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The aviation industry has always been about
connections, and today that description applies more than ever
before. Starting with the simplest connections - supplier to
operator, operator to passenger, passenger to destination -
aviation has evolved into a complex of interlocking and overlapping
connections of alliances, joint ventures and
partnerships.

Underlying all of these new forms of
relationships is the labor/management connection, a relationship in
some ways little changed from the days of its birth.

Aviation was one of the first truly global
industries. In fact, it was on the back of aviation’s travel and
transportation capabilities that the other great industries of the
world rode into the global market, achieving the scope and scale
that have brought new levels of prosperity and hope to nearly every
corner of the planet. And yet aviation itself has been stopped from
becoming truly globalized by a network of laws and prejudices that
only now are beginning to crumble as serious business thinking
takes over from romantic and often provincial ideals born in the
1930s. Those falling barriers open the door to a new generation of
business relationships.

Today’s levels of interconnectivity find
previously adversarial groups with common interests requiring a
unified response while the adversarial relationship remains to some
degree. Now airlines find themselves in alliance relationships with
other airlines that had been fierce competitors, and, given the
track record for shifting allegiances, may be direct competitors
again. A manufacturer enters a joint venture with another
manufacturer on one project while understanding that the partner of
the moment is likely to become a competitor’s partner on another
project. Operators buy equipment with complex aftersale parts and
maintenance agreements in which the performance of the vendor has a
direct bearing on the profitability of both. And labor groups enter
into talks with airlines with an eye not only on the labor groups
and expansion plans of alliance partners, but those of their
regional airline partners, as well.

In short, never before has there been a time
in which the ability to construct a useful deal while maintaining
healthy relationships between the parties in the deal has been more
important. The days of slash and burn deals in which the loser is
left a smoking hole in the meeting room floor is a thing of the
past for those who know that there certainly will be more deals in
the future, and that while the aviation industry may span the globe
it is a very small community, indeed. Your adversary today may be
your partner tomorrow.

A new way has to be found to enable the
various business entities to come together, fashion a deal in which
all parties achieve sufficient benefit to prosper and yet retain
sufficient good will that future dealings will not be poisoned by
excess advantage taken in the current transaction. With the
complexity of the deals escalating with the increasingly complex
business environment, that necessity becomes all the more
urgent.

That need to find a new way to strike a
strong business deal while fostering a positive relationship is the
central point of this book by Kaye and Joe Shackford. The
Shackfords have many years of experience in fashioning deals and
relationships that last, and training people to achieve those
results. This book is a story of how their approach evolved and how
it can be made to work. While a full understanding of that approach
requires a deeper immersion in the process than can be had by the
simple reading of a book, the book is a good start down that
road.

We at Air Transport World believe that the
Shackfords present a most beneficial approach to the art of doing
business in the aviation community, a community that we like to
think stands out for the excellence of the people involved. There
really is nothing about the Shackfords’ ideas that restrict them to
aviation, but we have to agree with Kaye and Joe that aviation is a
darn good place to start.

J. A. Donoghue

Editorial Director ATW Media Group

October 20, 2003


Introduction




It was not accidental that
the September 11th
terrorists targeted our core institutions of
aviation, finance and defense. The aviation industry has been in a
sickening flat spin ever since. The global economy needs our
industry to survive, stabilize and rebuild. Our various businesses
and people have their own passionately personal reasons to wish for
the same outcome.

The task before us is gargantuan.

The good news - if you can call it that - is
that much of the mess we’re currently in is of our own making. If
we created it, we can change it.

Throughout the industry businesses are
reworking strategy, markets, products and organizational structure.
They have laid off appalling numbers of people. They are
simultaneously implementing major change initiatives - lean applied
to the manufacturing floor and business processes, Six Sigma,
value-streaming, supply-chain management and others. They are
seeking to implement massive changes in how they work in the
marketplace with suppliers, customers and partners. And they’re
also trying to change dramatically the working relationships
between management and employee groups.

But there’s one key element that no one is
paying sufficient attention to. Without it, these other efforts
won’t succeed.

To chart a wiser course in aviation (and in
our other infrastructure industries*), one that will let us achieve
our objectives, we must address this element as well.

What’s encouraging is that businesses can
start to address this critical element now without massive
expenditure of resources.

 



_____________________________________________

*Though the examples I use are from the
industry I know best, our students from other industries suggest
the logic is as compelling and important for their industries as it
is for mine.


______________________________________________

 


Implemented wisely, this element will
immediately start to provide them with better results, and will
make more attainable the rest of the work they need to do. It will
also give their people some respite, improvement and hope, even as
they’re working to identify and shift toward the large strategic
changes more appropriate to today’s environment.

It has to do not with the
content side of change, but with the process side of change, with
what Douglas McGregor called “the human side of
enterprise.”1
It has to do with how we do what we do with one
another.

So what is this key
element? It is a mind-change about the nature of reality. I intend
to make a case that the environments in which we must now be
effective, and our own strategic objectives, have changed so
much that we literally can’t achieve those
objectives using our current behaviors.

I then will describe why we must, and how we
can, align our behaviors with our objectives so we can accomplish
the monumental task of rebuilding our businesses and industry.

Aligning your behaviors with your objectives
sounds like a simple thing to do. In actuality, accomplishing
widespread and lasting behavior change across an organization or an
industry is hard. Perhaps because it seems that this should be
simple, until now management has given it short shrift. It
certainly has not been included in business plans and
measurements.

Those who have addressed it at all have
sought to get people to change behaviors through managerial
pronouncements, mission and value statements, intentions and
exhorting them to try harder.

Sometimes they invested in skills
training.

Nothing really changed.

The challenge is even more daunting because
the very folks who need to establish, lead and manage this
paradigm-shifting change are precisely those people least prepared
by training, inclination or prior experience to do the job. They
are the operations managers and leaders of their businesses. They
didn’t earn advanced degrees in organizational behavior or human
psychology. Their degrees are in aeronautical engineering or
mechanical engineering or finance or marketing or business
administration. Or they have Airframe & Powerplant licenses. Or
they came up through the ranks.

Many of them have few skills at, and little
interest in, what tends to be dismissed as the “touchy-feely” side
of business. This touchy-feely stuff has just never seemed that
important.

Yet if their businesses don’t effect
corporate-wide behavioral change at the paradigm-shift level, the
Herculean change efforts they’re now attempting will fail.

Union leaders traditionally focus on
preserving jobs and improving the conditions of employment.
Operations managers usually look to their human resources and
employee relations people to take care of “that stuff.” This might
be all right when union leaders and managers are operating within
an existing paradigm. But it’s not all right when they need to
change the paradigm. In the midst of the rest of the upheavals,
this, too, has to be their responsibility.

I think I can transfer to you the concepts
and tools so that you can take this on wisely. I invite you on a
journey with me to understand why it’s necessary, why it’s harder
than it looks and how it can be done. If this book does what I
expect, you should have a better appreciation for where we came
from, what we learned and what we’ve somehow forgotten. You’ll
understand better how our past is sabotaging our present. You’ll
have more clarity about how to move forward, an understanding of
some of the roadblocks and quagmires, and you’ll have the mental
resources to begin. The book won’t get you all the way there, but
it should give you the concepts you need to prepare the rest of
your plan in ways appropriate to your particular
responsibilities.

The path I propose to take you on is
sometimes a bit convoluted and theoretical. Much of it comes from
life in the trenches; I hope it resonates with your own experience
and causes you to smile or groan in recognition. It may put
together for you elements you’ve known about but may not have
linked before.

Most people take journeys they choose to go
on, with some idea of the benefit to them from staying the course;
so I want to preview the logic and flow of my argument.

The 1st Chapter
sketches out the growing crisis in our industry
prior to September 11th. It describes the
unintended consequences of the business model Jack Welch brought to
GE, now broadly emulated throughout our industry. His efforts to
undo the assumption that the corporation owed lifelong employment
to its employees, coupled with widened span of control, ever
increasing requirements for double-digit growth and an annual edict
to eliminate the bottom 10% of each manager’s employees, had some
nasty side effects. This model destroyed personal identification
with the organization. It created a situation in which hours
escalated endlessly and family life suffered. We were treated as
and came to treat each other as commodities. Loyalty was to myself.
We began to dismantle our own infrastructure of support and to
tread the slippery slope of ethic in order to get results. I
propose that everything we’ve been doing in order to get results is
not only not getting us good results, it’s actually getting us
lousy results and making
it harder to get better results in the future. I then propose that
there is a better way – one that is sustainable, effective and
human.

The 2nd Chapter
suggests that in order to figure out how to get
to where we need to be, we first need to remember how we got to
where we are now. I take you back into the major themes in the
industry in the 1972 to 2003 period by inviting you along to visit
my history at GE Aircraft Engines. I identify what working with
others to make tough things happen in a tough industry taught me
about organizational and personal effectiveness. I suspect you have
learned many of the same lessons. My purpose is to trigger your
memories of your own history on a business and a personal basis,
head and heart, in order to craft a shared launch
platform.

The 3rd Chapter
makes the point that though our current models
worked surprisingly well for a long time, they aren’t working now.
I briefly describe the end stages of a once useful business
paradigm. I raise two questions: What is the best model for our
environment now, and what happens to people in organizations as we
approach the useful end of problem-solving models that once served
us well? I note that some of our best and brightest have been
experimenting with other models – some inside our large businesses,
others by opting out and setting up in smaller businesses to do it
their way. So alternative experiments already exist;
we’re positioned for a paradigm shift.

The 4th Chapter
addresses the need for us to understand that we
have within ourselves equally great capacities for good and for
evil. We need to understand this if we’re going to confront the
change needed in our own models, assumptions and behaviors. Most of
the problems in our businesses today are derived from things we’re
doing to ourselves and to each other, not because we’re
pathologically calculating and callous, à
la Enron, but because the cultures we’re
part of have supported these behaviors, because we’ve concluded we
must do them to succeed and because it’s crept up on us over time.
Yet the capacity to make other choices not only exists in us, in
many of us there is a hunger for “there’s got to be a better way.”
This hunger is now a key basis for the hope for change.

The 5th Chapter
reviews how our managements have been seeking to
get significantly better results. In most of our organizations,
we’ve dramatically revised our strategic objectives and written
cascading sets of mission and value statements. We’re implementing
major change initiatives. Yet management has been frustrated at the
apparent lack of willingness of employees to step up to the
opportunity in spite of the massive resources that are being poured
into the efforts. Employees have been equally frustrated by what
they see as a disconnect between management’s strategic vision,
mission and value statements, and management’s own behaviors. I
propose the reason: Change initiatives this massive can’t be
accomplished within our current paradigm for how we work together –
our behavioral paradigm. To succeed, we have to change how we actually work
with one another, day-in, day-out, inside the organization and out
in the marketplace.

The 6th Chapter
makes the point that if we’re going to consider
whether to effect a paradigm shift, we need to reclaim what it
means. I review Thomas Kuhn’s 1962 book, The Structure of Scientific
Revolutions,2
drawing parallels between what he calls “the
practice of normal science” and what we can call “the practice of
normal business.” He notes that the rigorous training scientists
receive teaches them to think inside existing models. He takes
paradigms “to be universally recognized scientific achievements
that for a time provide model problems and solutions to a community of
practitioners.” For long periods the existing models work. There
then come periods in which problems you should be able to solve
elude solution. Though you have to overcome tremendous inertia and
investment in the old paradigm, investigations begin that “lead the
profession at last to ... a new basis for the practice of science.”
As we look for parallels between his world and ours, it becomes
clear that the formal and informal educational indoctrination we
received exerts a deep hold on our minds as well. We, too, derive
insight from the success stories of our industry’s hero-leaders.
The model problems they’ve solved, and the business models they’ve
built, become the basis for our models. And sometimes we, too,
reach points when models that once served us well can no longer
solve the problems we need to solve. The chapter concludes by
suggesting that our paradigms are models or maps. Sometimes they’re
useful; they help us navigate the terrain. Sometimes they
aren’t. And sometimes the terrain
changes. When that happens, it’s important
to change the map.

The 7th Chapter
describes how managerial paradigms embed and why
they tend to persist beyond their useful lives. This chapter
explores how each of us figured out how to make the world work. It
relates our early models to how we moved into our organizations as
problem-solvers, managers, leaders and creators of organizational
culture. Those of us who rose did so because our personal paradigm
for problem-solving worked wonderfully well in the environments in
which we found ourselves. These models are deeply embedded in our
instincts and deeply related to our self-identities. As we rose, we
embedded our personal paradigms into our organizations’
paraphernalia of culture. Southwest is as different from American
as Herb Kelleher is from Bob Crandall. This is why, if our
managements, managers and leaders decide to take this path, they
will need mechanisms to remind themselves and their staffs that
many of their instincts won’t work - mechanisms for holding these
embedded reflexes in check.

The 8th Chapter
introduces two basic premises: 1) the purpose of
our behaviors is to achieve our objectives in a particular
environment, and 2) negotiation, which Newsweek magazine calls “the game of
life,” underlies most of the behaviors we use to achieve our
objectives. Linking these ideas lets us use the research findings
from the Harvard Negotiation Project3 to identify our current
model for dealing with each other. They describe it as two sides of
the same game: hard positional negotiation and soft positional
negotiation. Most of us in aviation tend to play the hard side of
this positional game. We can then look at the relationship between
our current behaviors and our objectives. To do so, I review a
sampling of objectives culled from actual corporate strategic
objective and mission statements. I hold hard positional
negotiation behaviors against these objectives and ask two
questions: Does this compute? It
doesn’t. Can we get from here to there
using these behaviors? We can’t.
Soft positional negotiation won’t get us there
either. If we intend to achieve the
objectives, we have to change the game.

The 9th Chapter
notes that historically, when we’ve decided we
needed to change our behavior, we have intended to change and
tried to change. And
then we’ve sent people to skills training. Nothing changed.
Einstein says that you can’t solve the
problem at the level of the problem. In
this case, you can’t change behaviors by seeking to change
behaviors. That’s not where our behaviors come from. I introduce an
A-B-C-D model for behavior change. Our Assumptions derive from our master
model – our paradigm – and drive our Behaviors. Our Behaviors tend to elicit
Reciprocal Behaviors. In
combination, these Behaviors
have certain Consequences. The model says that if
we don’t like the Consequences, we can make a
Decision to change.
Usually, when we decide to change, we seek to change the
Behaviors. It doesn’t
work. To change, we have to revisit the master model and change it.
The good news is that when we do change our model, we can do with
relative ease things that felt like pulling teeth
before.

The 10th Chapter
reviews how it takes three things to change our
behavior: 1) a cathartic event, 2) our personal identification with
the event, and, 3) a readily available alternative model - ideally,
one already pre-tested in our system. In terms of the alternative
model, the research of the Harvard Negotiation Project in the late
1970’s set out to identify the best way to come to agreement
without giving in. This
led to the identification of the elements of interest-based
negotiation. I hold these behaviors against our industry
objectives, asking the question, “How about this instead?” It is, I
believe, a far better fit.

The 11th Chapter
addresses how we can apply these concepts in our
environment. I take us back to Chester Karrass’s doctoral
dissertation at USC in the late 1960s. There was a time when you
could take your time to play the negotiating game. You could erode
relationships and accept sub-optimal results. Then the world got
very, very interconnected and needed to flow smoothly together. We
need our suppliers as much as we need our shops. We need repeat
customers. We need to be in functional worldwide alliances. We need
an educated, involved and committed workforce. We need to do more
and more with less and less. Neither hard nor soft positional
negotiation can get us there. Interest-based negotiation and
interest-based management can. But how do we apply interest-based
concepts in our interdependent world of business, profits and
bottom-line results? The chapter introduces several elements that
apply, build on and extend the Harvard research to the industrial
setting. And it reviews a simple statement: What goes around comes
around. We’re all interconnected, far more than we
thought.

The 12th Chapter
addresses the misperception that interest-based
negotiation is the same as “win-win” negotiation. Win-win
negotiation has gotten a bad reputation throughout our industry,
especially with some key union groups. Most organizations that
decided to shift to interest-based negotiation or bargaining had
notified everyone that they would now behave with each other in
win-win ways. So we dutifully set out to “try” to function in this
new way. Operating inside our old mindsets, seeking to change our behaviors rather than our
paradigms, all we did was switch from the
hard side of the positional game to the soft side of the same game,
calling it “win-win.” We experienced “win-win” as “win-lose,” and
we were right. Perhaps more than anything else the failure of hard
positional negotiation and of “win-win” soft positional negotiation
points to why it will take widespread training at the
paradigm-shift level to get the results we so badly
need.

The 13th Chapter
reviews some of the evidence that this
alternative model works in our industry. It describes some of the
folks in aviation that Joel Barker,4 author of
Paradigms: The Business of Discovering the
Future, would identify as “paradigm
pioneers.” These are the people who took a step in faith to apply
the new paradigm before there was overwhelming evidence supporting
it, and before their organizations embraced it. They did so because
it seemed to work better. Paradigm pioneers have been at work
throughout our industry. They have stories to tell. Many are good
news stories. The chapter also addresses some of the things we
learned the hard way - among them that short-term gains can
sabotage long-term objectives, and that when management doesn’t
understand the change taking place on its watch, it can mismanage
the change process disastrously.

The 14th Chapter
describes how you can take yourself and your
organization from here to there. Scope out your total business
change process and objectives, considering all eight of the stages
that John Kotter describes in his book Leading Change.
5 Then add
the ninth factor. Change your managerial and behavioral paradigms
as a key and necessary element of the entire change process. Once
the mind change occurs, if your business culture allows even some
of it, you won’t go back. Clearly, some folks are going through
this change on their own. Evidence exists that a “global mind
change” is underway. But if we wait for it to happen naturally, it
won’t happen in our current organizations. Too many corporate
culture mechanisms are in place to hold us where we are. The
chapter proposes ways to drive and guide this change inside our
organizations. Though it will take time, persistence and resources
to implement fully, immediate and visible benefits will occur
wherever you begin. The reason for doing so is simple: We can’t
accomplish our strategic objectives within our current managerial
and behavioral paradigm. By changing our paradigm, we
can.

So these are the highlights of the journey I
invite you to go on with me. Now I need to involve you in the whole
picture.


Chapter 1: What’s Going On Here?




We all knew that the
aviation industry and our own businesses were fragile before
September 11th.

The crash of the dot-com companies had
depressed the stock market and was rippling through the economy,
resulting in reductions in air travel, making airline overcapacity
even worse. This led to a corresponding cutback in aircraft orders,
spare parts usage and repair work. Companies were already battening
down the hatches – laying people off, slipping orders, reducing
travel budgets and canceling training.

Airports and air travel were nightmares to
navigate. Long slow lines at hub-and-spoke airports; questionably
handled flight delays and cancellations; reduced seat pitch on
planes that jammed even short people’s knees against the seat backs
in front of them; combined with service cutbacks and cavalier
treatment by frustrated airline personnel, were creating pressures
that boiled over as Air Rage. Congressional committees were
threatening to investigate the industry. The vast chasm between
advertised images of air travel and its reality further compounded
the problem.

A cascade of unsustainable negotiated labor
agreements precipitated by United’s agreement with its pilots’
union in 2001 threatened to sink the industry. In most airlines and
many aviation companies, union/management relations approached
all-time lows in terms of lack of trust between the factions. Union
members, still smarting from earlier concessionary agreements and
in no way sympathetic with the fact that profitability had peaked a
few years earlier and was on a downward slide, identified
management as the enemy and declared it their time to “get theirs
back.”

Statements by management that these demands
played out across the organization would bankrupt the company were
seen as meaningless negotiating ploys. A similar crisis in air
travel in 1990 to 1991 and a mutual end-game of industrial chicken
between management and union leaders had led directly to the demise
of Eastern Air Lines.

The internet was undermining whatever
command-and-control authority existed in union halls. Members of
every persuasion set up their own rogue web sites, making it
difficult if not impossible for members to sift disgruntled
disinformation from the true facts - chaff from wheat.

In many of our
organizations, managements had imported whole cloth the
modus operandi of Jack
Welch of GE.

Among other initiatives,
starting in the early 1980s, he had set out to undo the complacent
and rampant assumption that the corporation owed lifetime
employment to its professional employees. “Loyalty,” he declared,
“is an outmoded concept.” He went on to explain that the company’s
obligation to you was paid in full with each paycheck, and that you
should always “be prepared to go and flourish
elsewhere.”1

Span of control was widened, with far more
people reporting to each manager. The original purpose was to drive
decision-making down into the organization to the people who had
the knowledge. This purpose was frequently subverted by the
continuing requirement that every manager know and instantly be
able to report on everything that was going on in his or her
bailiwick. Decision-making, for the most part, remained controlled
at the top, and managers just worked longer and harder, with
greater stress.

In the 1990s, another twist
was added. Managers were required to identify the bottom 10% of
performers in their organization each year and get rid of
them.2 The 20% at the top were to be identified and rewarded. Though
there may have been an initial logic to this requirement, it soon
reaches a point where you really can’t “grade on the curve.”
Everyone who is left is good. Satisfying the requirement to
identify the bottom 10% becomes more and more a matter of chance,
timing, or partisan perceptions. Who’s on a new job or struggling
with a difficult territory? Who stood his or her ground and royally
annoyed a new superior or didn’t cave to a customer? Who appeared
not to be as gung-ho as others, even if he or she did fine work?
Who had a life outside of work and wasn’t eager to put in
eleven-hour days?

Justifying the decision to get rid of people
required creating a track record of “kiss of death” contact reports
and evaluations in their personnel folders, which further eroded
commitment to the organization. Managers who resisted identifying
people to get rid of were informed that those who weren’t able to
differentiate would soon find themselves in the “bottom 10%”
category.

These changes, played out over the years, had
some unexpected side effects.

This purposeful breakdown of the
psychological contract between company and employee, when added to
an endless requirement to deliver double-digit profits, along with
a continuing reduction in manpower and an erosion in the
organizational infrastructure of support, in many organizations
produced legions of middle managers working not in support of
company interests, nor in support of the customer, nor as good
stewards of the people and organizations that reported to them, but
as individuals in overstress, primarily reduced to protecting their
backsides and chasing their own personal incentive compensation
parameters.

Loyalty was to myself; everyone else was a
temporary resource toward - or an obstacle to - my short-term ends.
In an environment where most of us didn’t know how we were going to
meet the ever-escalating demands our own organizations had placed
on us, it was all too easy to slip into a siege mentality in which
everyone else was the enemy.

Customers saw suppliers as the enemy. Many
procurement organizations had been encouraged to take a page from
Wal-Mart’s playbook. Negotiations were reduced to “take it or leave
it” situations involving little other than price. Many took place
in rooms with bare tables. Buyers were sent in two-by-two to assure
that one of them wouldn’t cave. Purchasing’s litany all too often
was, “Five percent off your price or you’re off our list.”

An infamous memo from the executive office to
GE purchasing managers said in part, “If your suppliers like doing
business with you, you’re not doing your job.”

Somehow no one extracted
the learnings from the end game of
Boulwarism3 in relation to union relations in the 1960s and applied it to
the marketplace.

Not infrequently, supply
chain people found themselves pressured to meet their own
department’s metrics, even when these measurements were in direct
conflict with the needs of their internal customers. Those who
resisted found their competence being questioned, which raised
their anxiety about their own
exposure. If they didn’t meet the measurements in
an environment where their organizations were still reducing
people, or where they’d just merged, maybe they were the next ones
out the door, with mortgages to pay and kids in college. Suppliers
frequently agreed with the “enemy” assessment in mirror-reverse:
The customers are out to get us. Let’s get them back, or get them
first. One prominent aviation company’s sales organization espoused
a concept known internally as MAG. It stood for Maximum Allowable Gouge.

A major services business from a highly
respected Fortune 500 company periodically sent out its employees
to “screw the customer” to prove their loyalty to the organization.
The same organization engaged in a process called “clawback.” Get a
conceptual agreement, have top management from both sides announce
the deal as done and publicly claim the mutual benefits, then wait
until the customer turns the details of finalizing the agreement
over to underlings and send your killer contracts guys to “claw
back” everything that was vague in the sales agreement to ensure
you got the profit level you needed, counting on the fact that
wanting to avoid the political embarrassment of being the one to
undo an already announced deal would drive those lower down in the
organization to cave.

They were not alone in this practice.

Those folks who were part of more moderate
sales organizations found themselves dreading that “five percent
off your price” litany. Frequently they knew far better ways to
serve the customer, to craft better solutions, but day after day
they found themselves dealing with junior buyers fresh out of
university who thought negotiation was a football game, and who
were severely limited in their authority, and after a while they
just gave up on seeking to propose those better ideas.

Our colleagues in sales
found themselves making promises to get the contract they weren’t
sure their shops could deliver. Roger Fisher’s ACBD concept (Always
Consult Before Deciding)4 was not a norm for how they
dealt with their own shops. They had been reduced to making sure
they met their own insular measurements. They were measured on
sales volume; the shops were measured on cost, delivery and
quality.

Our shops described the relationship as one
in which the sales organization periodically floated an order over
the wall that separated the two organizations, rather like a paper
airplane on a light breeze, with no idea whether the shop could do
it, and no prior conversations about how best to integrate what
sales offered with what the shops could produce in terms of volume,
line of balance or the impact on cost effectiveness. Shop managers,
not surprisingly, did not feel a high degree of ownership for the
delivery terms and conditions of the contract.
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On a personal level, more
and more of us decided, mentally if not physically, “If this is the
way the game is played, I’m outta here.” John Drake, founder of
Drake, Beam, Morin, wrote a best-selling book called
Downshifting. In the
preface, he states:

“This book is for you if
you are:

• Fed up with the 12-hour
work day and want to cut back.

• Scared about the risks
that come with working less.

• Looking for more
satisfaction in life.

• Making a good income, but
wondering if the price is worth it.

• Questioning 'Is this all
there is?'

• Wanting more time for
your family or yourself, but uncertain about the best ways to
achieve it." 6

He describes how, as the founder of a very
successful human resources company, he found himself alone night
after night in interchangeable hotel rooms all over the country,
when all he really wanted was to be home with his wife and kids. He
sold his share of the business and downshifted. His little volume
is a recipe book for how to live your life more in consonance with
your values and priorities.

There have always been people who weren’t
tough enough for this “bet the company” game called
aviation/aerospace. But now it was many of our best and brightest
who were choosing to drop out – some because of the endless and
escalating hours, some for the lack of support from their own
management, more because the business practices they were subjected
to or required to practice conflicted directly with their own
integrity.

 


Does This Make Sense?

When we commiserated with one another - over
a drink on a business trip together or late in the day in our
cubbyholes or offices - about management, or the hours we were
expected to work, or the results we were expected to achieve or the
deteriorated relationships between customer and supplier, union and
management, we all knew this was nuts. Yet we were all caught up in
it.

Some of us were old enough to remember
different times, when we worked long hours, and the challenges were
tough, but it was fun and satisfying. We felt we were part of a
team and we were basically proud of what we were doing, of the
recognition we were receiving and of the organization and industry
we were part of. Most of us have started to question our own
memories. Were we recalling those times through rose-colored
filters of memory? Was it more fun because we were younger and less
battered? Or was it truly qualitatively different?

 


We Seem to Have Forgotten

We seem to have walked away
from or forgotten everything we thought we’d learned in the past
forty years about how to manage employees for maximum
effectiveness. We’ve forgotten Frederick Herzberg’s conclusions in
his classic Harvard Business Review
article “One More Time: How Do You Motivate
Employees?” that neither negative nor positive KITA (Kick In The
Ass) employee motivation works.7 We’ve forgotten Douglas
McGregor’s work in the 1960s on Theory X and Theory Y and his
conclusions that most people actually want to work and like to
work, and our job as managers is to clear roadblocks so they
can.8 We’ve forgotten Abraham Maslow’s Hierarchy of
Needs.9 We’ve forgotten the insights of Peters and Waterman reported
in their 1982 book In Search of
Excellence.10 We’ve even forgotten one of
Deming’s key rules on continuous improvement: Drive Out
Fear.11

Why?

Over and over again, the answer is, “Well,
that’s all well and good, but I need results.”

Here’s the conundrum. What
if we discover that what we’ve been doing, the personal and
business sacrifices we’ve been making, with work devouring more and
more of our lives, time away from family escalating, our own ethic
and integrity being nibbled away, turning people who work for us
and with us from human beings into expendable commodities to
manipulate, turning ourselves into commodities to be manipulated –
in order to get results - is actually getting us
lousy results and making
it harder to get better results next time?

What if the managerial and behavioral models
we’ve been using, as useful as they may have been in the past, are
neither sustainable nor suited for what we need to do now? What if
there is a far better way, one that is sustainable, effective and
human?

What if we can get far better results, with
far less effort, in ways that are consistent with our own ethic and
integrity and that let us discover a better balance between work
and the rest of our lives?

What if we can get those far better results
for our company and our shareholders in ways that are also better
for our employees (union and non-union), suppliers, customers and
alliance partners, in ways that extend out into our various
environments?

What if we can get those far better results
not just now but over time, so that we create organizations that
endure and enrich our communities as well as ourselves?

What if?

I’m convinced we can. A lifetime in aviation
has led me to this conclusion. More than fifteen years of running
what our students refer to as a “boot camp for culture change” has
confirmed for me that though it takes commitment, work, persistence
and some major retooling of our paraphernalia of culture, it’s
infinitely possible.

And it’s perhaps never been so necessary.

* * *

If we’re going to explore how to get to where
we need to be, it’s important to recall the path we took to get to
this place where the excesses of the very things that made us good
are now causing us to implode.

I invite you to surface your memories of your
own personal journey. To do that, I want to take you on a tour of
my thirty years in aviation.

Whenever and wherever you entered our
industry, I very much hope that my experiences will trigger
memories of your own – the events themselves, your reactions to
them and what you learned from them.

If my experiences illuminate spaces carved
out by your own life and times and ring true, please record them in
some way.

Perhaps our shared history can become a base
that can help us reshape what we’re doing and how we’re doing it to
better fit the challenges and opportunities we now face.

Let’s see.


Chapter 2: Lessons From Our Shared
History




Aviation has been my home
since 1972. Not only have I worked in it since then, I fell in love
with, married and adore an aeronautical engineer. (Some
aeronautical engineers truly are adorable.) My husband Joe and I
fly small planes and read Av Week
and Air Transport
World. Models of a Cessna Citation, a Bell
206B Jet Ranger painted in the colors of the helicopter that Joe
soloed, DC-10s, 727s and a beautiful DC-3 painted in Delta’s colors
serve as major motifs of our interior decorating.

 


Oh I have slipped the
surly bonds of earth

And danced the skies on
laughter-silvered wings;

Sunward I've climbed, and
joined the tumbling mirth

Of sun-split clouds - and
done a hundred things

You have not dreamed of -
wheeled and soared and swung

High in the sunlit
silence. Hov'ring there

I've chased the shouting
wind along, and flung

My eager craft through
footless halls of air.

Up, up the long delirious,
burning blue,

I've topped the windswept
heights with easy grace

Where never lark, or even
eagle flew -

And, while with silent
lifting mind I've trod

The high untresspassed
sanctity of space,

Put out my hand and
touched the face of God.

 


High Flight, the hauntingly
beautiful poem John Gillespie Magee, Jr.,1 wrote at age 19, just a few
months before he died when his Spitfire collided with another plane
over England on December 11, 1941, hangs on the wall in our
home.

Sharing his passion, I
still thrill to my core at the smell of avgas in the predawn air as
I walk out onto the tarmac before the rest of the world is awake.
Thrilling from the very first time I climbed into the left hand
seat of a little airplane was the feeling that comes when you push
the throttle to the firewall, then pull back on the yoke as your
little plane reaches Vr speed and the
ground starts to slip away beneath you and you’re up in the sky
alone.

Every time I file aboard a commercial
airliner with the rest of the passengers, I take quick sideways
glances into the cockpit. The pilgrim soul in me wants to just turn
ninety degrees left and slip into the pilot’s seat, into that
environment of altimeters, airspeed indicators and LCD screens,
altitude encoding transponders, noise-attenuating headphones,
detailed checklists and the entire world to traverse.

Long before I came to work in this strange,
over the edge, exuberant industry, I was in love with aviation and
aerospace.

Back in the Fifties, as a young kid in
California, I would lie awake at night and plot what I needed to
learn and do to have a chance to be the first female astronaut. It
may have been woefully insufficient, but it was tremendously
heartfelt.

I decided I had to be good at math, learn to
fly and, of course, learn Morse Code. My little brother and I spent
endless evenings tapping out secret messages to each other or
sending queries out into the ether over our uncle’s magical ham
radio set – dah-di-dah-di, dah-dah-di-dah. CQ, CQ. “Can anybody out
there hear me? Please respond. Let’s talk.”

I devoured science fiction
and science fantasy – Isaac Asimov, Robert Heinlein and Theodore
Sturgeon. Red planets and space cadets and light curving back on
itself, and is there life beyond us out there in the universe? I
had the great fortune to have an uncle who was a physicist and an
adventurer. Jay shared his love of science with me. He had a
natural teacher’s ability to bring all of science alive with
wonder. For many years, he served as the head of the Office of
Naval Research in San Francisco. He’d pick me up at school and take
me with him to meetings at Varian Associates and Stanford Research
Institute, where I learned about klystron tubes and nuclear
accelerators. When I was in ninth grade, my birthday present from
Jay was a subscription to Scientific
American, renewed annually for years
afterward.

* * *

GE’s Aircraft Engine Group asked me to come
in to interview late in 1971. By then, the Equal Employment
Opportunity Commission had been authorized to bring class action
suits on behalf of client populations. They were targeting major
corporations for sex and race discrimination. The suits, once
filed, gave them the rights to nose around everywhere, into all of
a company’s policies, practices and results. Those sued companies
became painful and costly examples to others.

It was therefore good business policy to make
sure your numbers made you less of a sitting duck than other
companies. I strongly suspect my being a woman was the reason I was
asked to interview. I’m not sure I was hired because I was a woman,
but it certainly opened the door. At the time, hiring a white woman
was a less bitter pill for many midlevel managers to swallow than
hiring an African-American man.

They brought me in for what became a series
of interviews with folks who would be my peers in human resources,
with my potential client manager and finally with the top HR
manager. It isn’t over until the fat lady sings. In this case, the
fat lady’s name was Don Lester.

The interview with Don Lester sticks in my
mind to this day. He asked about my early childhood. He wanted to
know, in disagreements between my father and mother, who prevailed?
Of the four children, who did my mother like best? In disagreements
between my three brothers and me, who won? I told him I wasn’t sure
the questions made sense in the context of our family. As the
interview progressed, I told him I was divorced. He asked, “In the
financial settlement, who came out ahead, you or your husband?” I
told him that wasn’t how we had approached it.

After a series of questions along the lines
of “Who won? Who came out ahead, you or him?” I swallowed hard and
said, “I’m curious about your line of questioning. You seem to see
the world in terms of win/lose, of hierarchies.” He allowed as how
that probably was an accurate observation. I said, “I see it in
terms of ‘How do we work things out together?’ Given that you see
it in win/lose terms, and given that you’re the head of Human
Resources, why are you even taking the time to interview me? And
why have you staffed your organization with human potential
movement change specialists?” “Well,” he said, “I could be wrong.
Let’s say I’m hedging my bet.”

It took a long time for me
to realize he was walking a balancing act, enabling needed culture
change while maintaining his power base. He was hedging his bet.

He worked for and very closely with a
brilliant, charismatic, hierarchical and highly authoritarian group
executive named Gerhard Neumann, who thrived in the hardball world
of military aviation. Gerhard Neumann was seeking to lead GE to
success in commercial aviation after a disastrous early entry with
the engine on the Convair 880 program. Top-down, the company was
managed in a command-and-control way, one step removed from a
military structure. Yet Don Lester hired and supported a group of
highly creative, Theory Y human resource and organization
development managers, and he turned them loose to work wonders at
the mid-levels of the organization.

At some point, you ask, “Why?” Why not just
stay straight command-and-control? Why hire and turn loose change
agents to develop an interactive, self-directed, empowered work
force?

Two words come to mind: realism and need.
Realistically, Gerhard Neumann and his top managers weren’t going
to change. Realistically, Don Lester needed to maintain his
credibility with them by remaining one of them. Yet he knew the
organization needed to unleash the creative energy of thousands of
employees. As employment skewed more and more toward knowledge
workers who required autonomy and participation,
command-and-control authoritarianism wasn’t going to get us there.
And though I never was privy to his thought process, he may just
have concluded that culture change is generational. If he could
immerse lower-level and middle management in these different
models, assumptions, behaviors and results, when top management
retired, the next generation stood ready to inherit the mantle.

If that was what he was trying to do, it
worked fantastically well - for awhile. So a disconnect was built
into the organization – hierarchical and authoritarian at the top,
human potential-driven in the middle.

* * *

Two-thirds of the way through the day’s
interviews, when I learned that work at the GE Lynn plant started
at 7:30 a.m., I stopped the interview process, said, “Thank you,”
and left. I was a single mother with two young children. I lived
thirty to forty minutes away, depending on traffic, and my kids
couldn’t even get into their school until 8:20. My purpose in
working was to provide a life-style and a future for my kids and
me; this wouldn’t do it.

I also had a problem with the product – jet
engines that went on fighter aircraft and military helicopters.

My potential client manager called me up a
few days later and said, “If you can come to terms with the
product, we can deal with your hours. You can come to work once you
drop your kids at school and add the time on to the end of the
day.”

I talked at length with my Uncle Jay. In the
best of all possible worlds, he said, war and the machines of war
are insane. In this less than perfect world, you can do more to
contain the escalation of conflict if you control the machines of
war than if you let others control them. And if you don’t, he said,
others will. I concluded that being a grownup in a complex,
imperfect world means doing a balancing act of my own. Could I keep
my ethical compass in this less than ideal real world?

Don Lester signed off on hiring me. He and
Bill Lindsay, my client manager-to-be, then went out of their way
to help me say yes. I would continue to struggle with the product,
but I said yes to GE. Flextime as a policy was still years in the
future.” Don’t assume we’re setting precedent here,” Don Lester
said.

* * *

I started work in February of 1972,
immediately upon completing a Master’s in Adult Education at Boston
University, the closest to a change management consulting degree I
could find and afford. I was to be an Organization and Manpower
Representative in Lynn, Massachusetts. I was the first woman in the
role in that locale for some thirty years, when Marion Kellogg had
entered GE and then rose with her mentor to become a vice president
of the corporation and a member of the Board of Directors.

I remember driving up the Marsh Road in
Saugus, Massachusetts, toward GE’s sprawling Riverworks facility on
my first day, with the early morning mists rising into the chill
winter air out of the swamplands that fringed the road. I watched
with awe as the plant’s smokestacks and depression-era brick
buildings loomed up through the mist. I’m a change agent, I thought
to myself. My job is to change this place.

Joining GE straight out of graduate school
was like jumping from the top of a railway car going twenty miles
an hour to one going a hundred and twenty miles an hour. For weeks
afterward, until I adjusted to the rhythms, speed and assumptions
of the place, I would drive home with my windows rolled up, banging
on the steering wheel and yelling, “The world is not like
that!”

By the time I joined GE, I
was almost thirty. I had been working since I was sixteen. I was
the mother of two school-age kids. I had worked for a company that
made hi-fi equipment, at a large teaching hospital, in civil rights
in the South in the 1960s, as a teacher, in program development for
a National Education Laboratory and as associate director of an
experimental urban ministry. I knew what the world was like, and
the world was not like that!

Not like what?

Nothing moved at a moderate pace. Everything
was time schedules and Gantt charts and signing up for targets and
goals you had no idea how to reach. There were all these meetings,
recounting what had been recounted at other meetings about other
meetings. Every day everybody wrote up Items of Interest (“IOIs” to
the in-crowd) about what they’d done that day. They’d then affix
routing slips to them and send them around to everyone else, who
would check off their names, add items to their lists and send them
around to another routing slip full of people. You could spend your
entire day reading and writing IOIs.

I got in trouble with my human resources boss
when I started saving up the writing of my IOIs. Every couple of
weeks, I would write a small book’s worth and deposit them in his
in-basket. It seemed to me better to be busy making things happen
than documenting them.

He had a different perspective. “How do I
know what you’re doing if you don’t keep me informed?” he asked.
“Why should I bother you with what I’m doing if it’s on track and
ahead of schedule?” I asked. “What if my boss asks me what you’re
doing?” he parried. “Well, you could check with me and get back to
him,” I offered. He let me know that all managers at GE needed to
know at all times exactly what all their people were doing.

There were continual meetings about where we
stood against target and schedule and who had screwed it up and how
were they going to fix it? How did you ever get work done, with all
those meetings, and all that blaming?

Communication was in
acronyms and terminology I’d never heard of – AEG, IOI, MTO, MSO,
EDM, AOG (that was an important one), FOD and a couple of thousand more. We
once published a booklet called FUI
(pronounced “Foo-ey”) when we realized that many
of us much of the time didn’t understand each other’s
acronyms. FUI stood for Frequently Used
Initials.

I sat in on the weekly staff meeting of the
Manufacturing Technology Organization, well aware that my job was
to change this place. I didn’t understand one word in four of what
was being said about laser drilling and EDM’ing, investment
castings and fine fiber introjects causing catastrophic failure in
René 95 powdered metallurgy disks and blisks.

How can you change a place when you don’t
even understand what they’re saying? Change would have to wait for
a while. Then one day, in staff meeting, our Advanced Materials
Quality Manager was leading a discussion on problems one of our
suppliers was having with inertia welding. I understood the
conversation; it sounded like English. It made sense. It was a
Twilight Zone moment.

I flashed back to a class in college twelve
years earlier. My anthropology teacher, Mr. Katz, had described an
event that occurred during a recent field study on a Polynesian
island. He had been sitting in the living room of a home with the
male members of the village when the sister-in-law of the homeowner
entered the room. This was a forbidden act. Every man there,
himself included, was shocked and outraged. He then had a visceral
reaction to his reaction – shock that he was seeing the world
through the taboo and value mindset of their culture, not through
his own.

* * *

It was not long before GE’s horizons became
my horizons. I could sit in my desk chair and spin around and all
around me were people who saw the world the same way and who used
the same terms to describe it. The organization’s goals became my
goals. I was being rewarded, respected and included for making
impersonal, goal-oriented things happen fast and well. My
self-perception was changing. My assumptions, conclusions,
vocabulary and behaviors were changing as well. I could now be
effective inside this brave new world I’d entered, but I was losing
that perspective that might have helped me to help it operate
outside of its boundaries and reframe itself.

I no longer drove home yelling that the world
was not like that.

I went through a period when I swore like a
trooper. It was the language of the shop and I was one of them,
right? Only I wasn’t. I saw me from the inside - one of the guys,
as I’d been one of the kids growing up with my brothers. My
colleagues saw me from the outside. They had their own expectations
about appropriate behavior for women. Their expectations had to do
with school teachers, wives, secretaries, nurses and - it being
Boston - nuns.

I cleaned up my mouth. It wasn’t about
women’s liberation; it was about getting things done in what was
still a man’s world. I learned to soften my approach instead of
confronting directly. And I got things done that were useful to
them. Because their expectations of women were so low, they gave me
greater credit for accomplishments than would have been the case
had I been a white guy. They didn’t change their minds about women;
they just exempted me from the class. “Oh, well, Kaye,” they
started to say to each other, “she’s different.” It was a
compliment.

We struggled with how to improve productivity
in the organization.

One of my colleagues drew an
input-throughput-output model of organizational effectiveness for
me.
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We joked about it, but it was true. All we
had to work with was the sum of our available energy. We could use
that energy to bounce off walls and bounce off each other. To the
extent we did, it was gone, and not available for productive work.
The constant question was, how can we align our energy so it is
available for productive work?

I initially assumed that the sum total of
energy was a constant, but it’s not. When we worked in opposition
to each other, the battles themselves drained energy out of us, so
the total shrank. When we unleashed our creativity and commitment
and played together toward results, we fed off of each other’s
energy, playfulness and ideas. Energy grew. I started to understand
that managerial responsibilities included growing and aligning
available energy.

The metaphors of the place abounded with
terms drawn from sport, warfare and aviation. “Win the engine
competition” or “Win the fly-off.” “Beat the forecast.” “What’s the
thrust of their position?” “How do we triangulate on it?” and
“Let’s not auger in on this one.”

We prepared to
negotiate against our adversaries. We didn’t ask our negotiators if they’d
gotten a good agreement; we asked, “Who won the negotiation?” We
didn’t talk about power utilization; we talked about power
exploitation. Whatever
our job, we were to meet our measurements and get it done, whether
with, around, over or through other people, functions or
companies.

We read a book by Michael
Macoby called The
Gamesman,3 and it struck us as true. We
read a book about the aviation industry called The Sporty Game4
where major decisions were “bet the company”
decisions that could affect your business for the next twenty
years, and it struck us as even more true. All of business was a
game, we were playing in the Big Leagues and our job was to
win.

And win, in this context, meant
beat. Not just in the
marketplace, but cross-functionally in your own organization.
Manufacturing saw Engineering as an obstacle to its success; both
saw Projects as suspect. Walking into Building 40, where Projects
were headquartered, was a bit like stepping gingerly into enemy
territory. Later, when I’d moved to Evendale, the headquarters of
our large commercial engine business, Engine Sales occupied the
first floor of Building 100; Projects and Customer Support occupied
the second floor. Occupants engaged in what they accurately
referred to as “Stair Wars.”

We worked in a matrix organization. I
reported solid line to a human resources manager and dotted line to
Bill Lindsay, my client manager. Shortly after I joined GE, Bill
asked whether my first allegiance was going to be to Human
Resources or to his organization and staff. “You have to decide,”
he said, “whether you’re here to ‘fix’ us according to HR’s view
about what’s right and wrong, or to help us in ways that are
helpful to us as seen by us.” I chose to seek to help them first,
satisfy HR second; I found myself engaged in another balancing
act.

My colleagues also taught me something else
very fast. I had been one of those bright kids beloved by teachers,
the kind who raises her hand to be called on and who answers in
complex paragraphs rather than short phrases. It had served me well
in school; my mother delighted in my grades.

Now, working in groups, when my mind leapt to
obvious connections and I leapt to propose the self-evident
solution, it didn’t serve me or anyone else well. My colleagues
rolled their eyes: “There she goes again.”

I learned fast. The best answer isn’t
necessarily the right answer. There are lots of right answers. The
issue is coming up with an answer the group can and will support
and implement. The shortest distance from point A to point B is not
a straight line; it’s rather serpentine. Everyone who will be
affected by the decision has to have a chance to be heard and to
shape the outcome.

This, by the way, is very
different from manipulating folks into thinking it was their answer. I
learned that even if our colleagues and counterparts are not as
bright as we are (and that assumption is usually highly
questionable), they’re not a lot dumber, and they certainly are
smart enough to know when they’re being manipulated.

Was I willing to work with people, to lead by
helping create an environment in which we could solve problems
together? Was I willing to take the time to let a good decision
evolve, even if it meant biting my lip or sitting on my hands? As I
learned to shut up for all of five minutes, then finally all of ten
minutes, I was amazed to discover that other people came up with
awesome ideas and built on each other’s input.

This helped when I worked with client
managers, especially engineering managers. Many had been promoted
into the managerial role because they were the best design
engineers. Now suddenly their job was to create an environment in
which other folks got to do the fun stuff, the design stuff. Too
many couldn’t keep their hands off the design and problem-solving
process.

After awhile, the better engineers who
reported to them would find jobs elsewhere. Their logic was, “Why
knock myself out when my boss is going to second-guess everything I
do?” Those who remained were content to push more and more of the
problem-solving work onto the manager, thereby confirming the
manager’s perception that, “These guys are useless. Can’t trust
them with anything. If it’s going to be done right, I’ve got to do
it myself.”

People’s energies at work focused more on
putting out fires than on strategic and tactical planning and
implementation. Fire fighting got your juices flowing. Fire
fighting was also rewarded.

Colleagues and I once ran a session with
young managers about how to get ahead. What was the advice the
young managers gave each other? “Get a job. Screw it up. Pull it
out. Be a hero.” You got far more credit for saving something that
had deteriorated into a disaster than you got for running your part
of the business smoothly and well. If it ran smoothly, your
management would conclude that it must not have been difficult. You
would stay below the radar and not be identified as having The
Right Stuff.

* * *

GE Aircraft Engines in Lynn, Massachusetts,
was filled with hundreds of folks like my Uncle Jay. I loved it. I
loved those no-nonsense, make-it-happen people who would sign on
for challenges they didn’t know how to accomplish, and then somehow
set a path, figure it out and make it happen.

I wanted to learn, and I was fascinated with
what these people did. They opened up their specialties and their
challenges to me.

My job was to help them align their
knowledge, energies, structures, systems and behaviors with their
objectives. Sometimes it required organizational redesign,
sometimes a training program. Sometimes it required new ways to
work together across organizational silos.

I worked first with Manufacturing Technology
and with Advanced Engine Programs back when the CF6-80 was just a
baby and the T700 was a sweet little Swiss Watch of an advanced
engine design.

The 1970s were a remarkable
time in that facility – the era of the human potential movement.
Key HR folks – strategic and tactical thinkers - had been exposed
to Douglas McGregor’s concepts on Theory X and Theory Y; steeped
themselves in the Eupsychian
Management5 concepts of Abraham Maslow and his wonderful Hierarchy of
Needs; read Peter Drucker and Warren Bennis and Chris Argyris;
incorporated concepts from Sid Simon’s Values Clarification workshops6
into the personal development training sessions
we ran for our clients; attended workshops sponsored by the
National Training Labs7
in Bethel, Maine; and worked with Eric Berne’s
Parent-Adult-Child ego state concepts.8

They worked to put these concepts into action
to help individuals and groups function better.

Change was in the air as we struggled with
how to manage knowledge workers who knew more about the content
matter than their managers did. How did you manage engineers for
creativity while maintaining at least the appearance of control?
How could you build effective involvement in the precursors of
continuous improvement and Kaizan – programs with titles like Zero
Defects and Bring Quality to Life (BQ2L)?

We implemented leading edge processes in
career development. In the early 1970s, a person’s career and job
growth were in the hands of management teams who made job change
decisions behind closed doors. If a position came open, the hiring
manager needed first to know of someone who might be able to do the
job. That person’s current manager had to give permission before
they could be approached. If the current manager said no, the
individual never heard there was interest. If a manager or the HR
representatives didn’t know of a qualified candidate working in
anonymity in some outlying building, that person never had a chance
to be on the candidate slate.

Don Lester approved my
colleagues’ suggestion that we move the locus of responsibility for
job and career growth to the individuals themselves. The project
process involved hundreds of managers and individual contributors
designing for themselves
an open job posting system. Such a system had to
reflect their interests in their own job moves and career growth
tempered and balanced by their interests as managers in the
system.

I witnessed first-hand the power of involving
people in those things that affect them. As soon as the job posting
process was developed, it was implemented. Normal resistance never
surfaced. Maybe, I thought, normal resistance isn’t “normal,” if
normal means “unavoidable.” Maybe it’s natural resistance that
arises when people don’t have a say in things that affect them.

My own client manager was open to learning
everything I knew. I taught him what I knew about Transactional
Analysis; we then worked with his staff to make the policies inside
Manufacturing Technology more adult/adult, less parent/child.

We also played with ideas: “If we really
wanted to help minorities and women succeed and grow in this place,
what would we do? How would we do it?” And then we did those things
inside his organization, with remarkable success.

Shortly thereafter, his boss raised the need
to open up career paths for minorities and women throughout the
department. The economy was in the doldrums. so career growth was
stagnant. No jobs were being vacated, therefore no jobs were being
posted.

Drawing on the success of the Manufacturing
Technology experience, we suggested that mentored workshops be run
to help people make wiser decisions – not just to bid on individual
jobs, but to do so with a career plan in mind.

I proposed the concept at a department staff
meeting. The department manager said, “Do it; include white males.”
It was a brilliant amendment. At that point, the members of his
staff, each of whom had his own favorite son or sons, chose to
support the program.

We created a coaching system, making it
legitimate for those being coached to petition a top manager to be
their mentor. We published role précis on the current members of
the manufacturing staff so everyone could see the paths each of
these people had taken to get to their current roles. Participants
could visit managers of their choosing to find out what they did
and what roles existed in their organizations. They then sat in
private with their mentors to identify strengths and gaps in their
own backgrounds thus far, and to agree on a logical sequence of
growth steps through various roles. And then the mentors met to
swap individuals and jobs according to agreements they’d made with
those they represented.

If natural growth was non-existent, we could
still give people the chance to move laterally and learn another
job. Most of these people went on to substantial careers in the
company. Many point to this lateral job-swapping program as the
event that shifted them from neutral into high gear.

The same department manager called me in one
day and said, “We need a materials and processes curriculum.” I had
only the slightest idea what materials and processes were. His
logic was sound. GE had long assumed that if you could manage, you
could manage anything. We were growing folks from one process area
to another as they progressed from foreman to production control
analyst to process control supervisor to manager of shop
operations. After a few such moves, they frequently didn’t
understand the manufacturing processes they were managing, didn’t
know when to ask for help from a process expert and didn’t know
what to do with the advice when they got it. And the folks they
managed knew they didn’t know. Respect was hard to maintain. And
bad managerial decisions were being made.

I had heard about an education-by-objectives
instructional design being used to create an entire medical school
curriculum in Illinois and a nurse midwifery program in North
Carolina. We pulled together a team of our top technologists –
world experts in metallurgy, sheet metal, metal forming,
conventional and non-conventional metal removal, all the way
through to current assembly, inspection and test procedures - and
we brought in instructional designers from Chapel Hill, North
Carolina.

The first time the instructional designers
came in, they taught those fifty technologists how to construct a
curriculum and sent them off to do it. The second time they
reviewed their draft curricula and taught them how to develop
instructional objectives. The third time they reviewed the homework
from the second step and taught the next step in instructional
design. I learned that our technical experts, who were truly among
the best in the world, loved the chance to share their knowledge
with others, to leave a legacy. Curriculum development was done as
an add-on to their regular jobs.

We used me as the benchmark for materials
development. If Kaye could understand the booklet or the script for
a self-instructional video and could pass the post-test, the logic
went, anyone would be able to.

By the time we were done, we had a
seventeen-week long modularized materials and processes curriculum
complete with slide shows and self-instructional videotapes.
Students could familiarize themselves with the material at the
Learning Resources Center before they ever went to class. Class
could be used for problem-solving and taking learning further.

We designed a program-wide
pre-test with an 85th percentile pass level and administered it to the department
staff at one of their regular staff meetings. Several didn’t pass.
They laughed and signed themselves up for the program.

It was the first time manufacturing
professionals and managers had a chance to understand the entire
process of engine design, operation and manufacture from basic
metallurgy through to assembly, inspection and test. A high
potential mid-level manufacturing manager told me that for the
first time he understood where a part he’d been making actually
went on the engine, what it did and why it was designed the way it
was.

If students chose, they could take pre-tests
to competency out of certain modules. The top metallurgist in the
plant took the course even though he’d competencied out of the
metallurgy module he had co-authored. The manufacturing manager in
charge of making rotating parts competencied out of the module on
lathes. But he took the rest of the program.

The program was taught after hours by the
technologists who had developed it. An unexpected side benefit
resulted. A buyer in Materials was able to ask our top coatings
specialist how he could tell whether a part at a supplier’s plant
had been coated as the drawing called for. Throughout the plant,
contacts were made that lasted far beyond the course. The
technologists’ expertise could be honored and shared; everyone grew
in their sense of being part of a larger whole and working toward
overlapping self-interests.

When I moved from Lynn, Massachusetts, to
Evendale, Ohio, to be the HR manager for Materials, we were already
well into course design for Materials and Processes, Level II,
aimed at helping professionals actually work with the
technologies.

I was in Evendale when Materials first
started to reduce input cost by sending value/process engineers to
the suppliers’ plants to work with them on manufacturing process
changes. The supplier got to keep the benefit of the change in that
year’s contract; we split the benefit in the years that
followed.

I worked with folks in Materials Quality when
they first shifted away from inspecting for quality on the
receiving dock toward the then-radical idea of building quality
into the manufacturing plans at the suppliers’ plant, and then
monitoring whether or not the plans were followed.

During the early 1980s, when we were ramping
up at an incredible rate, I worked in private with unit and
subsection Materials managers who had concluded our current
organizational structure was getting in the way of results. We met
for weeks, carving out time in the early evenings and on weekends,
putting together a speculative proposal to reorganize.

The department manager agreed to let us
present it to his staff; no promises. After the presentation, the
presenters were excused from the room; I stayed on in my role as HR
manager for the department. The section managers dismissed the
entire concept as absurd. They then reworked it themselves, coming
up with a design about 95% in common with the proposal they had
dismissed out of hand. When the department manager announced this
radical organizational change to the entire department, he went out
of his way to use the same viewgraphs that had been used by the
lower level folks. He never mentioned it, never owned it, but each
and every one of them knew.

Yet there was a meaner side to the business
that I never understood, especially at the higher levels. It seemed
to take over more and more of the life of the business as we
entered the 1980s. We had been able to effect changes at the
mid-levels, but the mindset from the top still held sway.

Our group executive, Gerhard Neumann, had a
sign on the wall behind his desk that read, “Be insecure.” Those
granted an audience with him found the focus of their eyes shifting
back and forth from his face to that sign located just behind his
head.

It’s possible to put a positive
interpretation to the sign, to remind yourself to continually think
about what you haven’t considered, to remember never to become
complacent about what you’ve done or what you may still need to
do.

But, in truth, Mr. Neumann chose to pit his
key people against one another. He regularly sent out memos –
dutifully reported at cascading staff meetings at division, then
department, then section, then subsection and below. The memos had
a common theme: “I’ve assigned the responsibility for this
challenge to Jim Worsham, but if Jim isn’t up to it, Brian Rowe (or
Jim Krebs or Neil Burgess or Bob Hastings or Ray Letts) is waiting
in the wings.”

He was comfortable that internal competition
produced the best results. Have folks compete against each other!
Have organizations compete against each other! Winning, beating and
pitting folks against each other is how you stay in fighting trim,
bring out the best in people and programs and ensure survival of
the fittest. He was not alone in this belief and practice.

He defined business strategy in short, clear,
memorable prose that everyone could grasp. Everyone in GE Aircraft
Engines understood our strategic purpose: “Beat Pratt.” Not “serve
the customer.” Not “grow our market value.” Not “enrich our
community.”

Beat Pratt.

Yet somehow you felt you were part of the
winning sports team, and “Beat Pratt” seemed worth going after year
after year. We aligned our energies to make it happen. We joked
about having the GE Monogram stamped on our souls and delicate
parts of our anatomy. We struggled in disbelief when, from time to
time, a trusted colleague quit GE and (how could they?!) went to
Pratt. Even as we competed with each other for the next job, we
joined together to win in the marketplace.

In fairness to “Beat Pratt,” there was a
deeper logic to this business strategy. GE entered the aircraft
engine business in support of the war effort for World War II. The
U.S. Government needed to ensure the survival of two strong engine
manufacturers. For each engine decision, the Department of Defense
competed GE against Pratt & Whitney in an engine competition
and fly-off. Engine development costs were awarded to both
companies, but when it came to the production run, they chose one
or the other. They didn’t split the order. And the winner didn’t
subcontract part of the work to the loser, which did happen with
airframes. It was all or nothing.

The driver for the engine competition was to
beat Pratt technically so the DOD would choose us.

GE’s employment population rose and fell in
the 1970s with these DOD decisions. So, in mirror reverse, did
Pratt & Whitney’s. If you took Pratt’s military employment
totals over the years and laid them out on a chart with GE’s
totals, one charted upside down, they would dovetail into an almost
perfect whole. Seeking to stabilize this employment roller coaster
was a driving reason for steering GE into the commercial aviation
engine business.

It wasn’t just us. Some
years later, in the mid-1980s, the Wall
Street Journal reported on the Great
Engine Wars, which GE withdrew from when the price of staying in
the game became too steep. The opportunity: to be the airlines’
engine of choice on the new 757 aircraft. All three engines were
qualified on the airframe. Pratt & Whitney and Rolls-Royce each
committed contractually to outperform the other over the life of
the aircraft, with annual penalty payments to be paid to the
customer if their engine choice performed less well than the
other.
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I have a twenty-two pound, fourteen-year-old
American Eskimo dog. His name is Turbo. He’s small but
supercharged. Dog hierarchy is determined in part by who pees
highest on the post. When Turbo was younger, he would bend his
little body over backward to ensure an upward arc to his stream
that far exceeded his height.

Beat Pratt.

I later learned that Bob Crandall at American
Airlines clarified the underlying energy behind American’s
marketplace stance with similar clarity. Two words: “Competitive
anger.”

* * *

Another more insidious
meanness permeated our worldview, one I absorbed by osmosis without
it ever rising to the level of consciousness necessary to question
it. I had been told upon entry to GE that I was
“exempt.”10 I was special. I got to drive into the plant to park in
spaces reserved for exempt employees.

I carefully glued a decal containing my badge
number to the inside left-hand corner of my car’s windshield. I
learned to flash my badge casually to the guard as I drove in
through the gate.

There were three classes of employees in our
little universe: exempt, non-exempt and hourly. Nonexempt and
hourly workers parked outside, often blocks away, and walked
in.

Hourly workers, I assumed, were “different.”
For years, our paths crossed only when I had to traverse the first
floor of Building 40 – a major manufacturing building – to get to
the cafeteria. The corridor that ran through the center of this
cavernous building was flanked on either side by multiple rows of
lathes, grinders and milling machines, and by the hourly workers
who operated them. Whenever possible, I walked through the parking
lot to get to the cafeteria. Winter storms drove me inside. At
these times, I would scoot down the central walkway, clutching a
protective notebook to my chest. The guys in the shop would whistle
and catcall. I’d hunch my shoulders defensively and scurry faster,
eyes averted, face reddening.

In the midst of one such episode, I decided
this truly was ridiculous. I stopped, turned, took a few steps
toward my tormenter, looked him up and down, made eye contact,
grinned, and said, “You look pretty good to me, too. I’m Kaye. Who
are you?” He smiled, came forward, wiped his hand on his coveralls
and, shaking my hand, told me his name. His co-workers hooted and
clapped. Something changed.

It’s easier to lay people off when you
conclude they’re not like you. It’s easier to justify preferential
work conditions or benefits advantageous to you. It works the other
way, too. It’s easier to continue class warfare when you’re “union”
and they’re “management” or “suits.”

* * *

Work for exempt and non-exempt workers
started at the GE plant in Lynn, Massachusetts, at 7:30 a.m.
Thousands of sleep-deprived engineers, technicians, secretaries,
managers and lab assistants stumbled out of bed each morning of
their working lives at 5:00 or 5:30, in order to be at work prior
to 7:30, largely because Gerhard Neumann was a morning person who
thrived on four or five hours of sleep a night and couldn’t wait to
get to work in the morning. Cars full of sleepy people would queue
and stream into the plant in the predawn hour, their headlights
forming a sparkling golden stream that sliced through the
surrounding darkness.

Not infrequently, Gerhard Neumann would take
his binoculars and climb to the rooftop of Building 45, which
looked out over the arriving line of traffic. Starting at 7:31
a.m., he’d dictate to the subordinate at his side the license plate
numbers of the cars entering late, to be correlated that morning in
the Security Office with the name of the owner of the car. An
official dunning note would be delivered promptly to the in-basket
of the offending driver. To the best of my knowledge, Mr. Neumann
never climbed to the rooftop after 4:15 p.m. to determine the
license plate numbers of the cars leaving late, or to check to see
if the late arrivals correlated in any way with the late departures
or to require the Security Office to send notes of appreciation for
the long hours of casual overtime.

I learned later that Sikorsky did much the
same thing. Their lower level people parked in an external parking
lot and walked in through a gate in a high chain-link fence. At
Sikorsky, the gate itself was closed precisely at starting time.
Those arriving one minute late entered through the guardhouse to
sign in as tardy. Their managers would later clarify for them the
working hours at the plant.

I imagined this early Best
Practice spreading around the industry, shared perhaps among chief
executives at annual Conquistadors del Cielo meetings. One of my
close colleagues, a man identified by his peers as one of the top
stewards of the business over the course of his career, quoted the
theme song from Rhinestone Cowboy
as uneasy justification for decisions he found
himself increasingly required to make as he advanced in the
organization hierarchy. He needed me to understand that I, too,
would have to make them if I was going to climb the
ladder.
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It may not have been the message he intended
to send, but the message I received was that the closer I got to
the top, the harder it would be to remain true to my own ethic.

* * *

My tenure in Evendale bridged the time when
Materials changed its name to Sourcing.

Years before, as an English teacher in a
junior/senior high school in a rural North Carolina county, I had
learned that if kids didn’t have the word, they couldn’t think the
thought. If they didn’t have the concept, they couldn’t receive the
thought. Now I learned again how the very words you use shape your
assumptions, behaviors and results.

Think of the difference between the word
“vendor” and the phrase “external source.” We had internal sources
- our shops - and external sources. Both sets of sources mattered
to the success of our business, not just now but over time.

Most of us worked differently with a source
than we did with a supplier or, God forbid, with a “vendor.” You
knew you needed your external sources to remain healthy, as much as
you needed your internal shops, so you worked with them not just on
the specific situation but out of respect for the long-term
relationship.

This was a far cry from the ‘60s and early
‘70s, when we would cherry-pick specific items from this vendor,
and others from that one, competing them annually against each
other, even though in some cases we participated in pushing the
very folks we needed toward bankruptcy.

Others of us mouthed the new words while our
arms and legs kept moving in the same old ways. Suppliers talked
among themselves about the gap between our talk and our walk. “When
GE says ‘Let’s partner,’” some of them advised, “slap your hand
over your wallet.”

And I learned about trust and
trustworthiness. When Bill Lindsay addressed the need to make major
changes in a highly critical part of the business, he brought in
Armand Lauzon from our satellite plant in Rutland, Vermont, to head
up the operation. “I don’t know if Armand’s any better than some
other guys I could have chosen,” he said, “but I just feel better
knowing he’s on the job.”

I later watched my Materials client manager
make similar decisions involving Skip Kundahl of Mal Tool. Whenever
our manufacturing shops couldn’t do something, or couldn’t do it on
time, Jim Walz knew that Skip Kundahl and Mal Tool could get it
done. For a premium. But done, done well, done on time. A
reputation for reliability, I would later learn from Roger Fisher,
is powerful.

* * *

And my clients taught me about the
relationship of measurements to objectives, or, more frequently,
the failure of measurements to support objectives or encourage
desired behaviors. They also taught me about the time-honored game
known as “Beat the Measurements.”

A raw materials buyer at GE Evendale in the
early 80’s first taught me about the disconnect and the game. His
name was Art Thom.

Each year, the Division
Manager of Manufacturing issued cost reduction edicts to the
departments that reported to him, Materials among them. These
edicts were divided up and cascaded down so that each individual
buyer had annual bogeys he or she was measured against. Notice that
no one participated in deciding what realistic cost
reductions should be. We were told what they were and what our individual
contributions would be.

It was framed as a competition. Whoever won
the Cost Reduction Competition received a substantial cash bonus
plus dinner for two at a local Five Star restaurant. The winner was
invited to the appropriate upper manager’s staff meeting and
introduced to the staff with applause all around. Hands were
shaken, photographs taken. The event was reported in the plant
newspaper. It was a big deal. Positive KITA.

Year after year, Art Thom won the Cost
Reduction Competition.

One Saturday morning, as I wandered around
the Materials area, I noticed that Art was also at work. I dropped
by his cubicle to talk. “Art,” I said, “how come you always win the
Cost Reduction Competition?” He laughed and said, “It’s easy.”

Then he described the ground rules. A cost
reduction, he said, is determined as a percentage basis of the
difference between what you pay for your “first buy” and what you
pay for the follow-on buy.

He said, “I buy forgings. I always place the
first buy in less than lead-time, so I have to pay a premium to get
the material delivered on time. Because it’s in less than lead
time, they can’t deliver it in near-net shape; they have to send me
a huge forging. Our shops have to hog the part out of the forging,
so there’s lots of waste material. I pay by the pound, so the price
goes up. When it’s time for the follow-on buy, it’s a snap to get a
huge cost reduction. Works every time.”

This started me on a path to understand the
managerial danger of defining success by whether your people meet
their measurements. The lesson came across again when I learned to
fly small planes. Set the course, make corrections as necessary for
wind, weather and other environmental effects. Don’t chase the
compass needle; you’ll zigzag all over the sky, wasting resources
and wasting time. If you set your course right and allow for
corrections, the needle will come in by itself.

But we have to measure people, my client
managers would say. Otherwise, how do we know how they’re doing?
I’m convinced that we can indeed measure most things, but we need
to make sure that our metrics encourage positive action in the
direction of our organizational goals, in ways consistent with our
values. Most don’t. And perhaps people need to be consulted on what
the objectives and measurements should be.

* * *

In late 1977, I hadn’t ducked fast enough
when Jim Worsham, our vice president for military engine programs,
decided that our marketplace people didn’t know how to close. In
fact, he concluded, they didn’t know how to negotiate. He had
brought in a one-day crash course in negotiation for himself and
his staff run by Chester Karrass’s organization. Now he asked for
an internal workshop in negotiation capable of being run for
thousands.

I was identified to design such a program.
Before I agreed to the assignment, I went to the top managers of
functions that negotiated in the marketplace. “If we designed and
ran such a program, would it be useful to you and your people?” I
asked each one. The head of Materials summarized their input: “If
you really can help our marketplace people to be better
negotiators, it’s as valuable as anything you will ever do for this
organization.”

“Keep me honest, then,” I
said to each one. “Give me your best person to be on the design
team – someone respected in the organization, someone who knows the
marketplace, knows your people, knows where you are now and where
you need to be.”

That’s how the team was
formed – representatives from materials, military and commercial
product support, military and commercial contracts, human
resources, large commercial and small commercial engine sales –
people who would make sure the end product was useful to their
folks. With their input and involvement, I wrapped a weeklong
residential workshop around Chester Karrass’s conceptual
material.12

We went off to the New Hampshire woods with
sixteen high potential mid-level managers to pilot test it early in
1978. The first session was so bad we stopped in the middle and,
with our sixteen participants, redesigned it on the spot. A few
months later, the second session got a “thumbs up.” We brought the
participants back a few weeks later to review every part of the
design and tune it further. For years afterward, Thursday morning
of the workshop was dedicated to an evaluation of the program –
what was helpful, what wasn’t, what would be more helpful?

I learned again the importance of designing
for your customers, and with their input. They can tell you what is
useful and what isn’t.

Soon we were running it fourteen times a
year. Starting in 1983, we took it to Europe and ran joint sessions
with Snecma, our partner in the CFM-56 family of engines.

My job quickly became training teams of
people to run the program. With their involvement, I spent nine
years teaching thousands of GE people and people from their partner
organizations to be very good hard positional negotiators. (I now
stand in front of every group and tell them I’m spending the rest
of my life doing penance.)

Initially the program was only offered to
marketplace people.

Then one day a program manager entered my
office, got on his knees, clasped his hands together and begged to
attend the program. “You don’t understand,” he said, “all I do all
day long is negotiate.”

Sales managers pleaded with us to invite
Engineering. “You don’t understand,” they said, “one design
engineer can do more damage in one meeting with the customer than I
can undo in months.”

And I started to understand
why Newsweek magazine, in an article written around that time, had
described negotiation as “the game of life.” I designed the
workshop around Malcolm Knowles’ concepts of learner/teacher
teams.13 The driving reason was pragmatic: I didn’t know anything
about negotiation. How could I presume to stand in front of a group
of highly experienced marketplace people and say, “Hi, I’m this
well-meaning woman from HR who has the gall to think she can teach
you to negotiate better?” We always ran the program with two
trainers – a process co-trainer who understood group process,
psychological process and learning process, and a content
co-trainer who was an experienced and respected manager of
negotiators.

So we provided a framework for learning, and
we provided the best conceptual material available at the time. Our
students formed themselves into cross-functional subject matter
teams. Each team reviewed a chunk of the content material in the
context of our business and ran the workshop for an hour teaching
everyone else the material in the light of their experience. I was
amazed again at the power of turning people in the organization
loose to teach one another, drawing on and sharing their own
hard-earned experience. Again, I learned that people like to share
what they’ve learned and what they know. When you’ve made it safe
to risk, they also share what they don’t know and what they’re
still struggling with. That’s when real growth and change can
start.

In the process, I learned a
lot about tactical, positional negotiation – time tactics,
authority tactics, bottom line tactics. Kick It Up to Higher Authority and You’ve Got to Do Better than
That, legitimate and illegitimate
escalation, Good Guy/Bad
Guy.14 All the fun
stuff.

And it was fun stuff; it was an intricate
game, an intricate dance. We thought of ourselves as grownups in a
tough business. We assumed we were dealing with grownups on the
other side. Our job was to exercise the marketplace until there was
no more movement; their responsibility was not to do anything that
wasn’t wise for their own organization.

The pie was fixed; negotiation was about
claiming value; we looked out for our interests; they looked out
for theirs. Our mutually exclusive objectives were to get as much
as we could.

But I also learned that our best negotiators
always understood that they’d be working with these folks again and
again and that aviation was a very small community.

My husband Joe and I once had a long
conversation with Granny Frazier, the long-time head of Boeing’s
Propulsion Systems Division. Granny described his relationship with
the engine manufacturers as a marriage. He said that he’d never
take inappropriate advantage of the folks he dealt with. He’d
negotiate hard, and so would they, but he’d never push the engine
guy beyond decency, even when he could. It would reach the point
that they go out together, sit down with a good bottle of Scotch,
drink together, and flip a coin or split the difference. Even
employing the assumptions and tactics of hard positional
negotiation, he made sure he kept the relationship intact and the
other guy’s self-esteem inviolate.

The waiting line to attend the workshop
quickly became so long (people were queuing for up to two years)
that we rationed slots in each session for different organizations.
This had an unintended side effect, that of profound and lasting
teambuilding across organizational lines.

When purchasing, engineering, supplier
quality, manufacturing, contracts, finance, legal, sales, customer
support, tech reps, field sales, HR and ER folks all attended
together, working long and hard on teams together, they became
resources to each other for business effectiveness and personal
growth. Mutual respect and understanding grew and extended beyond
the workshop back into the workplace. Networks flourished. People
in manufacturing now had someone they knew and trusted in sales or
engineering or materials to call and ask what was going on. Before,
they had just assumed it was “those morons in engineering, those
idiots in sales.”

People better understood the entire
organization and how their roles fit in it. It was easier for them
to align their priorities and actions in support of the business,
not just in support of their function. We were producing graduates
more able to be turned loose in the environment to work for the
good of the organization, people empowered to make the deal.

Several years into the workshop, I happened
to sit next to Don Lester at a Management Association dinner. His
unique form of expressing pride in you was to rib you mercilessly
in front of your peers. He complained loudly to everyone around us
about this skunkworks project I was running that he was pouring
endless resources into. After the spotlight had shifted to another
victim, I quietly told him that if he took a list of program
graduates, nailed it to his wall, threw a dart at the list and
called that person, whoever he called would tell him the workshop
was the most meaningful and useful training in their career. The
next morning, I brought in one of my son’s darts, packaged it with
a list of program graduates and sent it to Don.

Don called his predecessor, Bob Miles, and
asked him to conduct an exhaustive evaluation of the program. Among
Bob’s findings were these comments:

“To categorize NSW training
as anything less than outstanding would be an injustice to the
value of this training as seen by participants and their
managers.”

“Relatively few people
above subsection level take the course. In time this will lead to
an inverse skill and knowledge situation in the management
hierarchy. A frequent comment was that superiors are giving away
the shop because they are not skilled
negotiators.”15

At the time, Harry Stonecipher (later of
Sundstrand, McDonnell Douglas, and Boeing) ran our Commercial
Engine Business. He agreed with Bob Miles’ report. He commissioned
three executive sessions of the program. High potential subsection,
section and some department managers attended. They, too, taught
each other about the marketplace and built cross-functional
understanding and respect. But though additional managerial support
for the program grew, we never got our top management team or a
critical mass of our upper level managers to the program. The split
in the organization between those at the top and those below
remained, now more clearly visible from below.

Running the workshop had put me in contact
with our sales and product support folks. They introduced me to the
worldwide nature of our business, and the impact of ego. Did we
really understand the continuing support costs of successfully
selling engines for one 747 that would be located in a small
country in Africa? In Asia? Was it worth the sale to get one more
tail logo for our display wall?

They also helped me see other gaps in the
organization.

At the time, our sales people weren’t privy
to the financial implications of their actions. Management didn’t
trust them with the financials, assuming that if they knew they’d
give too much away. Their job was to get the sale; top management’s
job was to tell them when they’d gone far enough.

We never reduced the engine’s list price; we
just gave away items from concession packages until we’d reached
the bottom line set by management. When the subsection or section
level sales managers reached their bottom-line and started saying,
“I’ve gone as far as I can go,” the customer would escalate,
calling our top management to complain about the non-responsiveness
of the sales guys. One of our top managers would then leap on an
airplane, fly halfway around the world, dump millions of dollars on
the table and “save” the sale.

It didn’t take the customers long to figure
out they should always escalate to higher authority. It didn’t take
our sales folks long to realize their credibility at the customer
organization approached zero. Those who stayed in the roles
shrugged and did their best. If management wanted to be heroes,
regardless of the business impact, it was beyond their pay
grade.

This particular little manager-subordinate
game, played out over and over again, had been part of the pattern
that had caused Jim Worsham to conclude years earlier that our
sales people didn’t know how to close.

And I learned the impact of partisan
perceptions. Management truly wanted sales people to be more able
to close and to negotiate better; it was with resignation that they
kept leaping on those airplanes to save the sale (though it was
enormously gratifying). Sales people truly wanted to work with
their customers. Each was frustrated; each felt justified. The
behaviors were visible, but no one examined the assumptions that
drove the behaviors. The expensively non-optimal game went on.

Again, words drive your
self-concept and your actions. We had customer support
representatives and customer support managers, but the
organizations themselves had different names: military
product support,
commercial product support. There’s a world of difference between supporting the
product and supporting the customer.

And what do you mean - give the engines away
and make your profit in spare parts usage? Why did we always have
fourth quarter fire sales in order to meet year-end profit
commitments to Corporate? Didn’t we know the customer would just
wait until fourth quarter to buy spare parts, and our shop guys
would stand around the first few months of the following year
without enough to do? How much true profit were we walking away
from year after year by conducting business this way?

What did it mean to partner
with Snecma on the CFM family of engines when our strategic
objectives and drivers and theirs differed so widely? Who had been
smart enough to come up with the idea of revenue sharing rather than
profit sharing, so that
they could staff their organization far deeper than we staffed ours
- to satisfy the need of the French government (Snecma’s owner) to
provide employment - while we could structure ours to let us turn
in more profit?

And how did we learn to function in
trustworthy ways with one another, when we were collaborators on
the CFM and competitors in the military, and when they were from
France and we were from Cincinnati? And how did they learn to work
with us, when until now they had been content to conclude that
Americans were merely defective Frenchmen, devoid of Descartian
logic and incapable of understanding the importance of truly
superior bread and potatoes?

* * *

Something else happened that caused me to
rethink my world view.

We worked in a matrix organizational
structure. Each engine project had to get its work done through
engineering, materials, manufacturing and assembly. Each project
manager vied with the others to ensure that his materials got
procured, his production and assembly schedules met. In a scarcity
situation, the power games were reaching destructive
proportions.

A temporary organization was set up to
coordinate these decisions among and between the Projects and the
functional organizations. Everyone in the new organization was a
high potential manager who’d succeeded thus far by getting his job
done through direct control. Now no one reported to these guys.
They had to get their jobs done through influence, coordination and
persuasion, and they were struggling. They asked for help.

I, too, had been rewarded for my ability to
get my job done no matter what, or who, the obstacle. Like them, I
was convinced my success had been based on overcoming obstacles,
most of them of the human kind.

Sometimes the bases of your
success turn out to be other than you think. The research that
underlay a training program developed by the Forum Corporation
called Influence16 helped me to help them. It
also started to retool my own thinking.

In the late 1970s, the
Forum Corporation had concluded that the next major obstacle to
operational success was going to reside not in what you did within
your own function, but in your ability to get work done across
functions, and in the success of temporary work teams.

Members of these teams came from different
areas in the organization. Each brought their own interests and
needs; each represented the interests and needs of their own
functions.

The people at Forum wondered if there was a
pattern to what it was people did who were especially successful in
these influence environments, environments where you needed to get
work done with others over whom you didn’t have direct control and
where there were no already-established organizational structures
for problem-solving and decision-making. They set their sights
high. They were looking for people who were seen by their peers as
highly effective, and seen by their managements as promotable. And
they were looking for behaviors that differentiated the high
performers from the average performers.

As their research progressed, they found the
behaviors that differentiated high performers clustered in three
areas – those things people did to set up an effective structure
for working together, those things they did with others to gather
the data and solve the problems, and those things they did to set
up mechanisms to ensure the solutions actually got implemented.

They called the three
areas Building Influence, Using
Influence, and Sustaining Influence. They
discovered that one core element differentiated people in each of
these areas. Each core element was surrounded by a constellation of
other behaviors that helped them achieve their
objectives.

They kept your attention
anchored by directly tying the program concepts to work that
mattered to you. Prior to the program, you were asked to identify a
major project you were working on. You then mapped your influence
network, identifying the functions and individuals you had to work
with in order to get that project done. For each functional area,
who did you have to work with at your organizational level, who
below you, who above you? They asked you to map the
frequency of your
interactions with each of those people, and the quality of your interactions. And
from that network of people in your actual influence network, they
asked you to identify six people most critical to the success of
your project. These became the people you asked to provide
anonymous data about you in relation to specific influence
behaviors.

The people you identified each answered a set
of questions about the extent to which you behaved in those ways.
They answered a corollary set of questions about the extent to
which those behaviors were critical to your getting your job done.
Their answers went into a central computer at Forum headquarters
and were compared to a database of people in roles like yours.

Your capabilities and the importance of those
capabilities to your success were reported out to you as percentile
scores against folks in roles similar to yours. Those behaviors you
were lousy at but that weren’t critical to your success didn’t
matter much; nor did those you were good at, but that didn’t
matter. What did matter were those behaviors you excelled at that
were critical to your success, because these constituted your true
power base. Even more important, perhaps, were those you weren’t so
good at that were seen as critical to the success of what you were
trying to do.

Now, here’s the kicker: In
relation to Building
Influence, the core behavior was being
willing to help others in the pursuit of their interests and needs.
In relation to Using
Influence, the core behavior was being
willing to share your power in the interest of the overall
organizational goal. In relation to Sustaining Influence, so that
projects actually embedded and lasted, the core behavior was
behaving in ways that caused others to trust you.

If the program hadn’t been anchored in
feedback from our own colleagues that directly linked these
concepts to our success, my clients and I would have blown them
off. What do you mean, being helpful to others in relation to their
objectives? What do you mean, share power? Our job was to gain and
exploit our own power, wasn’t it? What do you mean, behave in such
a way as to cause others to trust us?

Forum was kind enough to format the data so
that my clients not only got individual feedback, they also got
group feedback from the organizations they had to work with –
projects, engineering, manufacturing and assembly. My clients used
the data to change how they worked with the individuals and the
organizations. They also went back to each organization to report
on what they’d concluded and what they intended to do differently.
Effectiveness increased with communication and feedback. Little
tumblers started turning differently in my mind. Coming from the
battlefront mentality I’d been surrounded by, where everyone else
was a potential obstacle to your success, these thoughts blew me
away. At that point, I had two choices. I could deny them. Or I
could play with them. I chose the latter.

* * *

In 1981, Jack Welch inherited the top job at
GE Corporate. Shortly thereafter, Brian Rowe, our new Group
Executive at Aircraft Engines, found himself required to provide
ever more profit quarter after quarter to Corporate. Gerhard
Neumann had managed to keep us a development business; now it was
time to be a cash cow.

The raucously innocent, in-your-face
enthusiastic, absurdly non-optimal, confrontational but can-do
nature of the business started to change. Engineers ran it less,
finance managers more. (Risk management wasn’t yet a factor, but it
was coming.) Meeting your measurements became paramount, and it was
“your” measurements, not “ours.” Instead of humanistic management
spreading, analytical, numbers-driven, bottom line measurements
gained sway. If top management didn’t produce their numbers, they
were gone. They passed this obligation down the managerial
chain.

At the same time that Jack Welch was
encouraging people to “take a swing,” internal dynamics made it far
riskier to try something and fail. People already working very hard
were being asked to do more and more with less and less.

As the pressure to produce intensified into
the 1980s and the sense of unique community lessened, several
highly visible, successful, admired and relatively young managers
self-destructed from overwork and overstress. It shook us to the
core. Ned Hope died of a heart attack in his hotel room on a
business trip. He disregarded the warning signs (indigestion, pain
radiating down his arm) and the long-distance pleas of his wife to
go to the emergency room because he had a dinner he had to go to
and meetings to prepare for. Another fell over at his desk, dropped
by a burst aneurysm in his brain. These gentlemen and others had
clear advance warning signs, but the discipline of doing whatever
it took and subordinating their own personal needs to the needs of
the business kept them from heeding those signs.

And it was becoming less fun to come to work
in the morning. Life was getting more administrative and less
personal. Our internal organizational development efforts
diminished as outside experts - the McKinsey’s and such - were
commissioned to conduct multi-million dollar audits producing
cookie cutter reports and recommendations that no one identified
with or owned. Internal ownership of a job posting design team or
internally developed job swapping opportunities diminished and died
as we hired external training companies to develop programs run by
consultants and trainers who didn’t know us, our product or our
industry. More and more, improvement initiatives imported from
Corporate pushed aside local efforts.

The proud sense of community was evaporating
in the exhortations to push product, push employees, squeeze out
profit and become more consistent with Corporate. We were laying
off successive waves of people, not because the work was going
away, but in order to meet higher and higher profit commitments to
Corporate. Layoffs always coincided with the Thanksgiving and
Christmas holidays; you needed people off payroll before year-end
so you didn’t owe them vacation time for the following year.

At roughly the same time that we were seeking
to implement Deming’s continuous improvement concepts, a falsified
time card scandal at GE Aerospace in Philadelphia (surfaced by the
company to the government and resulting in huge fines) led top
corporate management to conclude they needed to appear more
proactive in monitoring integrity. A few years later, a whistle
blower who never attempted to let upper management know what he was
discovering surfaced collusion between a GE Aircraft Engines’ field
sales manager and an Israeli general for their individual and
illegal gain, involving activities that dated back to the mid-80s.
The ensuing debacle resulted in the destruction of the careers of
nearly twenty of our best and brightest. They were fired or demoted
not because they had been part of the conspiracy, but primarily
because they had put their signatures on documents on the basis of
trust. (You will recall those documents placed in front of you
complete with tiny colored tabs that direct you to the signature
lines and perhaps a hand written Post-It ™ note that reads, “This
looks good to me. Please sign.”)

To prove to the government that we were
responding vigorously, the corporation set up “integrity hotlines.”
Anyone could accuse someone else of operating without integrity by
making an anonymous accusation through the hotline. All tips had to
be investigated, no matter how ludicrous, false or self-serving.
The people accused had no rights to know or confront their
accusers.

The truth is, business runs
on trustworthiness and trust. Trustworthiness in that the pattern
of your actions over time causes people to conclude that you are
worthy of their trust; trust in that once you have established your
basic trustworthiness, people make themselves vulnerable to you by
trusting the information you give them, the timeliness of that
information, your interpretation of its factual and political
significance and the basic soundness of your
judgment.17

No one appreciated the irony in the lack of
integrity and basic democratic principles in the assumptions that
underlay the integrity hotline. Integrity isn’t about setting up
Gestapo mechanisms to look responsive to your government; it’s
about operating in such a way that your outer actions are congruent
with your inner values. If we were operating with integrity by
setting up and managing integrity hotlines, I shudder to think what
our inner values were.

So I learned another valuable truth, this one
sadly. Culture change isn’t linear and cumulative. It can move in
one direction, picking up steam. Then new management can enter, the
environment can change, and it can take a hard right turn.

I had also assumed that businesses get wiser
over time. What I came to realize is that individuals open to
self-critique and environmental feedback tend to get wiser. They
also get older and fall off the edge of the organization into
retirement or death with great regularity. And eager
thirty-year-olds with more ambition and testosterone than sense too
often take their place, and here we go again.

* * *

Something else happened that profoundly
affected my worldview. I was now in a new role as manager of
marketplace education. I had headed up the design team for the
negotiation workshop, now an organizational best seller, while
still the HR manager for Materials. Don Lester created this new
role for me. His very unsentimental instructions: Institutionalize
the workshop so it can continue even if you get run over by a
truck. And, by the way, design or find other marketplace programs
with similar impact.

I tripped over a brilliant
sales account strategy program developed by a man who lived in the
Indian Hill suburb of Cincinnati. His name was Rich Hodapp; his
company was called The MAPping Alliance. His Decision
MAPping® process18
contained a concept radical to us: Don’t compete
against the competition; satisfy the customer’s needs better than
any alternative reasonably available to them.

It was not so much a training program as a
way of running the business. It held the promise of reconciling the
partisan perception gap between our sales guys and their managers.
Account teams worked together to identify the decision the customer
was seeking to make that we were seeking to influence. Rich taught
us to ask ourselves: How does the customer make decisions such as
this? Who in the customer account is or will be involved as the
decision evolves? What factors will drive their decision this time?
Where do we stand in relation to those factors? Where do we need to
be in order to get a favorable decision? Can we get from here to
there within the available timeframe? What’s enough to realize a
favorable decision? What’s unnecessary or unattainable?

Decision
MAPping® contained even more radical thoughts. It required us to
collaborate across organizational silos. The issue wasn’t sales or
contracts or customer support. The overarching concern was the
management of an account over time in ways good for the customer
that maximized your product mix, sales volume and profitability
consistent with your business plan and strategic objectives.
Realizing the account opportunity over time wasn’t the role of an
individual; it was the joint and manageable role of an account
team.

It was possible to MAP both the entire
account and a specific account opportunity in a way that intuitive
thinkers and analytical thinkers could communicate with each other.
Management could review different accounts in relation to common
patterns. MAP provided management a consistent framework for
identifying opportunities, solving problems and applying resources
across multiple opportunities. However, to MAP an opportunity
honestly so that joint decisions about how to proceed could be
made, you had to identify what you knew and what you didn’t know,
what you’d done and what you hadn’t done. You had to make yourself
vulnerable to a management that had long assumed you were
genetically deficient if you didn’t know everything about your job
at every moment.

To admit that you didn’t know the status of a
decision or that you hadn’t met all the participants in an
account’s decision process was grounds for public flaying. One such
public flaying was sufficient to produce sales people wildly
unenthusiastic about supporting such a process. A few key top
managers, sworn to function as mentors and resources, displayed
finely honed skills at public flaying. It just kind of slipped out
of them.

And, in truth, many of our seasoned sales
folks were individual contributors who circled the globe at will
and liked operating independently. So long as management could see
their elbows and knees moving, they had been free to do things
pretty much their own way. Some would fail to notify our on-site
tech reps when they would be in the area meeting with airline
management. They had little interest in becoming part of an
operation managed for the organizational good, or in people back at
the factory or in other roles second-guessing their activities.

So Decision
MAPping® flourished in the Asia Pacific sales department, whose
director didn’t care how strange something was if it helped them do
their work better. He was able to create an atmosphere in which it
was all right not to know something. It flourished in our aviation
service department. Those guys were operations managers. They knew
they didn’t know much about sales and therefore didn’t have ego
issues to overcome. And it languished elsewhere, receiving polite
lip service and little else.

But these ideas had taken hold in my mind.
Don’t beat the competition; satisfy the customer in ways that are
good for you and them. Don’t work just for today’s sale; work the
short-term and long-term simultaneously. Work together on account
teams across functional lines in the interests of overarching
strategic objectives. Make sure that what you do doesn’t screw up
your colleagues in what they need to do now or down the line. Tell
the truth about what you know and what you don’t know, then
together identify how to find out and come up with a plan you all
can buy into. Analyze and find the weaknesses in your successes as
well as in your failures. Make fixes.

What strange, wonderful, and subversive
ideas.

* * *

There come times at work when no matter how
hard or smart you work, you can’t do your job right. It happened to
me when I was asked to be the acting manager for all of
professional development in addition to my regular marketplace
education job.

After a few months, my new manager informed
me he wouldn’t be refilling the professional development role. “You
mean you want me to do two jobs?” I asked. “No,” he said, “I mean
that your one job now has two parts.” A few months later, when my
life had narrowed down to working at work and working at home, and
to that horrible continual pressure in the back of your head that
comes from knowing you’re not doing justice to either part, I went
to him to ask for relief. He listened, and then, lacing the fingers
of his hands behind his head, he leaned back in his big black
swivel chair and said, “So you’re telling me you’re not up to the
job.”
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“Anything you can do, I can do better.

I can do anything better than you.
No you can’t.

Yes I can.

No you can’t.
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Yes I can,

Yes I can.” ®
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There’s been a load of
compromisin’
on the road to my horizon.
But I'm gonna be where

the lights are shinin’ on me.”
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