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Introduction

This paper deals with worker participation in technical decision-
making in the U.S.S.R. t should be stated at the outset that such
participation is limited: i.e., Soviet workers do not decide technical
policy for the enterprise. The Soviet regime, however, dces for poli-
tical, ideological, and technical reasons attach significance to
mass mobilization in the technical sphere. Such mobilization, as will
be shown, implies limitations on the decisicn-making autcnomy of
enterprise management, and it is these constraints that define the
scope of "worker participation® in the Soviet context.

Central to the inclusion of workers in managerial decision-
making in the U.S.S.R. is a concept knwon as "mass" invention or as
rationalization. As Soviet writers define-it, rationalizaticn 4is the
"most mass form of creativity"-i --i.e., the form most accessible to
persons without specialized professional training. On a purely tech-
nical level, this concept refers to change-producing activity that
does not meet the technical standards of invention: i.e., that is
novel only by the standards of the enterprise in which it originates,
and that involves mostly minor modificaticns of ecuipment and pro-
ductive processes. On an crganizational level, it implies commitments
of administrative resources for evaluating suggestions and of techni-
cal and financial means for implementing ideas that are viewed as
potentially valuable to the enterprise. The readers might well wonder
at this point: What is the difference between Soviet raticnalization
and the employee incentive procrams that are familiar to Western

enterprises (epitomized by the so-called "suggestion box"). The
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answer is that while "creative labor" may be z matter of company
pelicy in some Western organizations, in the Soviet Union it is
a manifestation of political assumptions and values that lie at the
core of the Soviet system. Partly Dbecause of the political salience
of raticnalization in the U.S.S.R., its implementation requires
administrative responses far broader than those required in imple-
menting comparable "suggestion box" programs in Western industry.
This paper represents an attempt to explore mass technical
innovation as a vehicle of "worker participation" in management
in +*he U.S.S.R. It will discuss this theme in terms of several
dimensions: the political assumptions underlying worker innovation,
the technical environment of the Soviet enterprise, the constraints
that rationalization imposes on managerial benhavior, and the tech-
nical and sociological factors affecting the creative activity of
the Soviet worker. An effort will be made at the end of the paper
to explore--and to criticize--Soviet concepticns of how the
"scientific-technical revolution" (STR) affects worker-management

relations within the enterprise.



I. The Soviet Concept of Rationalization

A. Political and Ideological Assumptions

The modern Scviet concept of rationalization is built on several
political assumptions that draw heavily from both Leninist and
Marxist doctrine. These assumpticns are not equally salient for
all periods of Soviet history: nevertheless, they reflect a pattern of
reasoning common to the Marxist-Leninist political tradition, and
hence constitutes the building blocks of current Soviet doctrine
of "technological" participation by industrial workers.

One of these assumptions is that working class creativity on
any substantial scale can occur only in countries liberated from
bourgeois exploitation. The overthrow of capitalism, in this view,
creates entirely new conditions for workers' expression of their
inventive talents. An early spckesman of this view was Felix
Dzherzhinski, who wrote in 1925:

With the transition of the means of production into the
hands of the worker-peasant government, completely new possi-
bilities cpened up for the use of the latent inventive talent
of the worker at the machine. The worker knows that he is not
working to strengthen the role of his class enemy: the capi=-
talist; rather, he gives to his own class and his own state
the possibility of raising the productivity of labor, increasing
the amount of wealth produced, 1§ghtening hurdensome work and
improving working conditions....

Modern Soviet writers further develop this position, arguing
that technical creativity is determined "not just by practical
needs but by the content of social interests and the demands of croups

and classes."3 While creative labor may exist under capitalist exploi=-

tation, the argqument goes, it oczurs in a restricied or '"pervertedn
9 : | i .

-3



“

fcrm. Secialism, however, provides a Iroader cammmnity (chshcehnost)
cf sccio-ec:ﬁé::: interests and engendess new meral qualities—-
thinkable undes capitalism' such as "communist principledness,™
mworiker consciencs," and the "fesling of mos2l raspensitility o
one's csllecti _."4 All of these develcpments tend to expand the
"mass basis® of technical participation and to incraase the tampo

of invention and raticralizaticn activity.

Ancther political assumptisn of zaticnalizaticn derives ulii-
mately frem Leninist concepticns of state and scclety., In general,
.such concapticons distinguish between the electoral particizaticn
characteristiz of Western dezccracles and pa:tici;ation in th

actial acministzaticn of sccial and eccremic life--the latter -

keing closer to "tzue™ demccsacy in the Lexninist view. What this

distinction has come to mean in Soviet political practica is a

mcda of Mpolitical® participation which ssrves the funcion of

developing and maintaining cormitment ts officially sanctiored

goals. Under Scviet conditicns, "Leninist democsacy” could even

be synonymcus with taking a creative attitde tcward cne’s work,

as the following statesent (made in 152%) suggests:

Lenin's slcgan: "any female cock can mun the state,”
threwn cut o the masses iIn the pericd of taking over the
state apparatus, means 5553?;-when we have corzectly moved
toward the zesconstzuction of our stat= ¢n a new technical

- basis--that each wcrker must exert the maximum effart to
improve and to perfect the work of nis machine and +o raise
the productivity of laberz.>

Such a radefixiiion or rmo—Zemtation of lLaninist ralitics

ts emsnasiza the sghera ¢f procuction is not state
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inhmodern Soviet writing; nevertheless, overtones of it appear
occasicnally in Soviet discussions of "democratic centralism"

in economic management. As a typical statement notes: This principle
encourages the "use of the creative activity of the masses--resolving
producticn problems"--albeit under conditions of "strict discipline
and subordinaticn of lower to higher organs."6 Mobilization of mass
initiative in technical innovation creates a "ecritical force that
activates the administration'" of the enterprise and constitutes

a "form of democratic mass participaticn in the leadership of pro-
duction."7 All such formulations, it may ke argued; represent Soviet
adaptations of the Leninist participatory style: adaptations that
imply the use of creative labor as a surrogate form of pelitical
participation.

A third political assumption--or set of assumptions--undé:lying
Soviet ;bmmitments to creative labor, derives frcm Soviet prescrip-
tions for the transition to communist society. Mass innovation in
the U.S.S.R. stands, in a sense, at the interstices of the technical
system and the ideological "goal culture"--the normative order that
legitimizes social change under the Soviet regime. Its relation to
the "goal culture" reflects concerns that are political, sociclogical,
and psychological in nature: these include the "social self-management"
of production, the "intellectualization" of the working class, and the
development of motivational patterns suitable for the performance of
work in a communist society.

Social self-management of production, as articulated by Soviet

thecrists, is both a goal of communist development and a means of



"involving' factory employees in management functions in the period
of communist transition. As a prospect for the distant future, it
refers to "management that is both elected by and accountable to
the collective;“B as a transitional phenomenon,; it refers to a
limited degree of '"democratization" that affects primarily the
sphere of production technology. In effect, social self-management,
in Soviet thougnt, is an organized expression of the technological
mode of participation discusséd above; Soviet writers equate it
with the infrastructure of sc-called "social creative unions" in
Soviet factcries--a network of mass membership organizations con-
cerned primarily with the sponsorship of technical innovaticn inclu-
ding rationalization, within the ente:pr:ise..9 Worker participaticn
in such unions, according to one Wfiter, nas "significantly broad-
ened the arena of worker management in the modern era of kuilding
communism."lo

The term “socizl," in Soviet parlance, means extra-bureaucratic
or voluntary (also, to some extent, spare-time). Social creative
unions are subordinate, not to the factory administration hbut to
the mass organizations-~the Trade Unicns--and to a les;e: extent
the CPSU. Operatiocnal leadership of such unions is vested in two
trade union affiliates: the All-Union Society of Inventors and
Rationalizers (VOIR) and the Scientific-Technical Societies (NTO).
The functicns of these societies at the factory level, which in-
clude developing mass participation in technical problem-solving
and defending innovation against managerial abuses, constitute a

unique~-by Western standards--set of constraints on managerial



resources. This theme will be explored in a later section eof this

paper; suffice it to emphasize here that the concept of social self-
management strongly reflects the fusion in Spoviet ideclogy of concepts

of technical innovation, mass participation, and Communist transformation.

Mass innovation is also supposed to serve the objective of Communist
transition by contributing to what in Marxist doctrine is known as the
munification of mental and manual labor." Specifically, it is supposed
to promote what might be called the "intellectualization of the working
class." There are essentiallv two Soviet interpretations of how such
intellectualization occurs. Cne stresses the role of the creative act
itself in this process: bv "broadening and deespening the creative side
of work,'" one Sgviet writer notes, rationalization contributes to elimi-
nating the "distinctions between the labor of workers, on the one hand,
and that of engineers and technicians on the othe::.“11 Another expression
of the argument runs as follows:

Now when a worker...creates even the smallest improvement in one

or another machine, he ceases to be the blind executor of the orders of

the encineer. Not ceasing to engace in physical labor, he simultaneously

engages in mental labor.'Thus ?egin_tc disappear tqs boundaries between
the class of executors (ispolnitelei) and leaders.

A somewhat different interpretation emphasizes that the worker becomes
"elevated" to the level of the engineer within the context of collective forms
of innovaticn--vehicles appropriate to the complexity of modern mechanized or
automated production. Collective innovation is epitomized in so-called "complex
brigades" of workers, engineers, and sometimes scientists, which, according to
Soviet writers, are increasingly supplanting individual forms of creativity es
the enterprise becomes technologically mecre advanced. Such brigades are viewed
as building blecks of the goal culture: writers depict them as helping to eliﬁi-

nate differences between mental and manual labor by strengthening "psychological-

socizl links" between wcrkers and engineers, transmitting desicning skills to
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workers, and developing their theoretical knowledge.13 Here, in other
words, the sccial context of innovation rathe:‘than the creative process
itsels is the primary means of breaking down mental-manual distinc-
tions within the enterprise--an argument that may reflect important
changes in the nature or scope of worker creativity under conditions
of technological advancement.

Creative labor, finally, contributes to Soviet ideological
goals because it provides the psvcheological prerequisites for work
in a communist socciety. This argument consists of three interrelated
propositions: the first is that collective sentiments--"feelings of
obligation to the scciety"--zre not in themselves a sufficient
basis for "communist" work motivation14;_the second is that such
motivation is closely linked to the development of the individual
personality; and the third is that the worker becomes "individualized"
as a consequence of performing labor that is not standardized or
repetitive; in effect, he develops a "perscnality" based on his
creative efforts (tvorcheskaya lichnost).is The relaticnship between
creativity, personality, and communist labor is well expressed in
the following paragraph.

Social interest in the form of moral stimuli will con-

tinue to be one of the decisive influvences on the labor of

the members of Communist society--but personality (lichnost)

does not dissolve in the collective; it will continue to ex-

press its distinctiveness from other people first of all in

creativity, which carries the stamp of individuality and at

the same time binds man to society.26

Creative labor in Soviet political thougnht is hence a crucial
component of Communist individuality--a legitimate and necessary

form of self-expression in an otherwise collectivized socizal erder.
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The linkages betwesh mass technical creativity and the political or
idmolongical assumptions of the Soviet regime may now be summarized
as follows: first, mass innovation is defined as a hallmark of the post=-
bourgeois social order--i.e., it is supposed to flourish under conditions
created by the overthrow of capitalism. Second, it derives from a Soviet
adaptation of the Leninist participatory style; i.e., it constitutes a
surrogate form of political participation in a state theoretically committed
to advancing working-class interests. Tﬁird, it is linked to the Communist
"goal culture” by serving as a vehicle for the reduction of social distinc-
tions between workers and technical-managerial elites, and for the formation
of a creative individuality that "is an essential motivaticnal compenent
of the future communist society. For all thgse reasons, articulated by
Soviet writers over the years, mass innovation is no ordinary "incentive
program"--on the contrary, it lies ét the core of the legitimating

political values of the Soviet system.
B. Technical Assumptions

Rationalization is viewed as sicnificant in the U.S.S.R. for
technical as well as ideolcgical reasons. Most writers agree that
it is not part of the R&D process ver se; however, it constitutes
a "link in the chain of preceding research activity" to the extené
that the result of scientific achievement introduced in production
"continues to be the object of further improvement"” by the innovator
in industry.17 In general, rationalization is intended to do three
things: (1) increase individual productivity at the work bench,

(2) improve equipment and processes with a view to eliminating

"bottlenecks™ (uzkie mesta) in production, and (3) eccnomize on



materials used in the procduction process. Raticnalization activity
is qualitatively distinct from invention in that it does not imply
participation in designing new technology; iis targets are those
machines and processes that are already on the factory floor, and
its purposes to "improve the use of new equipment" or to raise

the effectiveness of equipment that is obsclescent.

As a mass form of technical creativity, rationalization serves
as an important supplement to the functions of engineering-technical
staff within enterprises. This relationship has often been described
in terms of the "unity of theoretical and empirical knowledge'--

a concept that (where rationalization is concermed) implies a
continuous flow of information from the worker to the engineer re-
garding problems encountered in production. Soviet writers have

in the past attempted to glorify empirical knowledge as being a
source of innovation in its own right; or, as a writer in 1930 argued,
the "inquisitive mind of the self-taught worker” is not "bound by

the fetters" of specific "scientific propositicns"--hence, the worksr

18 A less polemical

can show more daring in attacking producticn protlems.
explanation of the worker's innovative function, however,
derives from where he is situated in the production process. Thouch
engineers can design new machines and technology, the
argument goes, workers "occupied directlv at the machine partici-
pate directly in one stage or another of the production-technolo-
gical prccess.“19 Hence, it is "easier™ for workers than for engi-
neers "to notice specific defects, and to make necessary and possi-

ble improvements in equipment...”
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The aggregate importance of rationalization for Scviet indus-
try is reflected in published figures showing that RPs create
several billion dollars worth of savings for the Soviet economy';
however, reflecting the fact that raticnalization does not ordi-
narily include the creation of new technology--i.e., invention--
the savings created by a single rationalization proposal average
only 850 rubles per year--less than one-tenth that created by the
average invention.zo For workers propeoszls (i.e., those in which
engineering~technical personnel have no authorship role) the figure
is less: between 100 and 500 rubles per yea:.21 The practical sig-
nificance of these minor proposals has sometimes been questioned
by some Soviet writers, who view rationalization both as a
cause and as a symptom of serious problems in Soviet innovation
mechanisms. One argument centers on the role of RPs in prolonging
the life of obsolescent equipment; it stresses that this fcrm of
creativity, however laudable in itself, diverts attention from
"substantive" technical solutions (inventions), reduces the rate
of real technical change in the economy, and, ultimately, does
"harm our general task of the building of Ccmmunism"22 (obviously
rationalization could also be a reflection of the slowness with
which machines with improved technical characteristics appear in
the Soviet economy). A second argument focuses more on the relation-
ship of raticnalizaticn to technical assimilation: here the critics
stress that rationalization--while positively affecting enterprise
performance--is really symptomatic of the "low technical culturen

of manv enterprises. As one writer notes:

=11~



wWhat, indeed, is the contemporary RP? It is, more often
than not, a correction of an ordinary engineering mistake in
design or technology observed by the worker--but not by the
engineer who incorporated the mistake into the technical pro-
cess or product design.

That means that worker RPs reflect nct only con the creative
activism of the collective, but also on the low technical cul-

ture of the enterprise. This is what everyone 1s boasting about!23

Rationalization, in other words, is symbiotically related to
engineering failures-~to badly designed equipment and technology--
an argument which implies that its targets are more often new than
obsclescent machinery and equipment. Empirical work of Soviet socio-
logists tends to confirm this argument: various studies show that
rationalization activity is inversely proporticnal to the period
of functioning of new technology--i.e., an especizlly large number
of proposals is submitted when a new machine or automatic line is
introduced; however, after de-bugéing occurs "it becomes harder
ultimately to notice the need to modernize one or another assembly
and to propose ultimately how to improve it??4hence the volume -~
of prorosals decreases. Such trends may be characteristic of Western
industry as well=--i.e., rationalization activity may be a fairly
universal characteristic of assimilation or "start-up" problems
where new technology (machines and processes) is introduced in
production. The critique of rationalization noted above, however,
indicates a greater degree of dependency on rationalizaticn in the
Soviet ccntext; specifically, it suggests a tendency in Soviet R&D
to overlook designing errors in earlier stages of the innovation
cycle, passing them on until they finally appear in the actual end-

use of a new product or process.
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The technical environment of rationalization, as described by
the critics, indicates that mass creativity performs important
system-maintenance functions where the Soviet economy is concerned.
The very criticisms of rationalization as diverting attention from
invention, or reflecting the low technical culture of enterprises,
are acknowledgements of its importance in the Soviet economic con-
text. The slow pace of innovation and the errors in machine design
or production technique are all related ultimately to a planning
mechanism that emphasizes materials balances and output quotas at
the expense of innovation. It would be no exaggeration to say that
rationalization is a hallmark of a society that is not fundamentally
innovative in the technical sphere--that it serves as a compensating
mechanism for the failures and oversights of the planning system.
Its technical raison détre, it may be argued, is perfectly com-
patible with its ideological cne; i.e., mass creativity reflec:s
mutually reinf rcing commitments in the sphere of political values

and in the sphere of economic organization.



IT. The Impact of Rationalization upeon Technical Manaaement

Because it is linked closely both to the political values and
economic assumptions of the Soviet regime, rationallization activity
commands mere administrative resources and much greater public
visibility in the Soviet Union than in the West. The importance
attributed to mass innovation in the Soviet context is reflected in
both formal-legal and extra-bureaucratic levels: specifically, it
is embodied in provisions of Soviet inventicn law, and in the in-
trusion--at the enterprise level--of mass organizations into the

technical management process.
A. The Legal Framework

Soviet commitments to mass technical creativity are officially
empodied in statutes regulating invention. Since 1931, Soviet legisla-
tion has provided legal guarantees for authors of relatively minor
technical proposals that are novel and useful primarily for the
enterprise in which they originate. The existence of national legis-
lation cove:inglsuch proposals is not, by and large, characteristic
of Western societies: in the West, suggestion systems are ordinarily
a matter of company pelicy--that is, an employer can decide whether
or not to have an incentive awards program, and can even disregard
the contents of his "suggestion box: if he so chooses. The Soviet
manager, by contrast, is required to have a "mass innovation" pro-
gram; moreover, the law carries the threat of punishment for "red
tape and other manifestations of bureaucratism™ in handling innovation

25
proposals.
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Central to the legal concept of rationalization in the U.S.S.R.
is an extensive catalogue of administrative obligations. Such obli-
gations cover virtually all stages in the organizational life-cycle
of technical proposals--and even extends to "pra-innovation" (mass
mobilization) functions. The most important of these may be described
as follows: first of all, the factory administration is obligated
to furnish innovators with an adequate technical and organizational
environment for making technical suggestions. This includes pro-
viding a full-time staff capability for handling the paperwork
connected with suggestions (in the U.S.S.R. enterprises, this func-
tion is performed by the so-called Bureau of Raticnalization and
Inventicn), and "encouraging" innovators in various ways: by iden-
tifying weak links in factory production, arranging thematic "compe-
titions" designed to elicit the best technical solutions for a
given problem, and--perhaps most important--providing technical
assistance to zuthors in formulating their proposals.zs Second,
the law prescribes time limits for administrative respcnses to tech-
nical suggestions: managers must communicate to authors within two
weeks whether to accept a propeosal outright, to accept conditional
on the results of testing, or to reject the proposal.27 Third, the
administration is required to pay innovators a reward based on the
economic value or "authentic" (non-econcmic) value of their propo-
sals. Payment for proposals creating savings 1s recuired to follow

these gpidelines:



Sum of Yearly Ruble Savinas Reward for RP

to 100 17 percent of savings (but at least
10 rubles)

100-500 7 percent + 10 rubles

500-1,000 5 percent + 20 rubles

1,000-5,000 3 percent + 40 rubles
5,000-50,000 2 percent + 90 rubles
50,000-100,000 1 percent + 5%0 rubles

above 100,000 5 percent + 1,090 rubles (but not

more than 5,000 rubles)

A fourth ceonstraint on managerial behavicr imposed by Soviet in-
vention law are crovisions for appeal of administrative decisions on
acceptance/rejection of proposals, and on the size or schedule of
reward payments. In both cases, authors may submit complaints to a re=-
view board consisting of representatives, not only of the factory ad-
ministration, but alsoc of the local Trade Unicn Committee--in practice,
usually members of the local VOIR soviet. Moreover, innovators,‘if
dissatisfied with review board decisicn, can take their complaint
beyond the factory level--to higher level organizations in the case
of disputed rejections, or to the courts in the case of reward dis-
putes.29 Tinally, Soviet inventicn law contains a kind of "freedom of
information" provision for factory innovations; authors may regquest

through the local VOIR soviet (or VOIR may regquest on its own initiative)

all documentation indicating the scale on which their innovation has

=16=



been introduced,‘ and the kases for calculating authorship re-
wards.30

The array of administrative obligations on authorsip rights
described above does find some analogues in Western managerial
practices; for example, U.,S. federal agencies znd many companies
have full-time "suggestion awards officers'" equivalent to the Soviet
Bureaus of Raticnalization and Invention; and the needs for "pre-
innovation" planning, for providing technical assistance to employees
making suggestions. and for reducing time spent in administrative
reviews are often mentioned in the U,S. literature on invention
awards programs. These, however, are desired objectives of company
policy and not matters of law; moreover, there ars unique legal
constraints on American managerial behavior where pre-innovation
functions are concerned; for example, the Fair Labor Standards Act
states that an American employer can specifv general problems in
planning innovation (e.g., reduce waste) but cannot specify specific
tasks (e.g., improve the efficiency of drill press #6). "Thematic®
plans in the U.S.S.R., by contrast, are often highly specifi:.31
A further point of contrast concerns mechanisms for appealing ad-
ministrative decisions on proposals--these are more formalized in

the U.S.S.R. than they are in the U.S.; moreover, they involve extra-

managerial (Trade Union) participation. It should ke added that U.S.

Payment for RPs used in several enterprises in the same kranch
is made by the "higher-level organization" (Ministry, Association).
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managers incur a contractual obligation to pay a reward when they
accept a suggestion by an employ=e; however, decisions to accept
or reject the suggestion, the reward scale used, and the basis

for calculating an author's reward are generally within the sphere
of administration as opposed to that of law. Finally, Soviet inno-
vators have a stronger legal claim to "freedem of information" than
do their U.S. counterparts--although, in the U.S., innovatecrs might
be given access to records on the use of technical suggestions as
a matter of company (or agency) policy.

The scoce of Soviet legislation covering non-patentable technical
suggestions (RPs) is attributable to the fact that rationalization,
in the U.S.S.R.; in linked to officially-articulated politiczl and
social goals; in the U.S., by contrast, its primary function is to
serve the interests of management by improving the economy and effi-
ciency cf operations (and, indirectly, by improving employee morale).
The formal-legal obligations that rationalization imposes on Sgviet
managers, however, should neither be viewed as all-encompassing
nor treated entirely at face value: for example, employees have a
number of legal "outs" vis a vis innovators; for example, they can
shelve proposals under the excuse of "acceptance for testing"; or
reject them on grounds that planned purchases of machinery and
equipment (at some unspecified time) will make the proposals unneces-
sary. Morscver, Soviet managers, like managers everywhere, are faced
with production taréets and deaclines; since these take precedencé
over observance of legal structures or processing inncvation pro-

posals, bureaucratic violaticns of authorsnip rights are ccmmon,

=18~
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and, except in flagrant instances, do not evoke punishment in the
legal sense. As a result, the main constraints on managerial be-
havior toward factory innovatcrs are largely extra-legal; they are
embodied in the various sccial control and social creative organi-
zations existing at the enterprise level (and akove) for the spon-

sorship of technical creativity. To this subject we will now turn.
B. Social Control
1. Definition and Scope

The term social control in Soviet parlance refers mainly to
participation by extra-bureaucratic or voluntary organizations

in promoting, implementing, and diffusing new technical ideas.

Organizations engaged in social control activities include the

Communist Party, the Kcmsomol, and--most important--the Trade
Unions, their major affiliates (VOIR and NTO) and organs subor-
dinate to them. Virtually every part of the social contirol network
includes some workers as members--hence, it is hailed by Soviet
writers as a means of increasing participation of workers in tech-
nical management functions. Major functions of social control in-
clude moniteoring and influencing managerial responses to technical
initiatives of enterprise employees and broadening the mass basis
of technical innovation and proklem-solving. These functions may

ke termed, respectively, advocacy and mobilization--the one keing

-19-



directed at management and the other at the troad masses of poten-
tial innovators within the enterprise.-

The adveocacy function implies an adversary relationship between
"state" and "social' organizations; it includes sponscring parti-
cular inventions or rationalization proposals for inclusion in
enterprise (ministry) plans, defending the rights of innovators
against "bureaucratic" abuses (e.g., delays in reviewing propcsals
or inadequate compensation for authors), participating in recon=-
sideration of rejected RPs, publicizing instances of "bursaucratism"
in local and national media, seeking "relezse time" for innovators,
and establishing facilities for testing technical novelties--the
shortage of which is a major bottleneck for inneovation within
the enterprise. The mobilization function, by contrasi, is concerned
with heightening mass interest in and capabilities Zfor technical
problem-solving. It includes what Soviet writers call "organizational=-
mass" activities: specifying technical problem areas for innovators
("thematic planning"), providing technical support, educational
guidance, and legal advice to would-be innovators, popularizing
technical creations of factory emplcyees, arranging mass "compe-
titions" around specific technical themes, arranging exhibiticns

and conferences, and sponsoring technical "komandirovki" and

The focus of this discussion is on the enterprise: however, the so-
cial control network alsoc monitors bureaucratic behavior and promotes
technological change at the branch, and even inter-branch, levels.

-20-



nexchanges of experience" between factories. To & large extent these
activities duplicate the assinned responsibilities of factory ad-
ministrative offices (e.g., Bureaus of Technical Information)--
offices not equipped to handle the volume of "organizational-mass"
tasks entrusted to them (in some enterprises, such staff capa-
bilities are lacking entirely). In this respect, the mobilization
function is less a corrective of formal administration--like inno-
vation advocacy--than an extension of it.32
Insofar as it aims at stimulating mass technical initiatives and
improving managerial responses to these initiatives, social control
may be viewed as a kind of "lobbying" mechanism designed to sup-
port technically creative--as opposed to routine--functions. The
analogy to interest group behavior is valid only to the extent that
social control serves interests that are distinct from and--to scme
extent--in conflict with those cf the planning-managerial bureaucracy.
The "innovation lobby"™ mayv better be described as a political device
and as an adjunct to the planning system; on the one hand, it serves
the regime"s participatory goals: workers, as members of social con-
trol organizations, increase their awareness cf the technical snvircnement
of the enterprise; as targets of mass mobilization they increase
their participation in changing this envirenment--all of which
promotes the "social self-management of production™ mentioned ear-
lier. On the other hand, sccial control is a direct product of the
Stalinist heritage in economic organization, and serves important
nsystem maintenance"” functions for the eccnomic system. It must be
distinguished from ‘pressure for fundamental changes in the plan-

ning system that might improve overall performance in innovatione-=
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e.g., fewer planned indicaters for the enterprise, better horizontal
links-among enterprises. Basically, it is a conservative force in
the sense that it accepts the inevitability of state planning and
tends to assess the constraints on innovation (including mass inno-
vation) in Soviet society primarily in terms of "hureaucratism”--
instances of administrative resistance or apathy toward technical
novelty. Because its role, in fact, is partly to combat bureaucra-
tism, its relation to the planning mechanism is essentially svm=-
biotic; hence, the "innovaticn lobby" represents no real force

for change in Soviet eccncmic organization. Moreover, although it
includes (as will be shown) a specialized structure of interest
articulation --one that serves a "constituency" of innovators--

it cannot be viewed as an Interest group in the Western sense; if
anything it underscores Soviet commitments to maintaining political

and economic centralism.
2. The Secial Control Network

The organizational infrastructure of social control in Soviet
enterprises-~the "innovation lobby"--exists essentially on two
levels: one includes primary party organizations, XKomsomol organi=-
zations, and local Trade Union affiliates: VOIR and NTO soviets.
The other includes a broad variety of so-called "social creative
unions,™ most of which are subordinate either to VOIR or to NTO.
The difference between the two--aside from the hierarchical cne--
centers on the locus of advocacy functions: these are vested gen-

erally in the "parent" organization rather than in the "social
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creative unions" (organizational-mass work is performed at both
levels). The different dimensions and functions of the social con-
trol network will be explored in the following paragraphs.

The cornerstone of the entire social contrcl network in Soviet
society--its political and ideological mainspring--is the Commu-
nist Party. CPSU organizations at all levels are formally committed
to "promoting in every way the development of invention and ration-
alization work in all areas of national construction'" and to com-
batting bureaucratism an& sluggishness in technical management.33
The party apparat as a whole monitors the performance of ministries
and enterprises in introducing new technolegy and developing mass
technical participation; moreover, above the enterprise level, rai-
kom, gorkom, or obkom "technical-econcmic soviets" or "commissions
for assistance to technical progress" are fairly active in organi-
zational-mass work: arranging lectures, conferences, exhibitions,
and the like. Primary party organizations (PPCs}), however, tend to
maintain a fairly low profile where technical policy is concerned; beyond
sponsering particular items of new technologv and requiring
managers to repcrt occasionally on the general stats of invention
and rationalization work, PPOs seem content to leave operational
social control to the Trade Union affiliates (and, to a lesser
extent, the Komsomol). This was not always the case: in the late
1950s and early 1960s, PPOs--reflecting in part the ideological

tone of the Xnrushchevera and in part the then embrvonic stage
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of development of VOIR.-—became directly involved in innovation-
related activities. Special Commissions to deal with invention

and rationalization work, invitations to rationalizers to discuss
complaints regarding the administrative processing of proposals
became common features of PPO work in this period; moreover, pri-
mary organizations sponsored and guided the work of a broad infra-
structure of "sccial creative unions" oriented toward mass mobili-
zation in the technical sphere. Today, such activism is gcarcely

visible; the commissions have apparently evaporated; party organs
seldom get involved in conflict resolution over innovation (this
is now a legally-defined activity of VOIR), and authority over
the network of factory "social creative" activities has formally
passed to VOIR and the NTO. Party influence is, of course, by no
means absent at the primary level, but is intermittant and when
exercised, tends to supplement the recular work of the Trade Union
34
affiliates.

Responsibility for mobilizing the creative energies of youth
at the factory level is vested in the local chapter of the Commu-
nist youth organization (Komscmcl). Komsomol units cccasionally
participate in menitoring technical management--e.g., by making
"raids" (spot checks) on administrative performance in processing
technical proposals.-However, their primary function is agitation
and propaganda among youth, and the publicizing of techniczl

achievements of young innovators--typical vehicles being "vouth

* VOIR was founded--or, in a sense, reconstituted--in 1959. It had
a oredecessor, the All-Unicn Society of Inventors (VOIZ) which
existed between 1932 and 1937.
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soviets of scientific-technical creativity,'" "schools of young
rationalizers,” and exhibitions of technical creations of young
peopléisThe Komsemol's oreientation to mobilization as opposed to
advocacy functions reflects the smallness of its constituency--not
yeuth but youthful innovators. Statisticzlly speaking, the vast
majority of worker innovators is over thirty--as is also the ma=-
jority or worker participants in sccial "forms of production man-
agement." This situaticn largely reflects a "sccio-technical”
parameter of inmovation--the fact that considerable work experience
(11 to 20 years according to most estimates) is required for suc-
cessful particigaticn in technical change.36 Whether or not the
Kemsomol can become a really effective part of the social control
structure éepends on the extent to which the importance of this
consfraint can be modified by "agitprop" tactics.

Most important, in terms of operational responsibility for so-
cial control at the enterprise level, are the Trade Union affiliates,
NTO and VOIR soviets--and the "social creative unions" subordinate
to them. Advocacy functions are performed by the soviets: both
VOIR and NTO attempt to protect innovaticn functions from absorption
into routine production (e.g., by establishing experimental facili-
ties, seeking release time), and both are active in sponsoring
items of new technology for adoption by the factory. A possible
difference here is that VOIR is more likely to pressure the admine-
istration to adopt technical proposals that have a strictly local
application, whereas NTO is more oriented to the introduction of
new technical items of branch or inter-branch significance. Th

major difference between the two, however, involves the protection

-25-



of authorship rights: VOIR, not NTO, is the principal watchdog of administra-
tive behavior toward factory innovators. As noted above (see section on legal

constraints), the VOIR scviet has a legal mandate to review dis-

putes between authors and the factory administration. Moreover,
different secticns of the Soviet are responsible for monitoring
administrative review and reward practices on a day-to-day basis;
e.g., the "control-legal"” section uncovers bureaucratic violations
and brings them to the attention of top management (also to the
Trade Union and Party organizations); the "information-publication®
section may publish examples of administrative abuses in the factory
newspaper. A publicity tactic, sometimes used by VOIR to counter
delays in processing proposals is to set up electrified "stands"
showing--for zll to see--the bureaucratic life-cycle of technical
proposals: its progress (or lack of it) through various stages
of review and implementation, and the administrators respcnsible
for each stage.37

Both NTO and VOIR soviets perform some "organizational-mass"
functions such as planning innovation, arranging competitions for
innovators, or publicizing locally technical creations of factorv
employees (this being primarily a VOIR function). However, in many
factories, the bulk of organizaticnal-mass activities is performed
by a broad variety of "social creative vnions" loosely subordi-
nate to local NTO or VOIR organs. These may be categorized ac=-
cording to their systemic affiliation: under NTO supervisicn, for
example, are these "unions": Sccial Bureaus of Economic Analysis

—_——

(OBEA), Social Bureaus cf Technical Information (OBTI), and
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so=called Worker Research Institutes (IRI). OBREA--"social" coun=
terpart to factory economic offices--perform primarily pre-innovation
or planning functions: they study the cost-effectiveness of produc-
tion processes and identify areas of inefficiency or waste that
can serve as targets for factory innovaters. Occasicnally they may
also monitor the calculations of savings from proposals as the enly
advocacy function performed by "social creative" organizations.
Also providing input into the planning process are OBTTI; these
organizations, created where staff infcrmation services are under-
manned or absent, orient innovators to technical noveliies reported
in ministry information bulletins or in other literature that are
relevant to factery production problems. OBTI also popularize fac-
tory technical achievemsnts in branch and territerial media and
arrange "exchanges of experience"--involving visits and technical
demonstrations--with other enterprises. Such measures, needless *o
say, are designed to raise morale of factory innovators and, in
general, to provide maximum visibility and encouragement to crea-
tive effort. The third "social creative union" attached to NTO,
the Workers Research "Institute" is essentially a vehicle for
ralsing the technical qualifications of workers, although it also
serves as a planning mechanism. Worker researchers compile careful
records or "diaries" of their daily productive activity, and at-
tempt to generalize from this material by technical study and con-
sultation with engineering staff. The systematic collection (and
analysis) of '"enormous empirical information" on the physical

characteristics of machines in operation obviously helps to tarset
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procblem areas in factory production--as well as to improve the re-
searchers' capébility for successful innovation. ¥

The VOIR system of social creative unions stresses technical
assistance, both in creating and applying new technical ideas.
Possibly the most important of these bcdies are sc-called ‘'sccial
design bureaus" (0XB)--adjuncts to staff designing organs set up
initizlly to overcome the "contradiction between rapidly developing
technical creativity of workers and the possibilities feor timely
formulation and embodiment in technical documentaticn." CKBs per-
form a variety of functions related to technical modernization
(complex mechanization and automation) in the enterprise; as a
link in the social centrol infrastructure, however, theyv perform
the big role of providing technical assistance to workers in for-
mulating their propeosals. Also performing assistance functions--
on a somewhat different level--are so-called Social Patent Bureaus
(CPB). These bedies--substitutes for or extensions of staff patent
bureaus--help draft invention claims for submission to the State
Committee on Inventions and Disccveries and also review technical
solutions created by factory innovators--originally submitted as
rationalization proposals--for possible upgrading to the level
of inventiocns. 4

Other parts of the VOIR system that may be mentioned here
are Social Universities of Technical Crestivity and Councils of
Innovators. The former are essentially set up to teach technical

(and to some extent legal) aspects of rationalization to factory
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workers; to receive a "diplema" from the school one must success-
fully formulate an RP. Councils of Innovators (SNs) contribute
to "raising the productivity of labor on the basis ef the broad
introduction of valuable techniczl novelties." They constitute,

in a sense, a final link in the chain of popularization--i.e., by
instructing workers in the use of techniczl innovations developned
within and outside the factory: a metal-cutting technique developed
in Leningrad, for example, might be taught to factory workers in
Khabarovsk enterprises by local SNd. Though nct, st:ictiy speaking,
designed to teach workers how to innovate, the study and populari-
zation of new technologv done by SNs heightens overall awareness
of technical innovation and contribute to mass technical mobiliza-

41
tion within the enterprise.

3. Evaluation of Social Control

The array of social control institutions in Soviet factories
and the advocacy or mobilization functions which they perform are
summarized in Chart 1. The chart indicates clearly that social
control is oriented primarily toward the technical system of produc-
tion,'and that it's largely concerned with providing a favorable
environment for mass technical innovation. As a form of "Communist®
technical rationality it finds little counterpart in Western enter-
prise, and reflects approaches to laber organization that go well
beyond the "joﬁ enlargement” cecncepts familiar in Western mana-
gerial literaturs. Crucial QuEStions remain, however, regarding the

practical effectiveness of social control. For example, how much
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does it increase worker participation in technical management? How
greatly does it influence managerial responses to innovation? How
well does it carry out technical mass mobilization? These prob-
lems will be discussed in the following paragraphs.

As far as participation is concerned, the general pattern in
Chart 1 indicates that workers are excluded from top leadership
posts in the first echeleon social control organizations (Party or
Komsomol bureaus, NTO and VOIR soviets). In general, the higher
the pesition, the less the worker representation; for example,
factery party and Kemsomol organizations have many workers as mem-
bers, but few in secretarial posts. Workers may be members of lo-
cal NTO organizations (5 to 15 percent, according tc official sta-
tistics), but NTO soviets are usually comprised of technical staff.42
In the case of VOIR, workers make up a little over 50% of the factory
membership of the Scciety, a2nd sometimes a respectable proportion
of the VOIR soviet (perhaps up to 40%); however, S5 percent of the
leadership positions (presidents, vice-presidents) are held by
engineerinc-technical personnel.43 As far as "social creative
unions'" are concerned, workers have at least some membership in all
of them, though this is probably pro-forma where the functions in-
volved include sophisticated operaficns such as designing, cost
calculation, or interpreting techniczl literature--i.e., workers
probably participate mainly as observers in the work of OKB, OPB,
OBTI, and OEEA. The overall pictﬁre that emerges from the member-
ship is that‘the social control mechanism indeed brings workers in-
to a closer relationship to technical management--but that actual

r

coentrol functions are performed mainly be engineering-technical personnel.
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Chart |

&
THE SOCIAL CONTROL NETWORK

Administrative
Innovation Advocacy Technical Mobilization Counterpart Worker Representation

Komsomal Monitoring implementation of Organizing youth innovation None Some representation In bureau but

proposals. groups; popularizing youth unlikely at top leadership level.,

creations,

CcpPsu Sponsoring new technology Little or none (at enterprise None Same as above,

supervising general state of level).

invention and rationalization

work,
NTO Sovlet Sponsoring new technology Thematic planning, None Little or none in Soviet,

Seeking facilities for innovators. Organizing conteats for innovators.
VOIR Soviet Same as NTO; also, monitoring Same as above; also providing None Minority representation in Soviet

review and Implementation of
proposals; calculating authoras'
rewards; publicizing Instances
of bureaucratism.

intra-factory publicity for
innovators.

(under 50%). Only around 5% of
leaders of VOIR organizations are
workera.

OBEA (Occasionally) confirming Identifying waste and inefficlency Staff economic Minority representation,
administrative calculation of in production, offices.
savings [rom proposals,
OBTI None Linking factory Innovation to Staff information Minority representation.
technologlecal developments in services
other enterprises; popularizing
factory technical achlevementa,
IRI None Ralsing technical qualificalions None " Majority representation (researchers
of workers; accumulating are workera.
empirical evidence of delects
In equipment.
oKD None Providing technical and design- Staff deslgners. Minority representation,
ing assistance to worker-
fnnovators,
OoPrPB None Formulating inventlon claims; Staff patent Minority representation,
upgrading rationalization services.
proposals,
Social None Teaching rationalization to None Majority (student) representation.
Universities workers,
SN None Introducing technical None

noveltlas,

Majority repreaentation.

Ouc element nf lhe VOIR system has been excluded from the chart and also from the discussion; so-called social norm burecaus; these are

1 HRR LI ) |

el mee of Ialar tirmne--hence are only periplically related to lecln;xical creativity \9 the enterprlne.




Mcre serious questicns arise regarding the actual impact of
social control on the technical environment of the enterprise. The
agencies most respcnsible (NTO, VOIR, and their subsidiaries) do
not--except in the rare case of a pald staff head cf a primary or=
ganization--exist apart from the enterprise collective (VOIR and
NTO dec have apparats above the enterprise level). On the contrary,
they hold formal positions in the collective, usually in the tech-
nical offices, or con shop technical staffs, of the enterprise. This
has two implications for the effectiveness of social control: first,
where innovation advocacy is concerned, those who monitor adminis-
trative kehavior may work in the same shops or offices as those
making tecnnical decisions. Not being truly independent of the fac-
tory administration, the mcnitors--aside from interacting profes-
sionally with the decision-makers--may share with them scme general
managerial perspectives: concern with producticn and profits, and
unwillincness to commit many technical or administrative resources
to administration. Second, social control work may amount to an
involuntary prolongation of the working day. This seems to be par=-
ticularly true of "social creative unions" that have counterparts
in formal administrative offices. Some factory studies have shown
that most such unions work on a2 spare-time basis, and that most
perticipants (particularly engineering-technical personnel) did
not want to join. The studies have also attributed this situation
partly to the fact that emplovees see little connection between
"voluntary work" and professional--or such ncn-monetary advantages

: 4
as better housing, or access to day-care centers for children. et
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Such figures undoubtedly reflect on the enthusiasm with which
organizational-ﬁass work is pursued in some enterprises.

The conclusion seems warranted that social centrol may, in scme
enterprises, be reduced to a set of moral strictures and empty in=-
stitutional forms. In others, however, it mayv help to activate
change-producing activity, and to increase managerial responsiveness
to innovation. Effectiveness of social control would seem to depend
primarily on two factors: one is the degrze of interest displaved
by Party organizations--both PPOs and higher-level organizaticns--
in invention and rationalization work in the enterprise; this would
be reflected in efforts to hold enterprise managers accountable for
peor performance in reviewing or implementing new technical ideas,
or in stimulating mass technical participation. Another is the
availabilitj of "company" time for those engaged in social con-
trol work--or of reasonable incentives for those who must perform
such work in their spare time. Added to these factors zre such in-
tangibles as the courage and commitment of participants. To the
extent that some or all of these factors are present within the
entercrise, social control mzy provide some useful "extra-bureaucraticn

input into the technical management of the enterprise.
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III. The Limits of Ideolony: The Socio-Technical Context of Mass

Innovation Within the Enterprise

Soviet writers frequently emphasize that the level of mass tech-
nical innovation in enterprises is affected by the social relations
of production (capitalist or sccialist) and also--iﬂ socialist
societies--by the quality and extent of voluntarist measures aimed
at mass mobilization in the technical sphere. Beyond the general
social context of innovation, and the sccial control measures adopted
to stimulate worker initiatives, however, a number of factors are
identified as being important determinants of worker participation:
these include a number of social or demcgrapnic variables: educa-
tional level, number of years on the job, rank (razryad), sex and
age, and three technical ones: the content of labor,; the length
of time that a particular technical system has been in operation,
and the level of automation. Soviet sociological work in this
area is a statistical nightmare; it consists of tables showing
co-variance of two or (very occasionally) three varizbles--compil
from different factories and shops--tut never multiple correla-
tions for a group of shops or factories. For example, the data
may show the relation between age and percent worker participaticn

in Voronezhselmash, the relation between work experience, mechani

]

zation, and participation in one shop of Xrasnoye Sormovo (Gorki),
and the relation between rank and participation in another shop of
that factory--but it is never sufficient to do multi-variate analy-
ses, If the Soviets have performed any statistical work (regrassions

or factor analyses) in this area--on the basis of more extensive
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data than that appearing in the literature (including dissertations)--

thev have not released the results. 45

Such difficulties notwithstanding, Soviet sociological studies
of mass innovation are a valuable counterweight to official rhetoric
on how the Soviet system opens "vast possibilities" for workers'
participation in technical creativity, or how such participation
has been "mobilized" by the acencies of social control in the fac-
tory. Such studies take technical creativity at least partly ocut of
the realm of ideology, and attempt to develop a '"socio-technical"
profile of the Soviet workerj that is, they attempt to determine
“what kinds of workers are most likely to innovate under what condi-
+ions. Even though the published data is fragmentary, it provides
some empirical basis for studying the dynamics of worker creativity
within the Scviet enterprise. Cn this assumption, an effort has been
made in Crart II to draw conclusions about directions of co=-variance
for a number of social, demographic, technical, and participation
variables. The effort is extremely crude: it represents simply an
abstraction from a number of (usually two-varizble) tables com-
piled by Soviet sociologists in a variety of factories; however,
it can serve as a general framework for analvzing the constraints
on mass innovaticn at the enterprise level.

The variables shown in the matrix in Chart II can be divided,
for our purposes here, into independent and dependent cnes--the for-
mer being indicators of the worker's industrial profile (the worker
on the job) and the latter of technical participation. Not 2ll of

the correlations shown in the matrzix will be discussed here; the
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principal emphasis will be on determinants of participation. Here
many of the relationships are what one might expect, for example,
educational level, service, rank, age are all positively correlated
with participation, though where age and service are concerned the
relationship is really curvilinear; that is, workers are most crea-
tive afier 1i-20 years of service and between the ages of 30 and
40.‘4BWhere sex is concerned, within the same job catecories vicmen
tend to be less creative than men--though the evidence here is
extremely fragmentary. Also, education is related not simply to
the likelihcod but also to the type and impact of participation;
engineering-technical staff are more likely to engage in cellective
creativity than are weorkers and--where it is possible to differen-~
tiate proposals according to engineering or worker class origin--
the former create more ecconomic value for the enterprise.

Turning to the technical variables, the matrix show "content

of labor" are positively related to participation; by content,

Soviet writers mean the degree to which a worker's job design includes

nintellectual®" functions, spatial mobility, and long production cy-
cles. Epitomizing the (potentially) creative worker are two cats-
gories: the so-called ™naladchik" or supervisor of autcmatic
lines who are relatively mobile and perform many non-manual tasks
(essentially monitering equipment) and the "slesar" or fitter

who combine mobility with highly non-rcutine--albeit mainly manual--
work. Epitomizing the worker who is likely to be relatively uncrea-

tive is the "stanochnik" cor machine operator who is confined to a

single work post and perfeorms repetitive and intensive manual labor.

5
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A negative relationship, on the other hand--one that bears on our
previous discussion’of the technical purposes of rationalization--
exists between the likelihood of participation and the length of
tim2 that a particular producticn process has been in operation.

Botn (Soviet) interviews with factorv employees and ficures on the
incidence of raticnalization, indicate that activity is highest in
the period just after the introduction of new equipment and tapers
off somewhat thereafter. The following table (from a ball-bearing

factory in Saratov) shcws this relationship.

Percent of Raticnalizers Among All Werkers in Occupational Category

1863 1964 1965 1966 1967

e

Engineering-technical personnel 127 825 B0.8 40.7 31.2
Maintenance workers (slesary) 83.5 €3.5 40.6 31.2 28.5
Electricians 28.5 28.5 42.8 35.7 28.5

Naladchiks 25.0 41.5 33.3 25.0 16.6

In regard to automation, Soviet writers cite a number of conse-
guences for participaticn. Automation, in the words of cone writer,
leads innovation from "partial, spontaneous, empirically-derived
chances to the planned, complex improvement of production on the

48
basis of new scientific achievements."  Aside from the increasing
incorporation of science into productien, automation azlso results
in the increasing inter-connectedness of prcductive operations.
These processes have severzl consequencas: Iirst, technical crea-

tive activity is increasingly confined to groups, not individuals--
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specifically to task forces or "complex brigades" representing dif=-
ferent factory skills. Second, suech creativity recuires increasingly
the participation of enguneering-technical staff--i.e., the percen-
tage of purely worker-initiated proposals goes down. Third, and

easily deducible from the above consequences, automation tends to

e

"narrow the basis for minor corrections;“' 3 i.e., to the extent
that, in the modern factory, a technical change affects the entire
productive system, it creates a higher economic effect, on the
average, than does a change under mechanized or semi-mechanized ¥
conditions.
At the same time, according to Soviet writers, increasing
automation has the effect of raising the incidence of worksr parti-
cipation in rationalization. This conseguence is, in effect, "mediated"
through two intervening variables (described as independent variables
above): the content of labor and the educational gqualifications
that a particular job desicn presupposes. This argument is best il-
lustrated by reference to two worker roles described briefly above:
that of the "naladchik" or supervisor and that of the "stanochnik"
or ordinary machine operator. The latter perform narrowly specialized
and intensively manual functions "connected with introducing the
blank to the machinery point, removing it, and passing it cn."
Naladchiks, by contrast, are broad-profile workers, who encompass
"the prefessions of all the workers who originally serviced the in-

dividual machines now included in the line." Their functions, as

t ]
To quote Aaron Vinocur, a participant in this conference.
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described in Soviet accounts, are largely "mental" in the sense
that they involve more observation of than direct participation
in a production cycle and require "scientific" knowledge of in-
strument design, thermal treatment, and interaction orf equipment
during the processing stages. 20
Soviet sociologists have conducted a variety of studies that
attempt to show (1) that naladchiki, because of the relatively
substantive nature of their functions, are several times more likelvy
to participate in ratiocnalization than are staocnniki (in any given
shop); and (2) that the scientific-technicalIrevolution has the
net effect of improving the "creative profile" of the labor force
by promoting the numerical ascendancy of innovative professions over
non-innovative ones. As an extensive study of technical partiéipation
among naladchiki, stanochniki, and other groups in Gorky factories
summarizes the argument: "The incidence of rationalizers is greatesf
among those professional categories of workers which increase un-

der the influence of technical progress."sl

Soviet socioclogists often refer to the so-called "bourgeois"
conception that there is an inverse relationship (obratnaya suyaz!')
between mass technical creativity and scientific-technical progress.
Such a relationship, they arque, is true only of capitalist and not
of socialist societies. Their scholarly efforts cbvicusly reflect a
concern--shared by some writers in the West--with the consequences
of technical advance for democratic forms of industrizl management.

That the Soviets depict these consequences as essentially optimistic
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is hardly surprising, given the ermalitarian pretensions of their
goal culture. Whether the scientific-technical revolution makes
innovation more complex and more science-based, but--under socialist
conditions--also more open to mass participation, however, is
certainly debatable. Questions arise, for example, concerning the
adequacy of "complex creative brigades" as vehicles for mass involive-
ment in the technical sphers. One of these may be a matter of defini-
tion: Soviet writers sometimes compare the modern factory with the
cruder technical conditions of the 1530s and 1940s under which the
entire creative process from the birth of the idea to its practical
implementation was realized by the inventor or rationalizer himself.
whether 'team" innovation can offer creative satisfaction to its
worker-members is an empirical cuestion--one that cannot be resolved
on the basis of available evidence; nevertheless, the danger exists
that a complex brigade may merely express in formal terms the sepa~
ration between mental and manual labor--concentrating creative func-
+ions in the hands of engineers, and consigning workers to the role
of embodying new ideas in metal. |

A further difficulty arises in relation to the assertion that the
STR, at higher levels of complex mechanization and automation, pro-
motes the ascendancy of "creative" functions over less "creative"
cnes. A mcre likely outcome of automation, in this writer's view,
is the removal of the wecrkers toc far from the production cycle to
be concerned with creativity--at least at the level of producticn
technology. The Soviets' preoccupation with the naladchik may reflect

their limited experience with automation thus far; the typical
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worker of advanced automaticn may be not the naladchik but the
control panel operator, whese job would seem to offer little
opportunity for technical participation (and whose functions,
ironically, can be considered largely mental). The ultimate impli-

cations of autcmatieon for creativity seem to be grasped by some =

LK

commentators, as one notesi“Extensive automation, the introduction

of mthinking" machines for analysis and calculation, in many cases

o

reduces the role of the individual to that of pushing buttens and

monitoring inst:uments."sz‘Another arqued, in a recent dissertation, '’
for broadening the legal definition of rationalization to include

as its "objects"™ not only hardware and technical processes but also

algorithms and computer software. 23

Most writers, however, ignore
such trends, preferring tc view mass-technical creativity as a
hallmark--indeed, a triumph--of Soviet social organizaticn, and as

a vehicle for the realization of ideclogical gozls. What mass inno=-
vation may really reflect--aside from the proletarian elements of
official doctrine--is the low level of automation in many Soviet
factories. In sum, efforts to "reconcile" worker creativity with the
scientific-technical revolution in industry are unconvincing. This
is not to say, however, that the Soviet "gcal culture" will not

continue to impel efforts to make lzbor more creative--or that creative

lakor is impossible under conditions of high automation.
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Conclusion
A. Summary

A starting point for the discussion of workers and technical
management in the U.S.S.R. has been the concept of rationalization--
relatively small-scale and empirically-based technical change that
is accessible to the ordinary factory werker. Worker participaticn
in the technical sphere has--almost since the inception of the
Soviet regime--been vested with an encrmous political and ideologi-
cal significance: on the one hand, it has been described as a
hallmark of societies liberated from capitalist exploitation, and
as an embodiment of the "Leninist" participatory stvle--z style that
stresses (under Soviet conditions) developing and maintaiming commit-
ment to officizlly sponsgred goals. On the other hand, it has been
depicted as contributing to three types of ideological goals: demo-
cratic management or the "social self-management of production,"
the intellectualization of the working class (the "unification of
mental and manual labor") and the formation of personality traits
and motivational patterns that are conducive to work in a Communist
societv.

Rationalization, moreover--zs the most mass form of innovation-=-

is seen as an important link between science and production. As one Soviet wri-

ter asserts: "the working class of our countrv is an active forcs
of scientific-technical progress." He justifies this proposition by
referring to a 25th Party Congress Document which states that the

"success of the scientific-technical revolution" depends increasingly

upon "the involvement in this historical process of all participants
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in social production, at all levels of the economic mechanism.“s
Thouqgh one of its purposes is to prolong the life of obsolescent
equipment, the main function of raticnalization is to promote the
assimilation in production of new macnines and technical processes.

In so doing, however, it may--as some Soviet critics suggest--be
symbiotically related to defective engineering work in factory offices
or R&D institutes. A high level of rationalization activity, as one
writer remarks, may simplv indicate a "low technical culture” in
engineering and production design. Rationalization, hence, may ke
viewed as a kind of corrective to an economic mechanism that fails

to ensure adequate qualitative standards in the desicn and development
of new technology.

The clcse relationship of rationalization to the political values
of the Soviet regime, on the one hand, and to the inadeguacies of
the planning mechanism, on.the other, has given mass innovation a
distinctive status in Soviet society. In effect, it constitutes an
indirect form of mass participation in technical management. Such
participation is reflected in constraints on managerial behavier
in the U.S.S.R. that are far-reacning bv Western standards. These are
of two tyves: legal and "sccial." The former is reflected in the
extension of Soviet legal coverage to include not only inventions

but also minor technical propesals. Soviet invention law provides

an extensive catalog of authorship rights and administrative obligations

that cover every phase of the organizational life cycle of the
ratioralization prorcsal: subm ssion, administrative review, imple-
mentation in producticn,'and payment of authors' rewards. The latﬁe:
is reflected in the concept of "scocial control"--referring to extra-

-

bureaucratic efferts to influence administrative responses +o

TXT
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technical initiztives of factory employees, and to mobilize mass
enthusiasm for technical creativity. An extensive social control
network exists in Soviet factories: this includes broadly the nrimary
Party and Komsomol organizations, Trade Union-affiliated bodies: spe-
¢cifically the Scientific-Technical Societies (NTO) and Societies of
Inventors and Rationalizers (VOIR)--and so-called "social creative
unicns" under the loose supervision of NTO and VOIR. The effective-
ness cf social control as an instrument of developing mass participa-
tion in technical management, however, is limited: First, although
social control organizations include workers as members, they are staffed
and, especially, led predominantly by encineering-technical personnel.
Second, the "controllers'" themselves--though formally subordinate to
the mass organizations--do not exist apart from the enterprise collec-
tive (particularly the technical-manacerial hierarchy). This refiects
on their effectiveness both in monitoring bureaucratic behavior and
in performing "erganizational-mass" or propoganda work designed to
stimulate mass creativity. Organizationzl mass work, in particular,
appears to be a spare-time activity--one that mayv represent, for many
participants, an inveluntary prolongation of the working day. Such
problems have prompted many Soviet writers to argue that effective
social control requires both close Communist Party supervision and
a proper structure of incentives for participants.

Twe importance ascribed to mass innovation in the Soviet Union
is reflected in a number of published studies and dissertations

that attempt--albeit crudely--to describe the relationship between



rationalization activity and what miqght be called the "socio-technical
profile” of the individual worker. These studies, despite their
statistical inadequacies, provide a useful counterweight to official
rhetoric about how worker creativity flourisnes under socialist

as opposed to capitalist conditiens; that is, they say something
about what kinds of workers are most likely tc innovate under what
conditions. However--in this writer's opinion--they may err in
showing a positive relation between increasing automation and
increasing mass participation in technical creativity. At its higher
levels, automation may not promote the ascendency of potentially
wcreative” functicns in the factory over petentially "uncrea-
tive ones. If so, Soviet ideologists will experience increasing
difficulty in reconciling the scientific-technical revglution with

progress toward more democratic forms of technical managemente.
B. A Footnote on China

Throughout this paper comparisons have been made between mass
innovation in the U.S.S.R. and the employee incentive programs
characteristic of Western (or at least American) organizations.
Although the goals of the two undcubtedly overiap--e.g., the goal of increasing
productive efficiency--they occur in different political and economic
contexts, and have different implicaticns for managerial behavior.
A better comparison might ke between styles of technical partici-
pation in the U.S.S.R. and elsewhers in the Communis? world. To take
a case in poiﬁt, mass innovation does not rlace nearly the same

constraints on management in the U.S.S.R. as it dces

e

L]



(or has) in Communist China. This writer has already explored the
Chira case in a Ph,D. dissertation and in several articles, and
does not intend to discuss it in detail he:e;SS however, a few
points of compariscon may be noted here.

As in the U.S.S.R., mass innovation in China has served both
ideclogical and technical purnoses. Ideologically, it has been
described as a vehicle for promoting the "™unification cf mental
and menual lakor" and for troadening the basis of technical man-
acement--a process that the Chinese refer to as "technical democ-
racy." Technically, it has been viewed as a means of reconstructing
(rehabilitating) ™old"--i.e., pre-=194S5--squipment and, particular-
ly since 1958, as a means of assimilating new technology. Impcor-
tant differences exist, however, between the Soviets and the Chinese
in both these areas. First, the Chinese ascribe to the "unifica-
tion of mental and manual labor" an instrumental significance that
is relatively lacking in Soviet (or for that matter Marxist)
writings. Specifically, they view it as a mandate to send intellec-
tuals "down" to the production line to "learn" from the masses
and to perform manual labor. Mass innovation, in Maoist doctrine,
is thus viewed as a vehicle less for elevating the worker to the
level of the engineer than for eradicating elitism among technical-
managerial cadres. A second difference concerns the meaning of
technical assimilation in the Chinese context. The Chinese leader-
ship during certain periods has enthusiastically accepted depen-

dency on Western (especially Soviet) industrial models, and on

-45~



massive imports of technolegy and egquipment; in other periods,

it has adopted a posture of technological chauvinism or "self-
reliance" with regard to technology acquisition. The latter periods
(especially the Great Leap Forward of 1958-80, and the years from

the beginning of the Cultural Revolution to the purge of the

e

"Gang of Four") have been characterized b intense emphasis on

mass technical creativity and on critical assimilation of foreign s

technological inputs; In fact, '"the masses" were locked upon as

the guardians of China's independent rcad of technological develop-

ment and technical elites as "slavish worshipers" in varying degress

of foreign technical stereotypes--hence, as hindering adaptation

and absorption of foreign technigues. The combined result of

nself-reliance"” postures and the strong egalitarian thrust of

Maoist ideclogy was to bring Chinese workers into the technical decisicn-

makxing process on a scale unparalleled in the U.S.S.R. (or anywhere else).
Both Chinese and Western comparisons have been introduced in

this paper to provide a kroader perspective on mass technical

creativity in the U.S.S.R. Obviouslyv the iriea of worker parti-

cipaticn in technical change is not uniquely Soviet or even uniquely

Communist; however, the purposes and sccpe of mass innovation vary

creatly Petween the Western and Communist world, on the one hand,

and among Communist socisties cn the other. Such variations, it

may be argued, provide useful material for comparing the political

objectives and the economic mecﬁanisms of societies with different

sccial systems and at differeat stages of industrial development.
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