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ABSTRACT 

Business process reengineering (BPR) continuous to sweep across Europe with 
fervour. The rhetoric of radical performance improvement is too great to ignore 
given the state of many European companies. In many cases the reengineering 
drive has been orchestrated by American companies either moving into Europe 
or implementing strategies dictated from their US base. Yet re-engineering is 
essentially an American concept packaged so as to appeal to that country’s 
psyche. In this paper we examine the transfer of culturally grounded 
management techniques, in this case BPR, making specific reference to the 
German business and cultural context. 
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The Transfer of Culturally-Grounded Management 

Techniques: The Case of Business Reengineering in 

Germany 

At the beginning of this decade a management concept labelled business 

reengineering’ appeared on the management horizon in the US, later spreading to 

Europe and elsewhere. This “new” concept claimed to offer the prescription for 

radical improvement in the dimensions of organisational efficiency, effectiveness and 

adaptability. In contrast to previous management approaches such as just in time 

(JIT), total quality management (TQM), lean production and Kaizen, which focused 

on particular areas of organisational performance such as time or quality, business 

reengineering proported to represent a very well integrated amalgam of the latest 

thinking in management techniques.* However, many initiatives have floundered, not 

so much because the concept is flawed but more so because many organisations did 

not appreciate the tremendous upheaval necessary to migrate from traditional vertical 

structures to a new process oriented architecture (Davenport and Stoddard, 1994; 

Peppard, 1996). 

Significantly, very little research has been conducted with regard to the effects 

of national cultural circumstances upon the success or otherwise of reengineering 

projects. In reality, management theorists and practitioners often fail to take 

cognisance of the cultural grounding of management concepts. This paper considers 

the German business cultural context and assesses the extent to which German 

companies can assimilate the directive of reengineering. Simultaneously it is also 

considers whether a management prescription developed within the US business 

domain can be effectively transferred or exported to European countries. The paper 

’ This paper uses the terms business reengineering and business process reengineering (BPR) 
interchangeably. 

’ For a comparison of BPR with other improvement philosophies see Peppard and Rowland (1995, 
p. 15). 



also identifies the aspects of German business and management practices which might 

be usefully incorporated within the reengineering paradigm. 

The cultural context of management 

Business reengineering, as an American concept, is essentially a product of 

the Anglo-Saxon Classical school of rationalised scientific management thought. In 

fact, most theories of organisation and many of the fundamental and underlying 

principles of management have emerged from under the auspices of the American- 

dominated Classical school. However this traditional economics-influenced school of 

management thought, in a detached and almost aloof manner, often views 

organisations as machine-like constructions without internal politics, personalities or 

people. Human beings are perceived as company “resources” or factors of production 

and managers as detached and highly rational economic agents whose attention is 

solely focused upon profit maximisation. 

In reality, management is a rather social, political and culturally-determined 

process. Furthermore, business takes place in a very diverse world with a mosaic of 

vastly different cultures (both corporate and national) and social systems which 

results in a wide variety of management practices. In other words, management 

practice is very much embedded in, as well as determined and facilitated by, the 

social, economic and cultural environment in which it takes place.’ To a certain 

extent, the validity of a particular management theory or practice may well be limited 

to that theory’s country or cultural centre4 of origin. By the same token, it is unlikely 

that there can ever be a universal management theory or “one true way” to 

organisational design which applies with equal efficacy to all cultural and 

organisational contexts. Moreover, the world-wide success of Japanese and South- 

Business Week recently quoted Marc Blondel, head of France’s Force Ouvriere union, which led a 
strike that crippled the country last autumn ‘[t]he French won’t accept to be managed in an Anglo- 
Saxon manner’ (Javetski et al., 1996, p. 23). 
In a recent book Huntington suggests that the world is divided into a number of different cultures: 
western, Confucian, Japanese, Islamic, Hindu, Orthodox, Latin American, African and Buddhist. 
He asserts that ‘[clulture and cultural identities . are shaping the patterns of cohesion, 
disintegration and conflict in the post-cold war world . . . Global politics is being reconfigured along 
cultural lines’ (Huntington, 1996). 



Korean firms using techniques at odds with conventional management thought has 

drawn the generally accepted wisdom and universal validity of the hegemonic 

American business schools into question. Hence, it could prove a fatal mistake to 

simply imitate, import and apply an Anglo-Saxon management philosophy to an 

organisation which is based in a significantly different business culture without a 

clear and thorough understanding of that country’s and that organisation’s social, 

cultural and management nuances.’ 

At this juncture the reader may well question the “Americanness” of the 

reengineering discipline. After all, a number of European consultants and academics 

have conducted research and published books in this area. However, a brief survey of 

the concept’s origins and short history will underline that business reengineering is in 

essence an American-created concept originally intended for use in the US business 

environment. 

Business Reengineering: Made in USA 

The concept Business Reengineering’ first surfaced during Massachusetts 

Institute of Technology’s (MIT) extensive research programme Management in the 

19905 which examined the role which IT would play in organisations in the 1990s. 

Simultaneously, researchers and consultants at the Index Group (now CSC Index) 

were conducting parallel research on the link between technology and business 

change. In the Summer of 1990 Thomas Davenport and James Short published a 

paper ‘The new industrial engineering: information technology and business process 

redesign’ in the Sloan Management Review. Following the success of Michael 

Hammer’s article in the Harvard Business Review “Reengineering Work” and his 

best-seller written with co-author James Champy Reengineering the Corporation, the 

reengineering philosophy found itself very much in the focal point of American 

management-thinking. 

For more on the culture-bound view of management see Hofstede 1980 and 1996. 
’ In fact the MIT researchers attached the label Business Process Redesign to the concept. 



One only has to glance through the opening pages of the original edition of 

Hammer and Champy’s best-seller to realise that the clever marketing and rhetoric 

associated with the concept is tailor-made to the specific needs and characteristics of 

the American business culture. Reengineering is proposed as a kind of 

organisational vehicle used in order to emerge victorious from the competitive battle 

with the Japanese. Business reengineering is praised as a sort of secret formula, the 

American retort to Japanese concepts such as TQM, JIT and Kaizen and a means to 

return to former glories “the alternative is for corporate America to close its doors and 

go out of business. . . . Reengineering isn’t another imported idea from Japan” 

(Hammer and Champy 1993, l-2). Furthermore, Hammer and Champy’s rhetoric 

appeals to the old reliable American virtues and plays upon the ideals of the 

“American Dream” and claims that the American culture is uniquely suited to the 

reengineering approach. 

“Reengineering capitalizes on the same characteristics that made 
Americans such great business innovators: individualism, self-reliance, a 
willingness to accept risk and a propensity for change. Business 
reengineering, unlike management philosophies that would have “us” like 
“them” [the Japanese], doesn’t try to change the behaviour of American 
workers and managers. Instead, it takes advantage of American talents 
and unleashes American ingenuity.” (Hammer and Champy 1993, pp. 2- 
3). 

In its purest and most radical form business reengineering possesses many key 

features which can be clearly identified as unambiguous examples of the American- 

dominated classical school of management thought. In its original conceptualisation 

it is results oriented and hence strong on prescription yet weak on implementation 

(Peppard, 1996). In its ‘pure’ form, reengineering’s key tenets included7: 

l An emphasis upon forceful top-down change driven by an omnipotent senior 

executive. 

l The requirement of “clean-sheet” change ignoring existing managerial, cultural 

and organisational circumstances. 

’ See for example Davenport, 1993; Hammer and Champy, 1993; and Morris and Brandon, 1993. 



l The blatant disregard of the wide-ranging and long term impact of change and 

technology on society and business practices. 

l A ruthless, intolerant approach to employee resistance.x 

l A revolutionary, aggressive almost violent tone is closely associated with the 

evangelical rhetoric of many proponents. 

l The patent neglect of the human implications of radical organisational change. 

Hence, business reengineering’s applicability to Germany certainly cannot be 

assumed or taken for granted given this strong emphasis on “Americanism”. In fact, 

given its cultural origins, in the worst case scenario it could conceivably be the case 

that only American corporations are in a  position to reap the full rewards from 

business reengineering’. It is in this context that the authors wish to analyse business 

reengineering’s applicability to the German business environment, a  business culture 

which is sufficiently different to the American in order to justify this undertaking. 

The paper will attempt to determine to what extent and in what form this American 

concept can be best (if at all) transferred to the German business environment. A 

brief overview of German management’s traditional attitude to foreign management  

techniques would at this point be most appropriate 

German Self-sufficiency 

Traditionally, German management  has been characterised by an extremely 

pragmatic and down to earth approach. A unique business system and management  

ethos has developed in Germany since the Second W o rld W a r. One of the most 

striking features of this system has been its self-sufficiency and supreme confidence 

in its own tried-and-tested methods. Although the efficacy of American and Japanese 

business techniques have not always been denied by German management  they are 

not always enthusiastically embraced by German business leaders. In fact, a  report 

conducted by the American consult ing firm  Booz, Allen Hamilton concluded that 

Hammer once noted that ‘we shoot dissenters’ when referring to possible employee resistance. 
‘) Despite the reported success of reengineering, and there are many, US companies have also had 

problems implementing reengineering programmes 



“Germans simply do not have a strong concept of management” (quoted in Lawrence, 

1980). 

Hence, German managers have traditionally been sceptical and extremely 

discerning in their appraisal of “foreign” management techniques.” Perhaps they 

have even been culpable of reinforcing the “not invented here” syndrome. Hence, 

German managers have, for the most part, only used imported management 

techniques where the advantages of these methods can be successfully brought to 

fruition in their particular business environment (Lawrence 1980). 

A sceptical audience turned receptive listeners 

Why then has the reengineering wave swept across Germany with virtually the 

same fervour and vivacity which took American boardrooms by storm?” Essentially 

it is the convergence of a number of key movements which converted the traditionally 

sceptical German management audience into more receptive listeners for 

reengineering’s rhetoric.‘* 

An outdated business and economic system? 

In recent years the German economic and business system has increasingly 

become the target of a barrage of criticism and disapproval. Against a backdrop of 

competitiveness and structural problems, soaring production costs and economic 

stagnation the applicability of Germany’s social-market economics system (Soziale 

Marktwirtschaft) to the present global business environment has been the subject of 

intense debate. Although this debate is essentially taking place at the policy-making 

and macro-level, it does underline that perhaps all is not well with ModeZZ 

” For example, a study in the electronics industry in Germany found that, compared to their 
international competitors, systematic quality measurements such as Taguchi, Quality Function 
Deployment or Value Analysis are carried out less than half as often (Cimento et al., 1993). 

” We estimate that the worldwide BPR consulting market will grow from $5.0bn in 1996 to $7.3bn 
in 1998. 

I2 There has of course been debate in Germany about the merits or otherwise of reengineering. See, 
for example, Gatermann, 1994; Kemp, 1994; Kieser, 1995; Nippa and Picot, 1994; and Osterloh 
and Frost. 1994. 



Deutschland and its Soziale Marktwirtschaft.” One consequence of the Soziale 

Marktwirtschaft has been the profound impact which the resultant high labour costs 

are having on the competitiveness of German companies. Many have chosen to leave 

Germany, moving production to the lower labour cost locations of Asia. 

Interestingly, Mercedes-Benz no longer advertises its products as ‘Made in Germany’ 

but as ‘Made by Mercedes-Benz’. This situation has naturally created an increased 

openness to foreign management techniques and concepts. Business reengineering, 

although American, has offered renewed hope and encouragement to despairing 

managers in Germany, particularly with the rhetoric laden promise of substantial 

performance improvement. 

The efsects of reunification 

Another driver of change has been the consequence of reunification, which 

have been widespread, affecting both the former west and east parts of the country. It 

too has served to push up general production costs as the cost of reunification has had 

to be borne, with the old west Liinder effectively subsidising the former east. 

Massive subsidies paid by west Germans have meant higher taxes, higher interest 

rates, a bigger budget deficit and, therefore, a less competitive economy than they 

would otherwise have had. Currency union and the rapid rise in wages towards west 

German levels, at a much faster rate than productivity, made east German industry 

instantly uncompetitive. It is this very situation which has often led individual 

employers and their workers to circumvent national pay agreements and strike deals 

at a local level to preserve jobs. 

A mindset change 

The original success of the economic miracle or Wirtschaftswunder in the 

decades after the Second World War has created a mindset which is slowly being 

dismantled as reality strikes home. Much of the wealth in Germany today is derived 

from industries where it is no longer competitive. For example, a best practice survey 

in electronics companies carried out by management consultants McKinsey found that 

not only was overall productivity (the value added per employee) of some German 

” The Economist noted recently that Germany’s social-market system ‘is in worse shape than it 
looks’ (May 4th, 1996, p. 19). 



companies in the survey as little as half that of the most successful businesses, but the 

gap in their relative ‘innovation productivity’ was even wider (Cimento et aE., 1993). 

In the emerging ‘knowledge sector’ it is particularly weak. The banking industry, a 

corner stone of the economy, is in turmoil with heavyweights from the City of 

London and Wall Street muscling in on privatisations and mergers. Leading financial 

institutions such as Deutsche Bank can no longer rely on collecting fat fees from 

thousands of large and mid-sized companies by acting as the their personal lender or 

Hausbank. 

The globalisation of management 

The increasingly international nature of the management “profession” has led 

to a more open-minded approach to techniques and methods used in other countries. 

The fact that many managers in large corporations tend to spend significant portions 

of their career on international assignments has fostered a cross-cultural exchange of 

ideas and business philosophies.‘4 Essentially, this international skills-transfer and 

cross-fertilisation of opinions certainly facilitates the communication and import of 

other management philosophies. With experience in the US and in fast-growing 

Asian markets, returning managers have come to view their home country’s business 

practices as backward (Templeman et al., 1996a). 

America: the role-model for European managers? 

American companies have been arriving in Europe since the late 1980s 

ostensibly to get inside “Fortress Europe”. With them they have also brought new 

management practices which, coupled with the changing business climate in Europe, 

has prompted European companies and governments to take a hard look at their 

underlying competitiveness (Javetski et al., 1996). The dominant position of 

American-owned practices in Germany’s DM 10 Billion management consultancy 

market has ensured that business reengineering concepts have been swiftly and 

effectively marketed and distributed in German management circles. Perhaps the pre- 

eminence of American think-tanks (nine of the top ten consultancy firms in Germany 

For example, Gerhard Schulmeyer, the CEO of Siemens Nixdorf is MIT-trained with over 20 years 
of managerial experience in the US and according to Fortune magazine is introducing ‘American- 
style management methods to reinvent Siemens Nixdorf as an American Style company’ (Evans, 
1996). 



are American in origin” has prevented the emergence of reengineering concepts 

specifically tailored to the German business culture. This new-found popularity of 

American techniques is also reflected in the German business press where 

Americanisms such as ‘lean management’, ‘target costing’, and ‘shareholder value’ 

abound. 

The Essence of Business Reengineering 

It must be pointed out that our understanding of reengineering and what it 

entails has developed as preliminary speculations are giving way to emerging 

research results, reality is dismissing myths while practice and greater understanding 

are advancing the boundaries.‘” Notwithstanding the original conceptualisation of 

business reengineering, a rigorous analytical assessment of the concept reveals that 

today the discipline essentially consists of eight key principles or core elements: 

l A radical approach to performance improvement. 

l A clear top-down approach to the management and communication of 

change. 

l A process-oriented view of the organisational. 

l A strong emphasis upon customer-orientation. 

l A progressive approach to the optimum management of human resources. 

l The need for new reward systems. 

l A paradigm of the manager as an inspirational leader. 

l An appreciation of the key role fulfilled by IT in facilitating organisational 

change. 

Below, the applicability and relevance of these core tenets are analysed in the 

specific context of the German organisational and business cultural environment. 

Radical change management in Germany? 

Figures taken from Wirtschuftswoche 9th November, 1995. 
I6 For a perspective on the ‘broadening visions’ of reengineering see Peppard (1996). 



Much of the charm and attraction of business reengineering has been based 

upon the rhetoric-laden evangelical promise of radical and revolutionary 

improvements in organisational performance.” Certainly with any promise of radical 

returns the associated risk is likely to be correspondingly large and in retrospect much 

of this promise was found to be vastly overstated. Hence business reengineering and 

the management of change is, in the transitionary period, associated with much 

uncertainty and a significant degree of risk. Many initiatives have actually floundered 

or failed to deliver the expected benefits. Certainly, the German management system 

does not lend itself to rapid and revolutionary organisational transformation, and a 

more incremental and evolutionary approach to change is required. This resistance to 

rapid change is due to both institutional and psychological constraints and barriers. 

In a range of cross-cultural studies German managers are portrayed as far 

more risk-averse than their American counterparts (Hofstede 1984, 122). In many 

ways the strength of the co-determination system, the emphasis upon formal rules and 

procedures in Hofstede’s so called “well-oiled machine” - the archetypal German 

organisation - and the lengthy training periods are all manifestations of this risk 

avoidance. This deep-seated desire for stability and security undoubtedly does not 

facilitate speedy organisational change and may in fact render gradual and 

incremental organisational change the only option. In fact, one critic (Tixier 1994, 

13) states that it is an “arduous task” to prepare mindsets for change in Germany. The 

problems and difficulties encountered in any change management environment, which 

can be an extremely threatening and disconcerting experience for employees, is 

magnified in Germany. 

Significantly, one American manager who successfully reengineered his 

business identifies the conservatism and resistance to change as the most significant 

barrier to successful business reengineering in Germany (quoted in Gatermann, 1994). 

According to a number of German management consultants the majority of 

” Eccles and Nohria (1992) argue that rhetoric is not incedental to the production of phenomena to 
which the concept of reality is readily ascribed. The inextricable links between language and 
action are very often guided by rhetoric. 



unsuccessful projects can be accounted for by resistance on the part of the employees 

and in particular middle management (Stroetmann et al, 1994, 79-80). 

At first sight, it may well appear that the democratic and participatory 

industrial democracy model of co-determination is ill-suited to business 

reengineering. Certainly in larger organisations it can lead to a protracted and 

difficult decision-making and a lengthy planning process which may initially slow 

down the change initiative (Warner and Campbell 1993, 94). On the other hand, it 

does lead to a much more effective and reliable implementation phase since any 

decision made at board level generally receives a broad base of company-wide 

support (Lane 1989, 237; Wachter 1992, 33). A number of studies (Murphy 1994, 

203; Stroetmann 1994; Picot and Franck 1994, 236) suggest that reengineering 

programmes in German companies take a little longer than the norm to initiate due to 

the necessary consensus building but generally run very smoothly thereafter. 

Hammer himself also praises the not insignificant advantages offered by the system of 

co-determination (quoted in Behrens and Groothuis 1994,73). 

In order to reengineer German enterprises successfully, managers and 

employees must learn how to deal with change as well as how to promote and 

encourage change and transformation. They must also exploit the established system 

of co-determination as an effective vehicle for a conflict-free and considered 

transformation process. 

Top-down or Bottom-Up? 

Closely associated with the revolutionary rhetoric of the American 

reengineering movement is the view that an exclusive top-down orientation is crucial 

to the achievement of radical organisational change. However in the relatively 

collective-oriented Germany business culture any change and transformation project 

requires a broad base of company-wide support. In the light of the powerful German 

unions and the well-developed system of co-determination (Mitbestimmung) 



management and works councils’X (Betriebsr%te) must work together in close co- 

operation. For this reason the dictator-like, all-powerful leader, as envisaged by 

Hammer and Champy would be best replaced by a clever and canny negotiator who is 

also willing to encourage bottom-up communication flows. 

In any case, the traditional and forceful top-down approach generally fails to 

gain employee acceptance and encourage sufficient identification with the project’s 

goals among employees. These shortcomings of the classical top-down approach are 

recognised by many leading German executives. Siemens chairman von Pierer 

admits “I do not thoroughly agree with Mr Hammer’s radical theory - our employees 

are not neutrons but human beings and dialogue is of crucial importance” (quoted in 

Behrens and Groothuis 1994, 69; authors translation). Von Pierer’s Siemens 

colleague Dr. Franz agrees “what we now need is a bottom up movement and a 

change in behaviours and attitudes which can only be generated from the base of the 

organisation.” (quoted in Schmalenbach Telegramm; authors translation). 

Senior management in Germany has traditionally worked with, rather than 

against, trade unions which have a powerful and legally enshrined role in policy- 

making in the larger companies. Numerous studies also support the view that 

Germany’s long-standing co-determination system can be used as a means to build 

consensus-oriented momentum rather than perceived as an impediment to change and 

transformation. This system encourages the use of a participative or bottom-up 

approach from which mutual trust and commitment are generated. It is only within 

the framework of this communicative, consensual climate that an effective, reliable 

and long-lasting transformation can occur. The findings of the COBRA study also 

indicate that Germany’s system of co-determination represents the EU’s most 

participative framework and the labour management relations most suited to 

reengineering and the effective management of change. 

Although recognising the benefits which can be gained from operating with 

the system of Mitbestimmung is of prime importance, significant developments are 

An EU directive has mandated that all large corporations must have works councils in place by 
1999. 



currently taking place with regard to labour management relations in Germany. An 

emerging trend towards flexibility in the labour market, tax breaks and deregulation 

has been accompanied by a decline in union membership and their perceived power. 

Moreover, Klaus Zwickel, head of Germany’s most powerful union IG Metall, has 

recently acknowledged that future contracts will have to offer more flexibility at 

company level). ” If this realignment in the power of organised labour continues 

without the wholesale dismantling of the co-determination system and any ensuing 

chaos, the bargaining position of business leaders seeking organisational change can 

only be strengthened. 

The German experience therefore suggests that a pure top-down approach is 

unrealistic, too scientific, and short-sighted and is unlikely to result in gaining 

widespread acceptance. Building consensus at the outset, while often a slow and 

laborious process, is more likely to result in a successful project in the long-term. In 

this situation the role of the traditional charismatic leader driving the project in a 

dictator like fashion is replaced by someone who is a negotiator and willing to both 

encourage and listen to bottom up communication flows. 

Legacy of Process Orientation 

Of prime importance to the reengineering discipline is the strict focus upon 

the organisation’s key value-creating processes which generally transcend 

organisational as well as traditional functional boundaries. This process orientation, 

so central to business reengineering, is certainly not a concept totally new or alien to 

German management. A number of German management and organisation scholars 

including Nordsieck (1968), Ktipper (1982), Gaitandes (1983) and Picot (1989) have, 

throughout the years, espoused the benefits in terms of organisational efficiency and 

effectiveness which can be achieved by the adoption of a process-oriented view of the 

organisational architecture. In fact, a casual observer could easily conclude that the 

process orientation of business reengineering originates from the German concept of 

“Ablauforganisation”. 

See The Economist 27th January, 1996. 



On a less theoretical level, these principles seem to have entered mainstream 

management practice as indicated by a number of empirical studies. For example, 

German firms are traditionally less functional and hence more task- (i.e. process) 

oriented than comparable British enterprises (Campbell, 1989, 13). Furthermore, 

German companies, by international standards are low on horizontal and vertical 

differentiation and have a relatively flat hierarchical structure (Lawrence 1980, 54). 

Also Peters’ (1992) observations on German mid-sized companies allude to their 

obsession with achieving an excellent operating harmony between the organisational 

structure and key processes and thereby ignoring the Fordist-type ruthless division of 

labour. Significantly, some observers cite gradual improvement of production 

processes as one of the key success factors of German industry (Wachter, 1992, 335; 

Simon, 1992, 116). Furthermore, the proliferation of TQM, continuous improvement 

and Kaizen projects in the past ten years must certainly have heightened the 

awareness of process orientation in Germany even further. However, a recent 

McKinsey study of German electronic firms indicates that many of these enterprises 

are setting less challenging targets than their main competitors (Kluge et al., 1996). 

In short, the existence of a process orientation can only serve to enhance the 

success of BPR projects. Perhaps the ambitious goal setting of BPR can supplement 

the continuous improvement style of the process orientation currently employed in 

German industry. 

Predominance of product focus/ lack of customer orientation 

A prime consequence of the process orientation is a focus on delivering the 

maximum value to the target customer. German products are however world- 

renowned for their high quality design and technological superiority rather than 

subservience to customer needs. This is certainly closely related to the unusually 

high percentage of individuals from engineering backgrounds occupying senior 

management positions and the unusually high percentage of turnover spent on 

research and development. This obsession with engineering excellence does however 

sometimes lead to German firms losing sight of market requirements and future 



market trends. Hence German companies have often been criticised of 

“overengineering” their products (Hickson and Pugh 1995, 99; Kluge et al, 1996, 

147; Simon 1992, 123; Randlesome 1990, 2; 1994, 187; Warner and Campbell, 1993, 

93; Stroetmann et al, 1994, 79). The term “overengineering” essentially refers to the 

design of technically superior yet over-elaborate and over-sophisticated products at an 

excessive price premium.20 This rather naive practice can of course be extremely self- 

damaging in areas where demand is extremely price sensitive. In short, many 

German companies seem to believe that if their product is technically proficient it will 

virtually sell itself.2’ 

Moreover, many German companies, although highly proficient in the areas of 

sales, promotion and the provision of after-sales-service, often lack developed 

marketing skills (quoted in Lawrence 1980, 94). Particularly in the small and mid- 

sized enterprises or Mittelstand, formal market research into customer requirements is 

often neglected in favour of advertising and distribution. In fact, many of these 

companies do not employ full-time marketing specialists or have their own marketing 

departments (Hickson and Pugh 1995,99). Many even rely upon outdated and highly 

illogical pricing strategies such as the Cost-plus pricing method (Simon 1992, 122). 

Furthermore, according to a study by a German consultancy, marketing specialists 

often fail to communicate effectively customer requirements to their colleagues in 

other departments such as R&D and production. ” In fact, only one in seven German 

firms encourages significant customer contributions to product development. 

Moreover, according to two independent studies of German reengineering projects, a 

large number of programmes failed due to the lack of focus on current customer needs 

(Picot and Biihme 1994, 233; Wirtschaftswoche 22.5.1995). Significantly, in only 

five of the twenty seven surveyed projects were customers directly involved in the 

programme-planning. 

” Womack and Jones (1996) note that during their research, doubts which they often registered 
regarding proposed products were often countered with claims that “the customer will want it once 
we explain it”, while recent product failures were often explained away as instances where “the 
customers weren’t sophisticated enough to grasp the merits of the product’ (p. 17). 

” Mr. Michael Fuchs, the president of Germany’s wholesale and foreign trade association, recently 
said that German companies are losing lucrative niche markets because the Internet has made it 
easier to compare prices and so was increasing competition (Financial Times, March 27th, 1996). 

” See Wirtschafiswoche 4th May 1995. 



Business reengineering, with its strong customer orientation is, for this reason, 

perhaps badly needed in Germany order to eliminate these deficiencies. By the same 

token, the danger which a lack of customer orientation can lead to should equally be 

recognised by any would-be reengineers. 

The Management of Human Resources 

In a reengineered environment the optimum use of the company’s human 

resources is perceived as crucial to the organisation’s success. The reengineering 

literature stresses the need for well-educated, highly-qualified, flexible, self- 

motivating employees who cherish responsibility and are willing to continuously 

learn and supplement their skill-base. Concepts such as empowerment, teamwork and 

continuous learning are all at the core of the reengineering philosophy. Although it is 

not clear whether any pool of labour meets this utopian profile, the German work 

force seems well ahead of the field. The German work-force is famed for its Fleiss 

(assiduity) and efficiency and was certainly a building block of Germany’s 

Wirtschaftswunder, whilst the dual system (Das duale Ausbildungssystem) of 

education has been a proverbial conveyor belt of capable workers.23 For example, 

120,000 workers gain highly respected engineering qualifications24 annually (Warner 

and Campbell 1993,98). 

Although the German education system produces thousands of very well- 

qualified employees annually, it is not without fault. It could well be the case that the 

system is inflexible and rigid and that too much emphasis is placed upon the 

acquisition of formal and specialist qualifications. This system excels at producing 

technical and functional specialists (Randlesome 1994, 156) yet it is doubtful whether 

these specialists can always effectively fulfil the role of the adaptable and flexible 

generalist required under the business reengineering paradigm. The greatest 

There is some evidence that Germany’s comprehensive vocational training program is unraveling 
(See Lowry Miller and Anhalt, 1996). 

*4 Engineering is a protected qualification in Germany; those proporting to hold the title must have 
attended university or polytechnic. 



weakness of the university education system probably relates to the average duration 

of study (five to seven years) and subsequent lack of “fast-track” university graduates. 

Significantly, German workers generally already enjoy a relatively high 

degree of autonomy and empowerment (Lane 1989, 42). Correspondingly, the power 

distance between employees and management is, by international standards, quite low 

(Hofstede 1984, 77). Likewise, it is very much the norm to incorporate specialist and 

technical knowledge in line staff and workers rather than to depend upon additional 

staff specialists (Lawrence 1980, 50). It is in fact the creativity and autonomy of 

German workers which is considered one of the key success factors of Germany’s car, 

engineering and chemical sectors (Kern and Schumann 1987, 160). This trend is 

perhaps most perceptible among the Mittelstand (medium-sized and smaall 

companies) who value empowered and highly motivated employees as crucial to their 

long-term success (Simon 1992, 122). 

As outlined above teamwork and co-operation within and between groups is 

central to the new organisational paradigm. This is, to a certain extent, surprising 

given that the USA is considered the most individualistic society in the world. 

Germany is regarded by Western standards, as a relatively collective society and 

certainly far less individualistic than the US (Hofstede 199 1, 232). 

A Cranfield School of Management study on European management style 

terms the German style “towards a common goal” (Myers et al, 1995). This is very 

much a reflection of German society’s preference for the pursuit of common goals by 

collective effort. Within German organisations effective team performance is 

achieved by close co-operation between members of different hierarchical levels 

(Wachter, 1992, 332; Smyser 1993, 71). Similarly, co-operative relationships 

between white and blue collar workers underline this emphasis on teamwork and 

collectiveness. The only weakness in this regard is the lack of well-integrated multi- 

functional project teams, partly due to the insufficient job rotation schemes in many 

German organisations (Kluge et al., 1996, 146). The transition from a largely 

function-oriented structure to teamwork has however not been achieved without 

growing pains in many organisations. Many organisations including Opel and 



Hewlett Packard have experienced some difficulty encouraging the concept of 

teamwork in their German operations ( Wirtschaftswoche, 27.10.1994). 

Despite certain shortcomings, one must conclude that all considered the 

talented pool of labour available to German companies is an invaluable asset. In fact, 

Ostermann (1991, 241), documenting the results of the MIT “Management in the 

1990s Programme”, cites the German work-force as being an ideal base for 

reengineering projects. 

Management Style 

The profile of the ideal manager, as outlined in the business reengineering 

literature is that of a flexible generalist who motivates and acts as a coach, mentor, 

and most importantly as a powerful leader as he/she crosses traditional functional 

boundaries. It is however doubtful whether the typical German manager can quickly 

adapt to the requirements of a leader in a reengineered firm. In many ways, this 

notion of the manager as an inspirational leader is characteristic of the American ideal 

of the manager as an entrepreneur and cultural hero. In any case the concept of 

management as both a profession and an academic discipline is inherently American, 

whereas in German the term der Manager does not quite command the same level of 

respect or status. In the German cultural context, it is in fact the engineer or technical 

specialist who is more likely to fulfil this leadership role (Hofstede, 1993, 79). As a 

matter of fact the concept of a strong, forceful leader or Fiihrer is not all that popular 

given certain historical resonances. 

One should not lose sight of the fact that perhaps the highly responsible 

German workers do not desperately need an American-style leader to motivate them 

(Hofstede, 1996, 80). In Germany, “the system” is seen as being more important 

than the leader with the leader assuming the role as administering that system. 

Consequently, many German companies still have rigid management processes which 

can make them inflexible (Kluge et al., 1996) particularly in today’s business 

environment 



In Germany much emphasis is placed upon technical expertise, qualifications 

and capability and mangers tend very much to be experts in their own specialist fields 

(Salz-Trautmann, 1994, 33; Lawrence 1980; Warner and Campbell 1993, 97). This 

trend is particularly noticeable among the larger organisations and Konzerne. In fact, 

the pre-eminent position of specialists such as engineers and lawyers with doctoral 

degrees in the top echelons of German management reflects this orientation (Warner 

and Campbell, 1993, 97; Ogger 1992, 134). Although the academic credentials of 

these individuals are not in doubt, practical business acumen and general management 

skills do not necessarily accompany their technical expertise. Consequently, one of 

German management’s most vocal critics terms the captains of German industry 

“ivory tower academics” (Ogger 1992, 134). 

Of particular interest is Waadt’s study of German management, which 

specifically assesses the skills of German managers in light of the needs and 

requirements of the business reengineering philosophy. This study claims that 

German managers are reluctant to delegate responsibility, motivate and maximise the 

potential of their work-force. In agreement with the findings of many other studies, 

German managers rely very much upon an authority-based and, in particular 

paternalistic leadership style, with clear lines of responsibility and avoid conflict, risk 

and criticism if at all possible (Berghahn, 1985; Hofstede, 1996; Myers et al, 1995, 

21; Vogl, 1973, 97). Once more it becomes doubtful whether German managers can 

deal with the risk and ambiguity inherent to the “Management by Objectives” style 

orientation associated with business reengineering. In general, German managers are 

very much activists or operators with large spans of control yet weak on task 

delegation which is also central to the reengineering paradigm. Waadt concludes that 

the deficiencies and weaknesses of German management could well endanger the 

potential success of reengineering projects. 

However, much of the apparent weaknesses in the German management style 

can perhaps be accounted for by the lack of interest in formal American-style 

management education. This is evident in the apparent absence of American-style 

business schools such as INSEAD or the London Business School and the relatively 

low rating of the MBA qualification (Randlesome, 1994, 153; Vogl, 1973, 63-64). 



Moreover, the teaching style of German universities is much more theoretical- 

oriented than in the Anglo-Saxon world. This applies in particular to the discipline of 

Betriebswirtschaftdehre or business administration where little emphasis is placed 

upon the acquisition of general management skills and the development of 

interpersonal skills. 

Fortunately, German managers are becoming increasingly aware that they 

should keep abreast with the latest in management development as many future 

managers are beginning to address this problem as they endeavour to improve and 

update their management style and try to acquire a broader repertoire of management 

and interpersonal skills (Salz-Trautmann, 1994, 33; Lane 1989, 46).25 In fact, in direct 

reference to the challenges posed by business reengineering, the chairman of Siemens 

AG supervisory board Hermann Franz admitted “what we currently lack is the ability 

to guide the change process” (Authors translation; quoted in Schmalenbach 

Telegramm). 

In this context the practical advantages of the MBA over the Doctor title are 

however slowly being recognised as an increasing number of ambitious German 

managers are currently studying for the MBA qualification abroad (Randlesome 

1994, 155). Also, a small number of German academic institutions such as WHU 

Koblenz and the Europa Business College in Munich have recently begun to promote 

their own international MBA-programmes as the view of management as a distinct 

“profession” spreads to Germany. Apparently, the international outlook, decisiveness 

and task-orientation developed during an MBA programme is much more relevant to 

management and leadership in a reengineered organisation. One should not however 

lose sight of the fact that management is as much a practical craft as a science or 

profession and that formal qualifications such as an MBA is by no means a guarantee 

of effective management.2h 

In regard to future managers, a young manager is regarded as a tautology in Germany. A man-ager 
must have the age of a “man” and not a “boy”, not to speak of a “girl”. 

lo In a recent article, Henry Mintzberg quoted a recent US study which noted that those individuals 
referred to by their peers as being ‘good’ managers either had no qualifications at all or had Ph.Ds 
(Minztberg 1996). 



Two interesting examples of the new type of management style can however 

already be found in traditional German industry. The century-old role of the German 

Meister or factory supervisor could well serve as a role model for line managers in a 

reengineered environment. In an extremely flexible and multi-functional role, the 

Meister solves technical problems on the factory floor as well as dealing with a 

number of managerial, organisational and personnel-related responsibilities (Lane 

1989, 46). Likewise many of the owner managers in the Mittelstand also embody 

exemplary management and leadership styles. These owner managers are technically 

highly proficient yet also spend much of their time motivating and empowering 

workers. Acting as true leaders they are able to obtain the maximum output from 

employees by imbuing a strong sense of loyalty and granting their workers much 

autonomy. 

Reward and Promotion Systems: Inappropriate Traditions? 

As a result of the renewed orientation upon value-creating processes, 

teamwork and customer satisfaction, innovative incentive systems become 

imperative. In a reengineered firm employees are to be rewarded according to their 

net contribution to the value creating process and not on the basis of working hours, 

seniority or other traditional measures. In theory, this may well result in a reduction 

in the earnings differential between white collar and blue collar workers. 

Significantly, this distinction is less noticeable in Germany than in other 

industrialised nations (Hickson and Pugh, 1995, 102). 

However, salaries and wages are traditionally only loosely related to 

performance in German companies. Astonishingly, in the past it has been very 

difficult to fire a person with over ten years’ service. In any cultural environment, it 

may prove difficult to introduce such a remuneration model in practice. These 

difficulties are accentuated in the German context given the traditional resistance to 

change and risk-taking. Furthermore, in order to introduce such new measures the co- 

operation and approval of the unions and works council (Betriebsrat) is invariably 



required in Germany. Unfortunately, trade unions though not thoroughly 

uncooperative, have generally been extremely sceptical of such new reward systems. 

The centrally negotiated German wage agreements have traditionally been extremely 

inflexible (Lehner, 1992, 91; Wobbe 1992, 42) and this might make a movement to 

these new systems more difficult. 

Similarly, Germany’s traditional vertical career ladders or the so-called 

Kuminkarriere, common in hierarchical organisations, might prove difficult to 

reconcile with the less predictable personnel policy and promotion models with 

horizontal movement and job rotation as proposed by most reengineering gurus. 

Career planning is certainly more difficult in a reengineered environment. These 

difficulties are likely to be amplified by Germany’s strong aversion to risk and 

ambiguity. Consequently, reengineered firms, pursuing this personnel policy might 

even have difficulties attracting the best available talent (Drumm 1995b, 12). 

An increasing number of German firms have however realised that new 

remuneration and reward systems are required to replace the outdated and inflexible 

models which have dominated German industry for decades. For example, piece 

rates, so common in the production halls of many companies are being replaced by 

new reward systems which place far more emphasis upon teamwork and co-operation. 

A new remuneration model at Audi AG, for example, tries to reward flexible team 

players and encourage the acquisition of multifaceted skills by rewarding team 

members according to the number of different production tasks which they can 

master. Similarly, Opel and Porsche encourage teams which make valuable 

suggestions for the improvement of the production process. Significantly, many of 

Simon’s “Hidden Champions” of the German Mittelstund have, for many years, had 

incentives in place whereby a significant portion of the financial rewards is 

performance-related (Simon 1992). 

According to a recent study managers are also experiencing a reengineering of 

their pay packets. Many executives are now being rewarded with a salary premium of 

up to 25% for their contribution to decisive strategic projects. Similarly, board 

members of many of Germany’s largest groups such as Daimler Benz and Deutsche 



Bank are being granted stock options in an effort to forge a closer link between pay 

and performance. 

What we are witnessing in Germany is the replacement of traditional practices 

of reward and promotion with more flexible and dynamic approaches which are more 

in line with the behavioural changes necessary to implement a reengineering 

programme successfully. 

The implementation of business reengineering in Germany 

According to a study conducted by the German consultancy Droege & 

Company at the beginning of 1993 75% of German enterprises wish to adopt a strict 

process-oriented organisational structure. However, at that point only 4% of the 

surveyed companies had actually initiated business reengineering-programmes 

(anonymous, 1993). It was however not until the following year that business 

reengineering concepts gradually begin to filter through to the German business press 

and be actively promoted by the leading American-pioneered consultancies. 

A 1994 study initiated by the Department of Information Technology at the 

University of Berne in Switzerland established that business reengineering concepts 

were gradually gaining in popularity and prominence in Germany, Austria and 

Switzerland. Despite the fact that 18% of the surveyed IT specialists did not possess 

any knowledge of the concept, 39% claimed to be actively involved in the planning or 

implementation of business reengineering projects. Conducted a year later than the 

Droege & Company study these findings certainly suggest that the business 

reengineering bandwagon was gathering momentum at this point. Interestingly this 

survey also suggests that business reengineering programmes were most popular in 

the financial services and electronic engineering sectors. 

A few months later, in a third study, the business consultancy BPU and the 

faculty of organisation studies at the Ludwig-Maximilianer University in Munich 

ascertained that the profile of Reengineering concepts was extremely high among the 



larger enterprises (turnover > DM 3 Billion). The findings indicate that 81% of the 

senior managers in the surveyed large companies claimed to be implementing 

reengineering principles in their businesses. Box 1 describes how some German 

companies have implemented some of the key principles of business reengineering. 

Box 1 Case studies of re-engineering in German companies. 

This box provides an overview as to how some of the key principles of the 
reengineering philosophy have been put into practice by certain German 
companies. Significantly this selection provides valuable insights into both 
successful as well as failed reengineering projects as well as providing an 
understanding of the experiences with reengineering from three different 
business sectors. In contrast to many euphemistically-termed reengineering 
projects, a rationalisation or downsizing was not the primary aim of these 
programmes. Naturally, no organisation implemented every single 
reengineering principle word for word or step for step as outlined in the 
reengineering cookbooks. Instead these companies used certain useful 
reengineering principles in order to improve their organisational performance 
and for the pursuit of certain strategic goals. 

Reengineering Production Facilities at Porsche AG 

At the beginning of the 1990s faced with rapidly changing customer 
requirements, increased foreign competition and world-wide recession Porsche 
found itself in the midst of crisis. After posting record losses in 1993 Porsche 
was widely touted as an acquisition target for a number of foreign competitors. 
In view of these difficulties Porsche decided to introduce a number of 
reengineering principles and concepts to its production facility in order to 
restore the prestigious car manufacturer to profitability and preserve its 
autonomy. 

Applying reengineering principles 

This project in many ways epitomises the need for an effective two-way 
communication process with both top-down and bottom-up communication 
flows. Initially the top management committee or Vorstund ensured that all 
senior managers were firmly committed to the project before its inception. 
Instead of an exclusive top-down aggressive approach, employees at all levels 
of the organisation were actively encouraged to participate in, and contribute to, 
the programme. 



As a result of these communications ambitious yet attainable and realistic 
targets were agreed upon. The reengineering programme focused upon a small 
number of core production processes considered crucial to Porsche’s core 
competencies. In accordance with the new organisational architecture Porsche 
established a number of PVP-Teams or Porsche Improvement (Verbesserungs) 
Process teams on the factory floor as well as task forces and project teams at 
management level. A prime example of the success of these multi-functional 
teams manifested itself in the dramatic reduction of the development cycle of 
the new 986 model. Multi-disciplinary teams drew upon and integrated the 
expertise of managers from the areas of production, purchasing, finance and 
marketing. Furthermore, it was acknowledged that some of the core processes 
transcend organisational boundaries. Hence, co-operation and communication 
with suppliers were increased which resulted in significant improvements in the 
supply process and lower sourcing costs. 

As outlined above, Porsche realised that the human element is crucial to the 
success of any change management project. In order to empower employees for 
their new more challenging roles more than 17,000 man-hours were invested in 
employee training and development. 

Significantly, Porsche did not rely solely upon business reengineering 
concepts for their organisational renewal. Instead Porsche successfully 
integrated many of the best available techniques in management practice for the 
transformation of their production facilities. In the planning and analysis stage 
an extensive benchmarking with leading Japanese car manufacturers was 
undertaken. Similarly, recognising that change and improvement is a 
continuous and on-going process rather than a once-off event, Kaizen and TQM 
projects began to reinforce and cement the process improvements achieved by 
the initial reengineering programme. This integration of different management 
techniques underlines that business reengineering is by no means a cure-all 
which can overnight restore an organisation to profitability. 

Porsche’s reengineering programme seems to have made an all-important 
contribution to the company’s recovery. The company has returned to profit, 
largely due to savings in production costs and significant reductions in both 
product development and production times. 

Reengineering and restructuring at Daimler Benz HQ 

In January of 1993 the Daimler Benz Holding company began an all- 
embracing large scale reengineering project with the primary aim of achieving a 
long-lasting cultural transformation. This ambitious project is very significant 
since it is one of the few well documented reengineering projects which failed 
to live up to its expectations. 

At that point the corporate headquarters was no longer effectively fulfilling 
its strategic role within the Daimler Benz group of providing the various 
business units with an effective service and adding value to the Daimler Benz 



group. The organisation was firmly built upon functional lines with seven 
different layers of management and bureaucracy. It was estimated that this 
structure led to the corporate decision making process lasting an average of 
approximately nine months. This cumbersome organisational structure clearly 
did not suit the challenge of the 1990s. 

Daimler attempted to integrate both top-down and bottom-up approaches to 
communication and change. Numerous forums and round table discussions 
were introduced in order to encourage communication between all levels of the 
organisation. Performance-oriented salaries were introduced and status 
symbols and perks abolished in order to help develop the new corporate culture. 
Furthermore, as part of the new entrepreneurial culture employees experienced 
more empowerment and middle managers were given a much broader span of 
control. Similarly cross-functional task forces and consulting groups were 
established to reinforce the cultural change. 

However, in reality it emerged that the communication process was less 
democratic than intended which in turn resulted in the lack of broad-based 
company-wide support. For example, in many cases managers did not actually 
condone the abolition of titles, status symbols and perks. This resulted in fear 
and resistance which rendered the transformation of the old bureaucratic culture 
an intractable task. Despite the flatter hierarchical structure the deep-seated 
bureaucratic approach and slowness in decision making could not be 
significantly improved as the old Daimler culture continued to overshadow the 
new management structure. 

During the period of study this particular reengineering project could not 
live up to its expected success. After one year only 3% of the programme had 
been completed. This underlines that business reengineering is certainly not a 
quick fix to organisational ills and highlights the difficult and often intractable 
problems which can be associated with the rapid reengineering of a deep-rooted 
corporate culture. Resistance and fear on the part of the risk-averse 
management and employees as well as the lack of a truly democratic 
communication process proved the greatest stumbling blocks in this project. 
One could equally criticise top management for its failure to provide credible 
leadership in the period of transformation and transition. 

Siemens Nixdorf Service 

Siemens Nixdorf Service which installs and maintains the computer 
hardware and software of its customers was still reporting healthy profits at the 
beginning of the 1990s. However, in view of increased foreign competition 
management feared the realisation of predicted losses by 1995. The aim of the 
following reengineering project was to reengineer the customer service process 
in order to optimise customer responsiveness and cost effectiveness. 

Up to 1991 Siemens Nixdorf Customer Service operated with thirty 
different support centres scattered throughout Germany. Each centre employed 



a large number of technicians and specialist service engineers. In the case of a 
customer problem, a technician would travel to the customer, identify the 
problem, return to the centre and fetch the necessary equipment and parts before 
actually resolving the problem. This awkward and inefficient procedure 
resulted in the resolution of customer requests lasting an average of two days. 
Only 12% of all service problems could be solved over the telephone. 
Furthermore, each subsidiary employed a BS 2000 mainframe specialist even 
though only a handful of BS 2000 enquiries were dealt with each week. 

Restructuring of Customer Service process according to reengineering 
principles 

The ten-person redesign team reduced the number of service centres from 
thirty to five and introduced a regional management structure. These enlarged 
subsidiaries were thought to represent an optimum combination of 
centralisation and decentralisation of resources. The service centres are 
sufficiently large to combine enough expertise to deal with all customer 
problems. At the same time they were distributed throughout Germany in order 
to guarantee a speedy and flexible repair service for all customers. The 
servicing process became significantly faster and more efficient as in 
approximately 80% of the enquires an expert can diagnose the problem on the 
telephone and have spare parts delivered immediately. 

Core Elements 

Crucial to the success of this programme was the replacement of 2 
hierarchical levels by a new team-oriented management structure which can 
react far quicker to customer needs. Furthermore, the IT-system which tracks 
customer service requests and supports the logistics of the new replacement part 
delivery system proved itself a key “enabler” of the programme. Moreover, 
new measurement and incentives were introduced in order to foster a customer- 
oriented culture which focuses upon the speedy resolution of customer 
problems. Of prime importance to the programme’s success was the successful 
synergy of a top down approach with consensus-oriented bottom up 
communication. Project manager, Gerhard Radkte, showed exemplary 
leadership qualities and persuasive powers as he relied upon open and honest 
communication with the whole organisation and the trade union. 

As expected the initially sceptical top management board and the powerful 
IG Metal1 union mounted significant resistance until the success of a pilot 
project in Frankfurt convinced them of the project’s merits. After this political 
resistance had been overcome the project benefited from a relatively broad base 
of support throughout the organisation. 

Customer servicing process times were reduced considerably and significant 
improvements in costs and profit performance were achieved. Following the 
successful reengineering of the Customer Service Process other American-style 
management techniques have been implemented in the Siemens Nixdorf group. 
However the group as a whole only returned to profit in 1995 following five 



consecutive years of loss-making. Clearly reengineering principles are not a 
quick fix or patent solution for an organisation suffering from competitive 
disadvantage. 

Source: cases compiled from various sources including business magazines, reports in 
newspapers, and academic journal articles. 

Closing remarks 

Business-engineering does have a powerful message and it is that by focusing 

on processes, organisations have the opportunity to significantly improve their 

performance. Driven by the advent of new information technologies, a myriad of new 

possibilities for organising work open up; in essence technology enables work to be 

performed in ways which are not possible manually. Yet, not only must cognisance 

must be taken of the wider organisational implications of adopting a process 

perspective but due regard must also be given to the cultural context of business and 

management. 

This paper has examined the transferability of the concept of business 

reengineering in the context of the German business environment. It has established 

that by taking sufficient cognisance of specific cultural and organisational 

circumstances certain reengineering principles can be successfully applied to German 

enterprises. Others may need to be refined somewhat before they can be incorporated 

within any change programme. Table 1 maps the key elements of business 

reengineering against the key traits of the Germanic cultural context. If there is a 

lesson it is that an appreciation of the cultural subtleties is a basic requirement for the 

success of any change management initiative. Yet this is a lesson which should have 

been learned a long time ago and one which is likely to be re-learned in the future. 

Reengineering is, however, by no means a panacea for organisational ills and 

any organisation considering implementing a business reengineering initiative must 

be fully aware of the likely costs, benefits and risk. In fact many successful German 

firms, particularly in the Mittelstund may have no need for reengineering in the 



radical form as advocated by some.27 However, using business re-engineering to cut 

costs alone may not be enough and in certain industries German companies do need to 

become more innovative (Kluge et al., 1996). 

The increased openness of German firms to new management techniques in 

recent years can only benefit German management in the long run. By the same 

token, German management should never relinquish its discerning and considered 

approach to the applicability of foreign management philosophies. New ideas and 

concepts can be a catalyst for question fundamental assumptions and beliefs about 

organisation and management. The practice of management is not static and new 

ideas offer potential opportunities. These should be tempered by many factors, 

particularly cultural context. Even at a macro level business and economic practices 

should be constantly re-evaluated. For example, the Soziule Murktwirtschuft, a 

cornerstone of the German economic miracle, is now coming under increasing 

pressure and its applicability in its current form in todays global economy is being 

questionned. 

In the broader context, the culture-bound view of management is valid to a 

certain extent. However given sufficient cultural sensitivity and consideration certain 

management philosophies can be successfully transferred outside their own cultural 

birthplace. A recent paper examining BPR in China concluded that while Hammer 

and Champy (1993) contended that ‘tradition counts for nothing’ (Martinson, 1996, 

49), the Confucian tradition of that country will constrain the implementation of 

radical reforms. The argument is that reengineering, in its “pure” form, would require 

an unprecedented overhaul of fundamental Chinese values. 

An interesting starting point for future research would be to explore whether a 

transfer of management techniques in the reverse direction - from Europe to the US 

In a five-year study of mid-sized firms in Germany, the top performers had growth rates four times 
higher, productivity 25% greater, and return on sales three times higher than those of their weakest 
competitors. These leading firms produced a narrow range of products, sold to fewer customers, 
and had fewer supliers. They have decentralised organisational structures, simpler and faster 
processes, and a more concentrated focus on R&D investment, logistics and location structure 
(Rommel et al., 1995). 



might work. Certainly many firms on the other side of the Atlantic could do far 

worse than analyse the strengths of the German MitteZstund.2R 
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Radical nature must be played down 
Resistance to radical change I conservative values 
Deep seated desire for stability and security 
But Germans are becoming open-minded to new 
management methods 
Likely protracted implementation due to co-determination 

General lack of customer focus 
Phenomenon of ‘overengineering’ of products 
Product rather than market orientation must be addressed 
,_,“_“,__l ,^_” __ .__ _ _._^ .._........._” .^ .__“_“̂ .” “.. .^ _“.” “_.^.” _ .._“_.^ ̂ ..^..... _ 
Legacy of process structure in German management 
theory 
German firms in general low on horizontal and vertical 
differentiation and have a relatively flat hierarchical 
structure 

Collective society with low power-distance should 
encourage teamwork and empowerment 
Well educated work-force cherishes empowerment 
Delegation of authority abounds with low power-distance 

Bottom-up approach necessary due to co-determination 
and strength of trade unions 
Co-determination can act as a powerful vehicle for 
organisational change 

,,, ̂ , _._ ,, ^, ^,. ,^ .^ ̂ _^^ “.“,“.“.^-^.^.^ ._,_. .., ..^^. ..x. ., I ,_ . ,. 
Deficiencies in German management: poor motivators, 
leaders and mentors 
Perhaps too specialised and weak on soft skills 
Deficiencies are slowly being addressed 

Prepared to undertake responsibility 
Well educated and highly qualified 
But is dual system too inflexible? 

Problems in the form of traditional career planning and its 
vertical movement 
Inflexible wage structure 
However, performance related pay becoming popular 

Table 1 Summary of key tenets of reengineering mapped against German cultural 
context. 

lx Italy also has a class of media industria, a network of medium-sized exporters that have been 
growing fast. Key attributes of these companies are specialisation and flexibility and a network of 
small suppliers. 



Bibliography 

Anonymous, (1993) ‘Re-engineering: Eine Rorjkur mit Methode’, Die Welt, 4th 
November. 

Anonymous, (1994) ‘Reengineering Europe’, The Economist, 26th February, pp. 67- 
68. 

Ascari, A., Rock, M. and Dutta, S., (1995) ‘Reengineering and organisational 
change’, European Management Journal, 13, pp. l-30. 

Behrens, B. and Groothuis, U., (1994) ‘Vergeudung ist Stinde - Interview mit Michael 
Hammer’, Wirtschaftswoche, 18 February. 

Berghahn, V., (1986) The Americanisation of West German Industry 1945-1973. 
Black, M., (1993) ‘The reengineering of Europe’, Insights Quarterly, 3, pp. 4-13. 
Calori, R., (1996) ‘The diversity of management systems’, in R. Paton, G. Clark, G. 

Jones, J. Lewis and P. Quintas, eds., The New Management Reader, 
Routledge. 

Campbell, A., (1989) Microelectronic Product Applications in Great Britain and 
West Germany: Strategies, Competence and Training, Gower, Aldershot. 

Champy, J., (1995) Reengineering Management,: Harper Collins, New York. 
Cimento, A.P., Kluge, J. and Stein, L., (1993) ‘Excellence in electronics’, The 

McKinsey Quarterly, 3, pp. 29-41. 
Davenport, T. and Short, J., (1990) ‘The new industrial engineering: information 

technology and business process redesign’, Sloan Management Review, 
Summer, pp. 1 l-27. 

Davenport, T. and Stoddard, D., (1994) ‘Reengineering: business change of mythic 
proportions?’ MIS Quarterly, June, 1994. 

Davenport, T., (1993) Process Innovation: Reengineering Work Through Information 
Technology, Harvard Business Press, Boston. 

Drumm, H., (1995a) ‘Das neue Paradigma der Dezentralisation und seine 
organisatorische sowie personalwirtschaftlichen Implikationen’, Regensburger 
Diskussionsbeitrage zur Wirtschaftswissenschaften, Nr. 270, Regensburg. 

Drumm, H.,( 1995b) Personalwirtschaftslehre 1995, Berlin. 
Eccles, R.G. and Nohria, N., (1992) Beyond the Hype: Rediscovering the Essence of 

Management, Harvard Business School Press, Boston. 
Evans, R., (1996) ‘Siemens Nixdorf puts on a US accent’, Fortune, August 19th, pp. 

30-32. 
Gaitanides, M., (1983) Prozeporganisation, Mtinchen. 
Gatermann, M., (1994) ‘Jeder Ftinfte Fliegt - Interview mit James Champy’, Manager 

Magazin, 4, pp. 196-198. 
Gouillart, F. and Kelly, J., (1995) Transforming the Organization, McGraw-Hill, 

New York. 
Hall, G., Rosenthal, J., and Wade, J., (1993) ‘How to make reengineering really 

work’, Harvard Business Review, November-December, pp. 119- 13 1 
Hammer, M. and Champy, J., (1993) Reengineering the Corporation: A Manifesto for 

Business Revolution, Nicholas Brearly Publishing, London. 
Hammer, M. and Champy, J., (1994) Business Reengineering - Die Radikalkur fir 

das Untemehmen, Frankfurt/Main (German edition of 1993 book). 



Hammer, M., (1990) ‘Reengineering work: don’t automate obliterate, Haward 
Business Review, July-August, pp. 104- 112. 

Hickson, D. and Pugh, D., (1995) Management Worldwide: The Impact of Societal 
Culture around the Globe, Penguin, London. 

Hickson, D., ed., (1993) Management in Western Europe: Society, Culture and 
Organisation in Twelve Nations, New York. 

Hofsetede, G. (1996) ‘Cultural constraints in management theories’, in R. Paton, G. 
Clark, G. Jones, J. Lewis and P. Quintas, eds., The New Management Reader, 
Routledge. 

Hofstede, G. (1980) ‘Motivation, leadership and organization: do American theories 
apply abroad? Organizational Dynamics, Summer 1980. 

Hofstede, G. (1984) Culture’s Consequences, Sage, Beverly Hills, CA. 
Hofstede, G. (1991) Cultures and Organisations: Software of the Mind, McGraw- 

Hill, London. 
Huntington, S., (1996) The Clash of Civilisations and the Remaking of World Order, 

Simon & Schuster, 1996. 
Javetski, B., Edmondson, G. and Echikson, W., ‘Believing in Europe’, Business 

Week, October 7th, pp. 22-25. 
Kemp, J., (1994) ‘Business reengineering: ein neues Managementkonzept’ Die 

Mitbestimmung, 6, pp. 54-56. 
Kern, H. and Schumann, R., (1987) ‘New production and technology concepts in 

West German industry’, Economic and Industry Democracy, 8, pp. 15 l-l 70. 
Kieser, A. (1995) ‘Business reengineering- neue Kleider fur den Kaiser?’ 

Siiddeutsche Zeitung, 415 February, 1995. 
Kluge, J., Deger, R., and Wunram, J., (1996) ‘Can Germany Still Innovate?’ The 

McKinsey Quaterly, Summer, pp. 142- 153. 
Ktipper, H., (1982) Ablauforganisation, Stuttgart. 
Lamparter, D., (1994) ‘Die Umkehr der Manager’, Die Zeit, April 8th, pp. 23-24. 
Lane, C., (1989) Management and Labour in Europe, Billing & Sons Ltd, Aldershot. 
Lawrence, P., (1980) Managers and Management in West Germany, Croom Helm, 

London. 
Lehner, F., (1992) Athropocentric Production Systems. The European response to 

Advanced Manufacturing and Globalisation, Directorate General Science, 
Research, Development, Luxembourg. 

Lowry Miller, K. and Nickel Anhalt, K., (1996) ‘Without training, I can’t start my 
real life’, Business Week, September 2, p. 18. 

Martinsons, M.G., (1996) ‘Cultural constraints on radical re-engineering: Hammer 
and Lewin meet Confucius’, Journal of Applied Management Studies, 5, 1, pp. 
85-96. 

Mintzberg, H., (1996) ‘Musings on management’, Harvard Business Review, July- 
August, pp. 6 l-67. 

Morris, D. and Brandon, J., (1993) Reengineering Your Business, McGraw-Hill, 
London. 

Murphy, E., (1994) ‘Cultural values, workplace, democracy and organisational 
change’, in C. Coulson-Thomas, ed., Business Process Reengineering: Myth 
and Reality, Kogan Page, London. 

Myers, A.., Kakabadse, A.., McMahon and Spony, G., (1995) ‘Top management 
styles in Europe: implications for business and cross-national teams’, 
European Business Journal, 7, 1, pp. 17-27 



Nippa, M. and Picot.A., ed., (1994) Prozef?management und &engineering, Campus, 
Mtinchen. 

Nippa, M., (1994) ‘Bestandaufnahme des Reengineering-Konzeptes’, in M. Nippa 
and A. Picot, ed., Prozeflmanagement und Reengineering, Campus, Miinchen. 

Nordsieck, N., (1968) Betriebsorganisation. Betriebsaufbau und Betriebsablauf, 
Droemer Knaur, Mtinchen. 

Ogger, G., (1992) Nieten in Nadelstreifen, Droemar Knaur, Mtinchen. 
Osterloh, M. and Frost, J. (1994) ‘Business reengineering: modeerscheinung oder 

“business revolution”? ZFO, 6, pp.356-362 
Osterloh, M. and Frost, J., (1994) ‘Business reengineering: Neuer Wein in alten 

Schlauchen?’ IO Management Zeitschrijt, 9, pp. 27-28. 
Ostermann, P., (1991) ‘Impact of IT on jobs and skills’, in M. Scott Morton, ed., The 

Corporation of the 1990s - Information Technology and Organizational 
Transformation, Oxford University Press, New York, pp. 220-243. 

Peppard, J. and Rowland, P., (1995) The Essence of Business Process Re- 
engineering, Prentice Hall International, New York. 

Peppard, J., (1996) ‘Broadening visions of business process re-engineering’, OMEGA 
International Journal of Management Science, 24, 3, pp. 255-270. 

Peters, T., (1992) Liberation Management, Macmillan, London. 
Picot, A. and Bohme. M., (1994) ‘Zum Stand der prozeljorientierten 

Unternehmensgestaltung in Deutschland’ in M. Nippa and A. Picot, ed., 
ProzeJmanagement und Reengineering, Campus, Miinchen. 

Picot, A and Franck, E., (1994) ‘ProzeBorganisation’, in M. Nippa A. Picot, eds., 
ProzeJmanagement und Reengineering, Campus, Miinchen, 1994. 

Randlesome , C., (1994) The Business Culture in Germany, Butterworth-Heinmann, 
Oxford. 

Risch, S., (1995) ‘Der Faktor Mensch’, Manager Magazin, 6, pp. 170-173. 
Rommel, G., Kluge, J., Kempis, R-D., Diederichs, R. and Brtick, F., (1995) Simplicity 

Wins: How Germany’s Mid-Sized Industrial Companies Succeed, Harvard 
Business School Press, Boston, Massachusetts. 

Russell, G., (1993) ‘Daimler-Benz Holding: restructuring and culture change’, in H. 
Mintzberg, J. Quinn, and S. Ghoshal, The Strategy Process, Prentice Hall. 

Salz-Trautmann, R., (1994) ‘Germany’, Management Today, p. 46. 
Servatius, H.G., (1994) Reengineering-Programme Umsetzen, Campus, Stuttgart. 
Simon, H., (1992) ‘Lessons from Germany’s midsize giants, Harvard Business 

Review, March-April 1992. 
Smyser, W.R., (1993) The German Economy: Colossus at the Crossroads, Longman 

Group, London. 
Stewart, R., (1994) Managing in Britain and Germany, Anglo German Foundation for 

the Study of International Society, London. 
Stroetmann, K., (1994) ‘Business Process Reengineering-A German View’ in: C. 

Coulson-Thomas, ed., Business Process Reengineering: Myth and Reality, 
Kogan Page London. 

Templeman, J., Lowry Miller, K. and Woodruff, D., (1996a) ‘Reform at last?’ 
Business Week, September 23rd, pp. 18-21. 

Templeman, J., Lindorff, D., Reed, S and Warner, J., (1996b) ‘Deutsche Bank’s big 
gamble’, Business Week, October 14, pp. 28-32. 

Tixier, M., (1994) Management and communication styles in Europe: can they be 
compared and matched? Employee Relations, 16, 1, pp. 8-26. 



Vogl, F., (1973) German Business after the Economic Miracle, Macmillan, London. 
Waadt, M., ( 1993) Fiihrungsdefzite gefahrden Business Reengineering, 

Arbeitspapier, Mtinchen. 
Wachter, H., (1992) ‘Gibt es ein spezifisch deutsches Management?’ Management 

Revue, 4. 
Warner, M. and Campbell, A., (1993) ‘German Management’ in D.J. Hickson, ed., 

Management in Western Europe. Society, Culture and Organisation in Twelve 
Nations, New York. 

Wiedeking, W., (1995) ‘Reengineering und Restrukturierung am Beispiel der Porsche 
AG,’ in Schalbenbach-Gesellschaft, eds. Reengineering - Konzepte und 
Umsetzung innovativer Strategien und Strukturen, Stuttgart. 

Wobbe, W., (1992) What are Anthropocentric Production Systems? Why are they a 
strategic issue for Europe? Directorate General Science, Research, 
Development, Luxembourg. 

Womack, J. and Jones, D., Lean Thinking: Banish Waste and Create Wealth in Your 
Corporation, Simon & Schuster, New York, 1996. 

Zeller, R., (1994) ‘MaBgeschneidertes Reengineering. Ein pragmatischer Ansatz von 
Bain & Company’, in M. Nippa and A. Picot. ed., ProzeJmanagement und 
Reengineering, Campus, Mtinchen. 



CRANFIELD SCHOOL OF MANAGEMENT 
WORKING PAPER SERIES 

List No 6, 1992 

SWP l/92 Mike Sweeney 
“How to Perform Simultaneous Process 
Engineering” 

SWP 2/92 Paul Burns 
“The Management of General Practice” 

SWP 3/92 Paul Bums 
“Management in General Practice: A Selection 
of Articles” 

SWP 4/92 Simon Knox & David Walker 
“Consumer Involvement with Grocery Brands” 

SWP 5/92 Deborah Helman & Adrian Payne 
“Internal Marketing: Myth versus Reality?” 

SWP 6/92 Leslie de Chematony & Simon Knox 
“Brand Price Recall and the Implications for 
Pricing Research” 

SWP 7/92 Shai Vyakamam 
“Social Responsibility in the UK Top 100 
Companies” 

SWP S/92 Susan Baker, Simon Knox & Leslie de 
Chematony 
“Product Attributes and Personal Values: A 
Review of Means-End Theory and Consumer 
Behaviour” 

SWP 9/92 Mark Jenkins 
“Making Sense of Markets: A Proposed 
Research Agenda” 

SWP lo/92 Mike Sweeney & Ian Oram 
“Information Technology for Management 
Education: The Benefits and Barriers” 

SWP 1 l/92 Keith Thompson (Silsoe College) 
“International Competitiveness and British 
Industry post-1992. With Special Reference to 
the Food Industry” 

SWP 12/92 Keith Thompson (Silsoe College) 
“The Response of British Supermarket 
Companies to the Internationalisation of the 
Retail Grocery Industry” 

SWP 13192 Richard Kay 
“The Metaphors of the Voluntary/Non-Profit 
Sector Organising” 

SWP 14/92 Robert Brown & Philip Poh 
“Aniko Jewellers Private Limited - Case Study 
and Teaching Notes” 

SWP 15/92 Mark Jenkins & Gerry Johnson 
“Representing Managerial Cognition: The Case 
for an Integrated Approach” 

SWP 16/92 Paul Bums 
“Training across Europe: A Survey of Small 
and Medium-Sized Companies in Five 
European Countries” 

SWP 17/92 Chris Brewster & Henrik Holt Larsen 
“Human Resource Management in Europe - 
Evidence from Ten Countries” 

SWP 18/92 Lawrence Cummings 
“Customer Demand for ‘Total Logistics 
Management’ - Myth or Reality?” 

SWP 19/92 Ariane Hegewisch & Irene Bruegel 
“Flexibilisation and Part-time Work in Europe” 

SWP 20/92 Kevin Daniels & Andrew Guppy 
“Control, Information Seeking Preference, 
Occupational Stressors and Psychological 
Well-being” 

SWP 2 l/92 Kevin Daniels & Andrew Guppy 
“Stress and Well-Being in British University 
Staff’ 

SWP 22/92 Colin Armistead & Graham Clark 
“The Value Chain in Service Operations 
Strategy” 

SWP 23/92 David Parker 
“Nationalisation, Privatisation, and Agency 
Status within Government: Testing for the 
Importance of Ownership” 

SWP 24192 John Ward 
“Assessing and Managing the Risks of IS/IT 
Investments” 

SWF 25192 Robert Brown 
“Stapleford Park: Case Study and Teaching 
Notes” 

SWP 26/92 Paul Burns & Jean Harrison 
“Management in General Practice - 2” 

SWP 27/92 Paul Bums & Jean Harrison 
“Management in General Practice - 3” 



SWP 28/92 Kevin Daniels, Leslie de Chematony & 
Gerry Johnson 
“Theoretical and Methodological Issues 
concerning Managers’ Mental Models of 
Competitive Industry Structures” 

SWP 29/92 Malcolm Harper & Alison Rieple 
“Ex-Offenders and Enterprise” 

SWP 30/92 Colin Armistead & Graham Clark 
“Service Quality: The Role of Capacity 
Management” 

SWP 3 l/92 Kevin Daniels & Andrew Guppy 
“Stress, Social Support and Psychological 
Well-Being in British Chartered Accountants” 

SWP 32192 Kevin Daniels & Andrew Guppy 
“The Dimensional@ and Well-Being 
Correlates of Work Locus of Control” 

SWP 33/92 David Ballantyne, Martin Christopher, 
Adrian Payne and Moira Clark 
“The Changing Face of Service Quality 
Management” 

SWP 34/92 Chris Brewster 
“Choosing to Adjust: UK and Swedish 
Expatriates in Sweden and the UK” 

SWP 35/92 Robert Brown 
“Goldsmiths Fine Foods - Case Study and 
Teaching Notes” 

SNP 36192 Mike Sweeney 
“Strategic Manufacturing Management: 
Restructuring Wasteful Production to World 
Class” 

SWP 37192 Andy Bailey & Gerry Johnson 
“An Integrated Exploration of Strategic 
Decision-Making” 

SWP 38/92 Chris Brewster 
“European Human Resource Management: 
Reflection of, or Challenge to, the American 
Concept” 

SWP 39/92 Ute Hanel, Kurt Volker, Ariane Hegewisch 
& Chris Brewster 
“Personnel Management in East Germany” 

SWP 40192 Lawrence Cummings 
“Logistics goes Global - The Role of Providers 
and Users” 

SWP 42192 Susan Segal-Horn 
“The Logic of International Growth for Service 
Firms” 

SWP 43192 Mike Sweeney 
“Benchmarking for Strategic Manufacturing 
Management” 

SWP 44/92 Paul Bums 
“Financing SMEs in Europe: A Five Country 
Study” 

SWP 45192 Robert Brown 
“The Graduate Enterprise Programme - Has it 
been Worthwhile?” 

CRANFIELD WORKING PAPERS 
List No 7, 1993 

SWP l/93 John Mapes 
“The Effect of Limited Production Capacity on 
Safety Stock Requirements for Periodic Review 
Inventory Systems” 

SWP 2193 Shai Vyakamam & Alison Rieple 
“Corporate Entrepreneurship: A Review” 

SWP 3/93 Cliff Bowman & David Faulkner 
“Pushing on a String: Uncertain Outcomes 
from Intended Competitive Strategies” 

SWP 4193 Susan B,aker & Mark Jenkins 
“The Role of Values in the Design and 
Conduct of Management Research: 
Perspectives on Managerial and Consumer 
Cognition” 

SWP 5/93 Kevin Daniels, Leslie de Chematony & 
Gerry Johnson 
“Validating a Method for Mapping Managers’ 
Mental Models of Competitive Industry 
Structures” 

SWP 6/93 Kevin Daniels & Andrew Guppy 
“Occupational Stress, Social Support, Job 
Control and Psychological Well-Being” 

SWP 7/93 Colin Fletcher, Ruth Higginbotham & Peter 
Norris 
“The Inter-Relationships of Managers’ Work 
Time and Personal Time” 

SWP 8193 Mike Sweeney 
“A Framework for the Strategic Management 
of both Service and Manufacturing Operations” 

SWP 4 l/92 Roger Seaton & Martin Cordey-Hayes 
“Interactive Models of Industrial Technology 
Transfer: A Process Approach” 



SWP 9/93 Colin Armistead & Graham Clark 
“The ‘Coping’ Capacity Management Strategy 
in Services and the InfIuence on Quality 
Performance” 

SWP lo/93 Ariane Hegewisch 
“Equal Opportunities Policies and 
Developments in Human Resource 
Management: A Comparative European 
Analysis” 

SWP 1 l/93 Paula Stanley 
“Service to the Courts: The Offender’s 
Perspective” 

SNP 12/93 Mark Jenkins 
“Thinking about Growth: A Cognitive 
Mapping Approach to Understanding Small 
Business Development” 

SWP 13/93 Mike Clarke 
“Metro-Freight: The Automation of Freight 
Transportation” 

SWP 14/93 John Hailey 
“Growing Competitiveness of Corporations 
from the Developing World: Evidence from the 
South” 

SWP 15/93 Noeleen Doherty, Shaun Tyson & Claire 
Viney 
“A Positive Policy? Corporate Perspectives on 
Redundancy and Outplacement” 

SWP 16/93 Shai Vyakarnam 
“Business Plans or Plans for Business” 

SWP 17/93 Mark Jenkins, Eric le Cerf & Thomas Cole 
“Defining the Market: An Exploration of 
Marketing Managers’ Cognitive Frameworks” 

SWP 18/93 John Hailey 
“Localisation and Expatriation: The 
Continuing Role of Expatriates in Developing 
Countries” 

SWP 19/93 Kevin Daniels & Andrew Guppy 
“Reversing the Occupational Stress Process: 
Some Consequences of Employee 
Psychological Well-Being” 

SWP 20193 Paul Burns, Andrew Myers & Andy Bailey 
“Cultural Stereotypes and Barriers to the 
Single Market” 

SWP 2 l/93 Terry Lockhart & Andrew Myers 
“The Social Charter: Implications for 
Personnel Managers” 

SWP 22/93 Kevin Daniels, Gerry Johnson & Leslie de 
Chematony 
“Differences in Cognitive Models of Buyers 
and Sellers” 

SWP 23193 Peter Boey & Richard Saw 
“Evaluation of Automated Warehousing 
Policies: Total Systems Approach” 

SWP 24193 John Hailey 
“Training for Entrepreneurs: International 
Perspectives on the Design of Enterprise 
Development Programmes” 

SWP 25/93 Tim Denison & Simon Knox 
“Pocketing the Change from Loyal Shoppers: 
The Double Indemnity Effect” 

SWP 26/93 Simon Knox 
“Consumers and Grocery Brands: Searching 
for Attitudes - Behaviour Correspondence at 
the Category Level” 

SWP 27/93 Simon Knox 
“Processing Ideas for Innovation: The Benefits 
of a Market-Facing Approach” 

SWP 28/93 Joe Nellis 
“The Changing Structure and Role of Building 
Societies in the UK Financial Services Sector” 

SWP 29/93 Kevin Daniels, Gerry Johnson & Leslie de 
Chematony 
“Similarity or Understanding: Differences in 
the Cognitive Models of Buyers and Sellers. A 
Paper outlining Issues in Mapping and 
Homogeneity” 

SWP 30/93 Habte Selassie & Roy Hill 
“The Joint Venture Formation Environment in 
a Sub-Saharan African Country: A Case Study 
of Government Policy and Host Partner 
Capability” 

SWP 3 l/93 Colin Armistead, Graham Clark and Paula 
Stanley 
“Managing Service Recovery” 

SWP 32193 Mike Sweeney 
“The Strategic Management of International 
Manufacturing and Sourcing” 

SWP 33193 Julia Newton 
“An Integrated Perspective on Strategic 
Change” 

SWP 34/93 Robert Brown 
“The Graduate Enterprise Programme: 
Attempting to Measure the Effectiveness of 
Small Business Trainine” 



CRANFIELD WORKING PAPERS 
List No 8, 1994 

SWP l/94 Keith Gofftn 
“Repertory Grids in Market Research: An 
Example 

SWP 2/94 Mark Jenkins 
“A Methodology for Creating and Comparing 
Strategic Causal Maps” 

SWP 3194 Simon Knox 
“Re-engineering the Brand” 

SWP 4194 Robert Brown 
Encouraging Rural Enterprise in Great Britain 
- Britain’s “Venturecash” Competition 

SWP 5194 Andy Bytheway, Bernard Dyer & Ashley 
Braganza 
“Beyond the Value Chain: A New Framework 
for Business Modelling” 

SWP 6/94 Joe Nellis 
“Challenges and Prospects for the European 
Financial Services Industry” 

SWP 7194 Keith Thompson, Panagiotis Alekos & 
Nikolaos Ha&is 
“Reasoned Action Theory applied to the 
Prediction of Olive Oil Usage” 

SWP S/94 Sanjoy Mukherjee & Ashley Braganza 
“Core Process Redesign in the Public Sector” 

SWP 9194 Mike Sweeney 
“A Methodology for the Strategic Management 
of International Manufacturing and Sourcing” 

SWP lo/94 Ariane Hegewisch & Hemik Holt Larsen 
“European Developments in Public Sector 
Human Resource Management” 

SWP 1 l/94 Valerie Bence 
“Telepoint: Lessons in High Technology 
Product Marketing” 

SWP 12194 Andy Bytheway 
“Seeking Business Improvement: A Systematic 
Approach” 

SWP 13194 Chris Edwards & Ashley Braganza 
“Classifying and Planning BPR Initiatives: The 
BPR Web” 

SWP 14/94 Mark Jenkins & Malcolm McDonald 
“Defining and Segmenting Markets: 
Archetypes and Research Agendas” 

SWP 15/94 Chris Edwards & Joe Peppard 
“Forging a Link between Business Strategy and 
Business Re-engineering” 

SWP 16/94 Andrew Myers, Andrew Kakabadse, Colin 
Gordon 8c Siobhan Alderson 
“Effectiveness of French Management: 
Analysis of the Behaviour, Attitudes and 
Business Impact of Top Managers” 

SWP 17/94 Malcolm Harper 
Micro-Credit - The Benign Paradox 

CRANFIELD WORKING PAPERS 
List No 9,1995 

SWP l/95 Andy Bytheway 
“Information in the Supply Chain: Measuring 
Supply Chain Performance” 

SWP 3/95 Kevin Daniels, Gerry Johnson, & Leslie de 
Chernatony 
“Collective Frames of Reference, Recognition, 
and Managers’ Mental Models of Competition: 
A Test of Two Industries” 

SWP 4195 Alison Rieple 
“StafIing as a Lever of Strategic Change - The 
InfIuence of Managerial Experience, Behaviour 
and Values” 

SWP 5195 G&on Whyte & Andy Bytheway 
“Factors Affecting Information Systems 
Success” 

SNP 6195 Andy Bailey & Gerry Johnson 
“The Processes of Strategy Development” 

SWP 7195 Valerie Bence 
“The Changing Market for Distribution: 
Implications for Exe1 Logistics” 

SWP S/95 Valerie Bence 
“The Evolution of a Distribution Brand: The 
Case of Exe1 Logistics” 

SWP 9195 Andy Bytheway 
“A Review of ED1 Research” 

SWP 10195 Andy Bytheway 
“A Review of Current Logistics Practice” 

SWP 1 l/95 Joe Peppard 
“Broadening Visions of BPR: The Imperative 
of Strategic Integration” 



SWP 12/95 Simon Knox & David Walker 
“Empirical Developments in the Measurement 
of Involvement, Brand Loyalty and their 
Structural Relationships in Grocery Markets” 

SWP 13195 Ashley Braganza & Andrew Myers 
“Issues and Dilemmas Facing Public and 
Private Sector Organisations in the Effective 
Implementation of BPR’ 

SWP 14195 John Mapes 
“Compatibility and Trade-Off Between 
Performance: An Alternative View” 

SWP 15195 Mike Sweeney & Marek Szwejczewski 
“Manufacturing Standards of Performance for 
Success” 

SWP 16/95 Keith Thompson, Nicholas Thompson & 
Roy Hill 
“The Role of Attitudinal, Normative and 
Control Beliefs in Drink Choice Behaviour” 

SNP 17195 Andy Bytheway 
“Information Modelling for Management” 

SWP 18/95 Mike Sweeney & Marek Szwejczewski 
“Manufacturing Strategy and Performance: A 
Study of the UK Engineering Industry” 

SWP 19/95 Valerie Bence 
“St.James’s Hospital and Lucas Engineering 
Systems Ltd - A Public/Private Sector 
Collaboration in BPR Project A - Elective 
Admissions” 

SWP 20195 Valerie Bence 
“St.James’s Hospital and Lucas Engineering 
Systems Ltd - A Public/Private Sector 
Collaboration in BPR Project B - The Re- 
Organisation of Purchasing and Supplies” 

SWP 2 l/95 Simon Knox & David Walker 
“New Empirical Perspectives on Brand 
Loyalty: Implications for Segmentation 
Strategy and Equity” 

CRANFIELD WORKING PAPERS 
List No lo,1996 

SWP l/96 Andy Bailey 62 Gerry Johnson 
“Patterns of Strategy Development” 

SWP 2/96 Simon Knox & David Walker 
“Understanding Consumer Decision Making in 
Grocery Markets: New Evidence from the 
Fishbein Model” 

SWP 3/96 Kim James, Michael Jarrett & Donna Lucas 
“Psychological Dynamics and Organisational 
Learning: from the Dysfunctional Organisation 
to the Healthy Organisation” 

SWP 4196 Mike Sweeney & Marek Szwejczewski 
“The Search for Generic Manufacturing 
Strategies in the UK Engineering Industry” 

SWP 5/96 John Baker 
“Agility and Flexibility: What’s the 
Difference” 

SWP 6/96 Stephen Adamson, Noeleen Doherty & Claire 
Viney 
“30 Years On - What Have We Learned About 
Careers?” 

SWP 7/96 Keith Goffin, Marek Szwejczewski & Colin 
New 
“Supplier Base Management: An Empirical 
Investigation” 

SWP S/96 Keith Gofftn 
“Operations Management Teaching on 
European MBA Programmes” 

SWP 9/96 Janet Price, Ashley Braganza & Oscar Weiss 
“The Change Initiative Diamond: A 
Framework to Balance Business Process 
Redesign with other Change Initiatives” 

CRANFIELD WORKING PAPERS 
List No 11,1997 

SWP l/97 Helen Peck 
“Towards A Framework of Relationship 
Marketing: A Research Methodology” 

SWP 2/97 Helen Peck 
“Towards A Framework of Relationship 
Marketing: An Initial Case Study” 

SWP 3/97 Chris Edwards & Joe Peppard 
“A Critical Issue in Business Process Re- 
Engineering: Focusing the Initiative” 

SWP 4/97 Joe Peppard and Don Fitzgerald 
“The Transfer of Culturally-Grounded 
Management Techniques: The Case of 
Business Re-Engineering in Germany” 


