s. It's very hard to judge the degree!
of success. We can get figures on X million number of suggestions submitted dur-
ing each year, etc. etc., but, of course, it's hard to know what this means. In
one plant I visited there was a very interesting system being utilized, where, in
addition to the standard system of providing bonuses to workers to give suggestions
which are adopted, and the bonuses were based esgentially on the amount of gaving
which developed from these suggestions.

The foreman in charge of the worker involved - the innovator - also shares in
the bonus. The argument for this was that in this way one can encourage the fore-
man to give technical help to a worker in developing the innovation, and secondly
that you discourage the foreman from sitting on the innovation which he might other -
wige do on the grounds that his superiors might ask why he didn't think of it instead
of the *wérkerﬁﬁider him. It's a way of trying to get around it. But it struck me as
a very interesting kind of device.

QUESTION: Professor Granick, have you reached any conclusions as to whe-
ther there is a present curriculum for management training under U. S. conditions ?

PROF. GRANICK: No. I think I can answer it just that simply.

QUESTION: During the last party congress in Soviet Russia the matter of auto-
mation and cybernetics received heavy emphasis. Would you care to speculate,
professor, on the impact on Soviet management, of the increases in improvement
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particularly at the plant level and at the trust and ministry level?

PROF. GRANICK: Well, it would seem to me that the point at which we are
going to see really significant changes is when automation gets beyond the point of
automating production processes. And when we begin talking about automating de-

» cision-making processes. To some extent we get this in, say., using computer ma-
chines for warehousing problems; for other routinized decision-making problems,
We 're seeing this, of course, in the United States. The Soviet Union has also been
concerned with these kind of problems. My impression is that the relative scarcity
of computers limits the practical implications of this very severely up to the pre-
sent.

It would seem to me that the time when this will really change management is
when you begin to develop programs which can computerize planning on a scale of
combining various factories or even dealing with whole regions; or where you can
computerize many decisions today made at vice presidential source or levels, I'think
here we're talking about the developments of a decade or two off at the earliest. Be-
fore this point I wouldn't see really significant changes.

QUESTION: Profe;ssor, you mentioned that the Belgian employers deplore this
influx from the Belgian Congo, even in their own companies in Belgium. Does the
Belgian Government endeavor io place these well-trained and experienced people ?

PROF. GRANICK: There has been some effort at re-employing them. The So-

" ciety Raull, the big Belgian Holy Society, which is particularly important in the Con-

. g0, , . . - . o ‘.
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has made efforts in this direction, but they didn't feel that they were too success-
ful. There was unemployment; there was early retirement, etc. And, you've seen
a large movement back to the Congo by engineers who were moving out shortly be-
fore the Congo became independent, and then much more rapidly immediately
after independence. I'm not really familiar with the scale of the problem today.

QUESTION: Professor Granick, in your book, "The Red Executive, ' you
peointed out that a limited source for obtaining potential managers was a program
of abgsence from the classroom in both Russia and the United States.

PROF. GRANICK: A program of what?

QUESTION: After-duty classes. You pointed out, however, that the quality of
education of such classes ig sharply below day-session levels. You referred fo
the inferior evening programs. Would you care to elaborate on your reasoning in
thig discussion? To many of us here it's a rather logical source for good manage-
ment help.

PROF. GRANICK: Well, I guess my basic reason is my personal experience
of university work, where, generally speaking, I think it's fair to say that the even~
ing classes are faught at a lower level than the identical classes in the daytime.
This has been true at all universities which I've been at and that I've been famil-
iar with these various programs. I think basically this has been because the even-
ing students have been relatively tired after work and have not been in the mental
pbsition to put forth the effort that they could in the daytime, and even more, that
they felt limited with regard to reading assignments and that they haven't done the
outgide work.
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I think this has been the experience of one of the business colleges at Glasgow
that I'm familiar with, which runs rboth types of program where they have a very
high drop-out rate from evening session people for precisely the type of reasons,
of the difficulty of maintaining a sustained effort over a very long period of time.
You know the many years that are required to finish the program on a part-time
basis; the general difficulties there.

If we look at the English system , generally, of engineering training, most
engineers are trained through these evening session programs, for the higher '"Na-
tional Certificates,'' as they are called. This universally, of the people I've spoken
with, is considered to give a substantially inferior program to the normal univer-
gity or higher engineering school training which occurs in the daytime.

If you look at the Russian experience, their engineer drop-out rate is enormous
in day-session correspondence schools. Thesge groups provide a very high propor-
tion of engineering enrollments in the Soviet Union, with a very minor proportion
of engineering graduates. None of this is conclugive, of course.

COLONEL REID: Profesgor Granick, on behalf of the Commandant, the faculty
and the student body we wish to thank you very much for coming down here and
spending this Friday with us, and in karoogky ochin vorshov.

PROF. GRANICK: Thank you very much.
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