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QUESTIONS THAT READERS ASK MOST




I have placed this chapter at the beginning of this paperback edition to give the reader a preview of whats to come. It contains some difficult questions asked by managers who are engaged in what often feels like a chaotic journey of change. My answers to these questions have evolved over timeand may continue to evolve as we reinvent our businesses and reengineer our processes. You may choose to answer these questions differently, and thats okaybecause whats really important is the debate that we have. Our work should be affected by the Austrian philosopher Karl Poppers reminder of our managerial vulnerability: I may be wrong, and you may be right. But by an effort, together, we may discover the truth.








The new edition of Reengineering Management, with this additional chapter, affords me the opportunity to incorporate a number of things Ive learned since the book was first published. Most important, it allows me to address those questions most frequently raised in my discussions with managers and by readers of the first edition of Reengineering Management who have written letters and comments. Experience tells me that if a number of people have asked a question, many more will be interested in its answer. In addition, I hope to respond to some questions that were not asked but perhaps should have been. Like most authors, I have profited from the discussions that my work has inspired, and I welcome this opportunity to amplify and clarify some of my arguments. Even more, I hope that these questions will continue to promote a dialogue among managers about the nature of their own work. Since first writing Reengineering Management, I have become increasingly convinced that the real challenge to changing dramatically how companies operate is with managers, both in how they work and how they think.





In Reengineering Management you argue that, contrary to popular belief, a business is built not on numbersbottom lines, market forces, production quotasbut on ideas and visions of what that business could be, what its managers want it to become. Yet managers at all levels often resist this process of constructing the future. What prevents managers from seeing into the future?





Two things chiefly. First, many managers, especially those in relatively successful businesses, naturally tend to keep tapping on the same old drum. After all, its sounded the beat for lo these many generations, and the business keeps marching along in time. Why argue with success? they ask. In some ways these managers are what Id call too smart for their own good; certainly too smart for the good of the business. They believe that they have had all the debates they need to have and that the industry will continue to exist as it has for many years. But what will they do, for instance, if they suddenly find the industry deregulated, and the business must be reconfigured in this deregulated environment? The questions they thought they had the answers to may no longer be the ones that people are asking. Perhaps these managers have been around the old industry simply too long to be able or willing to imagine that new configuration. They have failed to see that the debates really have to be about an entirely new industry context.


Some people in an industry have a sixth sense for industry change: They know that its coming, and, whats more, they have an intuitive sense of how their business can reposition itself in order to take advantage of this industry change. This is where reengineering the business comes in, changing the fundamentals of the business by starting with the question, Why are we doing what we are doing? (Ive called this the purpose question in this book.) Those managers who ask, How can we do what we do better and faster? are assuming that they can keep managing the business in pretty much the same old ways. When the business gets a little tough, they pull in their oars and float out the storm; when the sun comes out again, they go back to the same drumbeat. How many times have we seen this? When the business slumps, managers reduce costs in the belief that they will simply do less with less. A truly reengineered business, however, finds out how to do more with less.


Second, there is fearfear of the unknown and its potential threats, its inevitable risks. Most of us, if we really face the future, are going to get a scare. A banker today ponders this thing called the virtual bankno bricks, no mortar, just the network and the customersand says, That could happen this year in my market. Its in our human nature to want to deny inevitabilities and say, that wont happen in our management lifetimes. But it could happen this year or next, and when it does, it will be a cataclysmic change for the industry and the way we do business.


In short, some managers are prevented from seeing the future because they are blinded by the sun of their current success and they cannot see the wall that they are driving right into. Also, I think many people suffer from a kind of subliminal denial of the future because to face it would be too traumatic.





If senior managers are entrenched, why dont boards of directors take action?





I think the way boards of directors operate today presents a crisis in management. That is, many directors fail to take action soon enoughor to inspire managers to take action soon enougheither when they anticipate business changes or when those changes suddenly appear before them like a brick wall as they are roaring down the highway. We have traditionally viewed boards as being relatively uninvolved in the day-to-day management of the business, and of course they shouldnt be involved.


The current crisis has complex causes. One problem we see so often is that board members dont understand the business well enough. Traditionally, we have gone outside the realm of the business to find board membersto academia, to the public sector, and to noncompeting industries. Furthermore, board members are subject to the approval of stockholders, who are, for the most part, loyal to the company but truly unaware of the big picture of whats happening in the industry. In a period of high industry change, businesses need board members who understand the quality and character of that change so that they can judge whether management is taking appropriate action, help and advise where appropriate, and take action if management is not.


Traditionally, boards of directors just havent known enough about whats going on in the industry to accept the degree of accountability that managers and stockholders expect. Nor do they move fast enough when managers themselves fail to predict industry changes. Directors have a way out of this crisis if they are willing to get smart by asking questions about the business they direct and about the industry at large: How are they changing? What will customers need next year that they dont even know they will need? How is the business competitively distinctive, and is it maintaining that distinctiveness? A board can no longer be sure of a companys future success by the close review of quarterly financial reports. Its questions about where the industry is going must be far more probing.


Now, business and industry leadership usually originates at top management levels, i.e., with the companys chief executive officer or president. Boards must also increase their vigilance to be sure that they have a management leader in place.





Why are we seeing the elimination of so many middle-management positions? Isnt the corporation losing a lot of good people?





Many middle managers do their jobs very well, as we have defined them. So its not really a question of performance. The real problem is not that the middle managers are disappearing, but that their jobs are: The work is simply evaporating. If you look carefully at this problem, you will discover at least three reasons for this change.


First, these middle-management positions give way in the general flattening of the corporation hierarchy that has been in vogue for the last few years.


Second, information technology has actually replaced or made obsolete the work traditionally done by some middle managers, a result that Peter Drucker predicted in his 1989 article The Coming of a New Organization, in the Harvard Business Review. Drucker argued that middle-management positions would be replaced to a great degree by an information infrastructure, and we see that happening in all major industries today.


Third, genuine reengineeringnot the superficial variety that many corporations present to their stockholders as evidence of greater austerityhas made much of the work of middle managers no longer relevant. In true reengineering, managerial accountability moves to the front line. Whatever supervisory capacity those middle managers might have had now passes to the people who work in teams or have become increasingly more self-managed.


Middle managers need to ask whether they can redefine their traditional role and the work they have done in order to add value to the business and its new definition of itself. If they take some stopgap alternative and simply join another company in the same middle-management capacity, they are merely postponing the inevitable. Sooner or later, the second corporation will undertake reengineering. Ultimately, middle-management work as we have traditionally known it will disappear altogether.


Many of the people who hold middle-management jobs are experienced and valuable to the business. When a business reengineers, it just may be the time for many of them to go back to doing real workwhich companies should increasingly value and be willing to pay for.





If this part of the overall hierarchy collapses, it seems to follow that there will be no direct source within a company for developing managers. How do we train managers as the traditional structure falls?






The hierarchy did provide some structure for marking and noting levels of management skills as people moved into fixed positions and developed the skills they needed to function there. Today the development of managers, as it has been in some companies for some time, is more horizontal than vertical. We need to develop managers who are both broad in their experience and deep in their specialties. Breadth of experience comes when corporate executives encourage their managers to move into areas of the organization where they can gain experience and grow over time. Some people will resent this horizontal movement and interpret it as a mere transfer. If thats all it is, then the reengineering is already doomed. But if its an opportunity for a manager to expand her knowledge of the corporation and develop skills that can increase the value-added contributions she makes to the organization, then the corporation will be doing itself and the manager a favor by enabling her to understand the different processes in how the company does business.


Also, we have already had enough experience to know that working in self-managed, process-oriented teams also increases managerial breadth and perspective. But there is no denying that the representation of the hierarchical structure of the organization, which oftentimes indicated the level of a persons skill, will have to be replaced by a much more accurately maintained description of an individuals real competencies.





What new job descriptions are being developed for these people?





In Reengineering Management I describe four managerial roles that a corporation needs to provide if it hopes to reengineer itself successfully. The enterprise manager is Argus-eyed: He or she sees with a hundred eyes what changes are coming and how they will wrench the corporation out of its rusty past. This person has traditionally been the CEO, but in tomorrows successful organization he or she could rise from the ranks of management, having gained both breadth of experience and depth of specialty. The enterprise manager holds up both a mirror and a lamp to everyone connected with this companydirectors, stockholders, employees, customersboth showing them what they are now and lighting the way to what they can become. In addition, we encourage enterprise managers to abandon the old management paradigm that they should be internally focused only. Managers need to look externally as well, particularly into the marketplace, where customers are real human beings rather than statistics on a shipping report.


The expertise manager takes responsibility for directing both the people and the technology that the corporation has gathered together to make its vision a reality. Every corporation has a number of people whose primary contributions reside in the expertise that they bring to their jobs: They know how to operate the billing processes or how information technology enables a new production line or how two new compounds produce a desired chemical reaction. But there needs to be someone, or a group of people, who can best coordinate these experts and the information that the technology allows them to produce. Moreover, the expertise manager has to be flexible and imaginative enough to allow people to experiment, innovate, and even to fail, for therein lies the future success of the corporation. In a world where, paradoxically, nothing is permanent except change itself, innovation is what keeps a business alive.


The people and process managers are those who are the best teachers, who recognize peoples skills, and who enable them to contribute to the organizations processes rather than blocking their path to participation. Remember that reengineering the corporation most often means redefining our traditional notions of work and people: Rather than seeing them in terms of tasks quantitatively evaluatedHow many buttons can they sew on in eight hours? How much money can be generated by shipping 1,000 cartons of computer software on Tuesday?we need to see the corporation in terms of its processes, all the activities that the corporation undertakes to create value for its own people and its customers. The managers who take responsibility for these processes should be those who are the best enablers, the best coaches. Their highly developed networking skills allow them to bring people together in new and creative ways, people who used to work separately in walled-off departments but who now are free to move about and participate in making the decisions that affect their jobs and the future of the corporation.


Finally, everyone has to become a self-manager, accepting responsibility for performance and value-added contributions to the overall enterprise. This is where the idea of a corporate culture begins to come in. A culture is defined by its people, who establish and promote a set of collectively shared values. Self-management, taking responsibility for ones own performance and accepting the accountability that goes along with this freedom, is probably the single most important value that a corporation can promote during this period of change.





Weve been talking about the company culture for a long time. Why are you emphasizing it so much now?





The truth is that its been a lot of talk, but not much action, at least until recently. First, this word culture has to be clearly understood. I define it as a set of values shared broadly and deeply by people within the company, values that must be explicit and articulated repeatedly to ensure that people will do the right thing at the moment of truth. We can no longer assume that our culture will take care of itself, that it will be understood without reminding people in the organization why they are there doing what they do. Sometimes I hear that reengineering will make us all less dependent on others, but the opposite is true: As we reengineer the workplace, we in fact become increasingly dependent on people and on their capacity and willingness to do the right thing.


Reengineering gives people more control, more accountability, but without a rule book. No one can write a rule book to cover all the situations people will encounter; instead, we want to provide the operating principles that reflect the culture we want. In the end we must knowand this is largely a matter of faiththat people share these values deeply and that they will behave in the right way when put to the test.





How much articulation of the cultures value system do you need?





A corporationindeed, an entire societycannot afford to be ignorant of its culture. If the people who work and live in that culture cannot speak clearly and meaningfully about why they do what they do, then the culture is prone to corruption and disintegration. If a person knows that his organization values people who take chances in their innovations and that it does not punish an employee for a procedure that at first fails, he is going to come to value innovation and to recognize its rewards. If the organization has an appetite for change, a senior manager needs to understand what a difficult job she will have in uprooting the old processes, replacing them with more efficient configurations, and then maintaining and evaluating the changes as they progress. At every step she needs to remind herself and her teams that the organization supports this kind of activity.





If we give our people more freedom, how will we know that they will do the right thing?





As Socrates knew, there are many kinds or expressions of rightdepending on what criteria one happens to be using. Sometimes there are conflicts: Doing the right thing that will increase profits may be the wrong thing to stimulate future growth or indeed may be entirely unethical or even illegal. This is why the enterprise manager is so important to successful reengineering, for this is the one person who has the vision and the hundred pairs of eyes to see that everyone is working in conjunction within the culture of the whole organization.


In our redefinition of managerial work, we need to develop new forms of inspection, a term I prefer instead of control. Old control systems no longer will work because we are not measuring the same things; for example, we are no longer solely evaluating performance quantitatively. To impose some form of hard-line controls is completely contrary to enabling people to do the self-managed work were asking them to perform. Managers need new ways of looking at the work their people are doing. Im not talking about their acting like some hidden camera that swings 180 to record every movement, but suggesting that they hold daily or weekly conversations with their people and with their customers to determine that teams are working successfully together and that the organization is achieving its goals. In Druckers words, its an extended version of managing by walking around though now, not just inside the company but outside the company, in its markets.


Ultimately, managers are accountable; thus, they have not only an obligation but also a responsibility to know. Walking the halls and walking in the marketplace will become increasingly important in this model of reengineered management. What better places are there to engage in conversation with employees and customers?





Shouldnt we try reengineering at a limited or protected area of the company to be sure that we dont risk the business?





I get that question all the time! People who ask it are probably those who touch the water with their toes to check its temperature. Its really a question about the scope of this thing we call the reengineered organization. If were reengineering an order-fulfillment process, do we implement the changes only in one warehouse? Should we reengineer the photocopying department first so that if we fail, the entire business wont fall apart? That kind of questioning forces one to designate which parts of the body are nonvital.


The analogy between the organization and the body is apt here. If you implant an organ, for example, the body can direct its antibodies on a search-and-destroy mission. Similarly, introduce a new process in one part of the business and more than likely it will be attacked as invasive and incompatible with the organizations image of itself. When this happens, you probably have not faced the larger groups cultural norms, the behavioral and style issues that underpin the organizations value system.


Contrary to what much experience and certainly much old wisdom tell us, the essence of reengineering lies in this principle: The larger the scale of change, the greater the opportunity for success. If you try to do this work incrementally, or if you try to shelter this work within a laboratory, particularly for too long a period of time, you will find that the organization as a whole will reject the new system.


When you face a large changewhen you say youre going to make this change big time within the organizationyoure forced to confront the larger issues of culture and management style that exist within the organization. The probability of success is higher if these larger issues are taken on directly than if you try to introduce change piecemeal. I know that this appears counterintuitive, but Im increasingly convinced that this is correct.





How do we get senior managers to agree on a vision and to act?





One of the biggest challenges today occurs not in the middle of the organization, not deep in the organization, but at the level of the senior managers. I dont agree with the old song that people resist change. I think that people are fearful of change when they dont know where theyre going, but they can get excited about these changes once they have a sense of where the whole operation is heading. We have to be realists and recognize that some people will leave the organization because of these changes. Some will move on because they disagree with the companys new direction; others, because the management structure has been rewritten. But those who remain with the company can and do become excited when they experience how their work takes on new meaning within the altered processes.


Although they appear entrenched, middle managers will ultimately have to follow the lead of the enterprise manager and accommodate themselves either within the new organizational structure or in another position outside the corporation. This change is inevitable and is guaranteed to be traumatic on a personal level, but there are ways of softening the blow if the organization helps the middle managers identify their real skills and make the appropriate transition to other work.


The biggest problem for reengineering, however, comes at the level of senior management. When genuine disagreement occurs at the top, senior managers often cannot agree on how to accomplish the goals or even what the goals are: Is it necessary to change the fundamental business model, to reinvent the business, or to reengineer the operating model? Having gained their positions because they knew how to operate within the old paradigm, these managers can have sharp disagreements with those who argue that radical change is imperative or that it must be accomplished quickly. Disagreements at this level and of this magnitude often result in utter silence, especially in organizations whose managers are polite. Who would object to the proposition that Company X must be Number One in the industry or in the marketplace? Agreement is easy at this point because the proposition is still an abstraction; it can even be quite attractive. But when these senior managers start to deal with the reality of these broad statements, meetings often fracture along lines of deep disagreement. After the initial rumblings, theres an eerie silence. Then comes the panic when people think the entire organization is caving in around them.


If the organization needs reengineering, these big changes must be top-down and driven by those whose vision is the sharpest. If the senior managers do not agree, the change program will dwindle to nothing within a matter of months. If you are the company president or the CEO, you might have to realign some of the senior managers, especially those who are in deep denial and refuse to see the wall they are about to run into. At a minimum, you must have enough real debate with your managers to know where there is genuine disagreement.





What comes first, changing the way managers think or changing what managers do?





Its not a chicken-and-egg problem. Genuine reengineering occurs when these two processes are implemented at the same time. That said, however, I am convinced that managers do not respond wellnone of us doto a lot of conceptual managerial pronouncements. Starting the reengineering process by changing the managerial work, therefore, is going to have greater benefits for the organization. Once the managerial work is changed and a different managerial style is institutedfor example, replacing the watchdog model with the collaborative modelonce people experience the differences in the decision processes associated with that work, then in time I believe we will get a change in managerial thought.


Its essential to distinguish between the process and the result: Changing worldviewshow we conceive of ourselves in relation to our work and to the larger group we work for or withmust take place over a long period of time. The end of this process will signal a truly new way of thinking about managing the organization. To make this distinction clearer, consider the process analogous to updating your software and reconfiguring your computer system. It takes a lot of time, and the process is rarely smooth and error-free, but in the end you have a new managerial system. Corporations, of course, are infinitely more complex, given that you are dealing with human feelings and seeking to establish collaborative relationships in this process. Managers are not plug-and-play devices to be reconfigured into the new system. Undertaking this process will not, in other words, be a quick fix: Count on the process taking five to twenty-five years, and build up a large supply of tolerance and patience.


Is this simply a generational issue? There are many people who say these old ways of thinking wont change until old managers die. I dont want to believe that. The push of technology itselfthe way it has already affected the workplace, not to mention the wealth of changes in store for uswill force us to rethink our models for management. And the rate of industry change itself may not allow us the luxury of assuming that change in management work and thought will come on the next persons watch.





What do you mean when you say that managers need to be ambitious radicals?





First, they are ambitious in setting radical goals for business change. They often throw shocking numbers onto the screen: Projected sales for new products, levels of customer service and satisfaction, costs, and the one that should appear on every quarterly reportrevenue growth. When the organization sees these goals and the business case for change, it sees that it can no longer operate in the old way and that something big has to change if it is going to survive and prosper. The ambitious and radical goals actually help drive the change.


Second, managers need to be ambitious radicals about the degree of process change. The work models of the future will look nothing like the models we have now. And the success of these new models will be measured in both quantitative and qualitative terms. To prevent misunderstanding, let me say again that the reengineered organization must resist the temptation to identify output solely in quantitative terms.





How can we get people to participate in change programs if their jobs are at risk?





Everyones job is at risk! Its important to keep saying this over and over: Reengineering is not a code word for laying off employees. There are a lot of people who want to interpret it that way. In order to get everyone involved in these change programs, we first have to persuade people that the company has no choice but to change. We have to put before them the business case, as it has been called, along with its three components.


First, there is the picture of the industry as a whole. What are its projected movements? What are the inevitable changes? Where are the threats coming from? This big picture presents a tough sell, for people threatened with losing wages or jobs wont sit still for long while management talks in the abstract about industry trends and competition. Yet people must get some sense of these external forces if they are to understand the impetus for the internal changes.


Second, you have to locate the position of the organization in this industry-wide context. Establishing whats called the case position presents its own difficulties: You must first determine the important metrics by which to measure the businesss performance; next, you must compare the businesss performance record against those of its chief competitors and against the performance of companies outside your industry who may perform your core processes exceptionally well. And its not enough to present this record in terms of last quarters sales; rather, the organizations need for future growth may argue most effectively for deep changes, which, if they dont occur, may spell the end of the business. Furthermore, this projection capitalizes on the emotion of fear, in truth one of the key emotions that drives change.


Third, you must present a substantive operating vision. Given current conditions and trends, how precise a picture of the future can you draw to describe the new operating model? Here the presence of the enterprise manager, the person who has the vision, becomes all-important. While we cannot displace fear, especially rational fears about job change or business failure, no reengineering will get very far if that is the only emotion driving the change. An effective enterprise manager can inspire people with his vision and engage them in the change programs even though every job is on the line. If people suspect that in reality only some jobs are threatened, then the enterprise for change is at risk.





So we have to balance fear against hope?





Yes. In reality, the fear is there already. Now we have to counter that emotion with a vision that theres a powerful future for this business, and it will be a better place for people. In the end, some people will no longer be around. There is no way to engage the organization other than by persuading everyone that the company has no choice but to act.





How do you mobilize your organization and keep it mobilized for change?





Mobilization is a substantial part of management work now. I like to think in terms of three pieces of paper that I always have with me. On one piece, I describe the industry condition; the second provides a snapshot of the business within that industry; and the third piece of paper lays out a vision of the new operating model.


You keep an organization mobilized by constantly communicating and updating those three pieces of paper. And you try to live with one foot in the future and one in the present, consulting with the various constituencies to make sure theyre doing what they need to do in order to bring about the change.


Think of those three pieces of paper together as a road map that keeps changing. Not only does it tell you where you have traveled in the past, but it keeps suggesting routes to follow and tries to show you, if youve got a travelers eye, what roads are open down the way. Some may be interstate highways, fast and direct; others may offer a leisurely trip with scenic views. None will guarantee that you will not encounter roadblocks or wrecks along the way. Certainly, none will guarantee that you will arrive at the destination on time or even at all. The journey is everythingand your performance is being judged at all points along the journey.





This road map then is really a plan for instituting the changes?





Right. You start on this trip, and you discover things about your own condition and about the industry as youre making the changes. But no trip is entirely predictable; accordingly, the best traveler is the person or the organization that can revise its agenda as conditions warrant. You should not fool yourself by thinking that there is a single, fixed plan for change.





Nothing is permanent, and everyone must change, as you say in Reengineering Management. Youve talked about how long it will take an organization to institute a change in management thinking. How long do you think the change cycle itself will last?





Anywhere from five to twenty-five years. Two main forces, among others, drive this change cycle: technology, particularly information technology, and the governments reassessing its role in business.


Advances in technology have allowed us to overproduce. Industries have achieved or are capable of achieving an overcapacity that will require from five to ten years to absorb. The technology keeps getting better and faster, and our operating procedures are always scrambling to keep up to date. Eventually they will settle down, although we shouldnt expect them ever to come to rest.


This change cycle is driven largely by the government as it reassesses its role in business. Recently weve seen legislation affecting deregulation, privatization, free trade, and a host of other issues. In addition, the government will demand that regulated industries, government companies, and privatized organizations compete and develop new ways of operating. Trade barriers will continue to fall, and the fundamental nature of competition will be redefined as new businesses enter our markets.


Make no mistake: Reengineering is not a fad. We may call it something else a few years from now, but were going to keep making major operational changes and reinventing business for at least five, perhaps ten years. Some of my friends who are scientists make the generational argument that it will take at least twenty-five years for a new paradigm to be adopted and for the adherents to the old system to leave the scene. A conservative estimate, then, based on this premise, would place the change cycle at twenty-five years.





Given what appears to be an extended period of change, wont we burn out?





People burn out when they see no future and have no hope. If, however, we are working in earnest on a new operating model or a business reinvention, the excitement of what were doing and where were going counteracts the stress that precedes burnout. If youre part of a company that claims to be reengineered, but in fact has only downsized in such a way that now half the number of people are doing twice the amount of work, thats a cause for burnout and discouragement.


On the other hand, when people have a clear vision, when they start to experience the productivity of the new work and develop a sense that what they do really matters, then theres a palpable excitement. Even though they may be working longer than ever before, the pleasure in the work offsets the risks and the potential burnout. And this is one of the great rewards of reengineering: Instead of finding people flickering out like old candles, you have a chance to light fires of hope and inspiration, enabling people to see their way along a journey in which they will discover what they do best and how to develop a greater sense of pride and purpose in their work.















CHAPTER 1


MANAGEMENT? WHY REENGINEER MANAGEMENT?




The results are in: Reengineering worksup to a point.


The obstacle is management.


The only way were going to deliver on the full promise of reengineering is to start reengineering managementby reengineering ourselves.








Reengineering is in trouble. Its not easy for me to make this admission. I was one of the two people who introduced the concept.


Reengineering the Corporation has sold nearly two million copies worldwide since it was published in 1993, an astonishing success for a business book. But its your bottom line, not ours, that ought to measure the success of any set of management ideas. And by that measure, theres much more reengineering to do.



Reengineering the Corporation was written to improve business performance by showing managers how to revolutionize their key operational processesproduct development, for example, or order fulfillment. And it has worked. I have the evidence of my own eyes and ears, from visits to scores of companies that practice reengineering. I have the testimony of more than 150 managers, gathered over 18 months worth of interviews for this book. I have the evidence, too, of the first thorough study of the effects of the would-be revolution.


That study, The State of Reengineering Report, was conducted in early 1994 by CSC Index, the strategic management consulting arm of the firm I head. Six hundred and twenty-one companies, representing a sample of 6,000 of the largest corporations in North America and Europe, completed an extensive questionnaire. The sample showed that fully 69 percent of the 497 American companies responding, and 75 percent of


















	Self-managerspeople who may not think of themselves as managers because, in the last analysis, they answer only for the quality of their own work. Examples include customer-service representatives, researchers, salespeople, lawyers, and accountantsin short, just about everyone working individually or as a member of a team.


	Process and people managersthose who answer for the work of others, usually individuals, a team, or group of teams working closely with customers or on a specific process. An example would be a manager of a case team, a group of people who have among them all the skills needed to handle a specific processthe installation of a telephone, say, or the sale of an insurance policy, or the development of a new drug. In the reengineered workplace, employees often rotate in and out of this sort of managerial responsibility as the occasion demands.


	Expertise managerspeople whose responsibility is the care and development of a companys intelligence (in all senses of the word). Examples are technology managers and managers of human resource development programs.


	Enterprise managersCEOs, division heads, all those with profit-and-loss responsibility. Senior management we used to call them, when business authority was established by years of service.
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