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Guerrilla Change: How to Start a Corporate Revolution 

 
Foreword 

 

I've been where you are in the organizational chart. I've been at the bottom, the middle and the top. I've 

also been similarly emotionally hooked to your organization. I have yet to meet a person who didn't 

want some change in their company. I have been frustrated with, angry at, disappointed in the 

organization. I have also been enthusiastic with, surprised by and energized by the changes that I saw 

occurring. 

 

Many people want change, but they are fearful that change brings...frankly, change and change means 

something is going to be different in their lives. They don't know if it will be better or worse. Without 

knowing this, the largest group of people in the world resist change. They adopt new ways after they 

see that it's okay and there's little risk in going along with the difference. 

 

If you are frustrated and want to see some change in your organization, keep reading. It doesn't matter 

if you're the CEO, Executive Vice-president, plant manager, shop foreman, line supervisor, assembly 

worker, customer service rep or custodian, you can create lasting positive change in your organization. 

 

Cover photo credit: Ryan Christensen through iStockphoto 
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Chapter 1—Principles 

 

 
Here is Edward Bear, coming downstairs now, bump, bump, bump, on the back of his head. It is, as far as he 
knows, the only way of coming downstairs, but sometimes he feels that there really is another way, if only he 
could stop bumping for a moment and think of it. And then he feels that perhaps there isn't.”-- A. A. Milne, Winnie 
The Pooh, 1926. 

 

Soon after I started at one manufacturing company, I was struck with the awkward flow of parts 

through the operations. The company had grown 600% in sales during the last 15 years and tripled the 

workforce. Yet it was operating in a chaotic mess. They had expanded the plant facility by adding on 

new space, connected by breezeways. The manufacturing space was not contiguous in many respects. 

 

The first operations were in the original building, close to the front office and the warehouse where the 

materials were kept. However, after the first sub-assembly was made, the parts had to be moved to 

another building for machining, and then brought back to the first building for coating. After this, they 

moved to another building for most of the remaining operations. In this third building, the parts didn't 

flow in an orderly fashion either. The core operations were all in one building. That bit of organization 

was good. However, towards the end, they went to the second building (again), and then back to the 

third building for final inspection and shipping. 

 

If you're familiar with manufacturing operations that have a lot of movement, you will understand that 

there are piles of work-in-process (WIP) parts associated with each move. Parts tend to be processed in 

batches because of long moves. The batches want to be the largest quantity possible. Parts don't get 

moved till the whole batch is done. Before many work centers and work stations, there were piles of 

parts waiting to be processed. Just after each area, there were piles of parts waiting to be moved. The 

piles of parts were on pallets or carts, and sometimes on shelves. Understandably, this company had a 

lot of WIP in its operations. With so much WIP, the order lead time for customers was long also 

because it took so long for parts to get through the manufacturing processes. 

 

Some years back, the company had dabbled with Lean cells in the third building's operations. However, 

they had problems with training for the different cells, and the product mix changed frequently so that 

the cells were always overloaded with demand or starved for work. Because they couldn't figure out 

how to set up more agile and flexible cells for varying product mixes, nor figure how to schedule the 

operators, they gave up on the cells and changed the factory layout to the one I saw when I started. 

 

In the previous 17 years of my career, I had been involved with more linear production flows. The first 

companies had high speed, continuous flow production lines. For the year I spent consulting, I was 

involved in microelectronics assembly, which was fairly automated, and was set up with linear material 

flows also. Other companies for which I had consulted, or had been employed, had better organized 

layouts than the one of which I was in the midst. This company probably had the highest labor content 

in their product than any of the other companies with which I was associated. A corollary to this meant 

there was little automation, no large complex machinery and mostly small work stations and lots of 

electrical drops. In most of the other companies, improvements were necessary because they were in 

trouble. Improving the processes, the procedures and the policies sometimes meant changing how 

people behaved. We also were cutting out wasted space in many areas, which meant changes to the 

factory layouts. Some areas changed every few months as we learned new things about how the parts 

flowed through the operations, and sometimes when certain operational steps could be optimized or 

eliminated. In those cases, work stations could be removed when those steps were eliminated or 
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combined with another work station's activity. 

 

After a few months of getting the “lay of the land” at this new company, I made a comment to one of 

the production supervisors about changing the layout to improve the flow. “What do you mean?” she 

asked. “We just changed the layout two years ago.” I doubt my jaw dropped physically but mentally it 

did. I'm very “even keeled” to reveal much in the way of emotional outbursts. Two years ago was the 

last change? I was flabbergasted. She saw no need to make any more changes. What they did two years 

ago was still working in her mind, and many of the other supervisors' minds. 

 

Change was going to be long and difficult. I was going to have to fine-tune my Guerrilla Change 

strategy for this organization. Instead of expecting change to occur in a few months, it might take a few 

years. 

 

Later I learned that this organization operated under fiscally conservative and risk-intolerant policies. 

Like a lot of the world, most of the organization was made up of high “S” people. “S” on the DiSC 

scale of personality types represents those who want stability and security. In one psychologist's 

treatise, they're depicted as golden retrievers—faithful, loyal, wanting assurance that you're okay and 

that I'm okay. The book from the 1970's titled “I'm Okay, You're Okay” was written for this portion of 

the world's population. They avoid conflict. “I don't want to get anyone in trouble” is frequently 

spouted. Another favorite line: “I don't want to make them feel bad by pointing out their mistakes. I'll 

just fix it myself—or I'll just live with it.” They won't send a cold meal back to the restaurant’s kitchen. 

Confronting someone, even in a constructive manner, is risky because the other person's response is 

unknowable. They have low risk tolerance. However, they are expressive. You will quickly learn what 

an “S” person is feeling, especially about change. They won't express displeasure to the involved 

person directly; they'll tell others. Oh, the complaints you'll hear when an “S” gets home from work. 

The supervisor who was dismayed that I was thinking about making a change in the factory layout is a 

high “S” person. If there's a reason to change, then what she's doing today must be inadequate. 

Therefore, she's not okay and she assumed that I also believed that she's not okay. Our relationship was 

in trouble. Pleasantly, she felt comfortable enough to blurt out her dismay directly to me.  

 

The second largest personality group in this organization were high “C” personality types. They are 

conscientious and analytical. They really want to be right, and they want to be prepared. They will take 

time making a decision until they have as much information as is available. To others, it will seem they 

can't make a decision until they've gathered every bit of data in the world. They too are risk intolerant. 

For them, a reason to change means what they're currently doing is wrong. Change drives them crazy. 

With C's, you'll never know they're going crazy with a change because they hold their emotions in 

check. 

 

My tolerance and desire for change was going to ruffle quite a few feathers in this organization, 

including those of the “big kahuna” who hired me. Just the year before I arrived, they radically changed 

their pay structure. Most production people were still reeling and dizzy from that. “It's not working” 

was the first thing I heard from them. “Why can't we just go back?” Two years ago, they had done an 

employee survey and one of the outcomes was the new pay structure. “This isn't what we wanted when 

we said we were dissatisfied with the pay. We just wanted more, not something that is more complex.” 

People were upset about the pay system. They were leery of any more changes. 

 

However, my principles for creating change would work well in this snail-paced organization. It was 

progressive in some respects. Their information systems were light-years ahead of many larger 
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companies. They had some forward-thinking personnel policies. We had to get the organizational 

system elements that were working connected with each other by making small changes in other 

system elements. 

 

Making a change in an organization is like squeezing a balloon. The squeeze in the middle affects the 

ends; they bulge out. You can't make a change in one functional area of the company without causing a 

change in another part. All parts of the organization are connected. All policies and procedures are 

related to one another directly or indirectly. Everything that happens in a company is part of a corporate  

system  element. A complete corporate system is made up of all the activities in the company, including 

entering a customer's order into its computer system and how that order gets scheduled. It also includes 

how an operator reads their production schedule. It includes how a customer representative answers a 

phone or internet chat query, and what paperwork is passed along to the customer. It includes how 

people report their time and the policy that governs when they're expected to work. It covers hiring 

practices and interview processes. How money is deposited, credited to accounts, and how other money 

is paid out is part of the whole system. The corporate system envelops when financial auditors are hired 

and by whom in the organization. 

 

Group of activities that are directly related, like order entry, form a corporate system element—or sub-

system. Design activities comprise another system element.  

 

I once mapped out the business processes for a speech to be given at quality conference. It looked like a 

bowl of spaghetti or an electronic circuit board for a computer—lines going everywhere. Small, 

incremental modifications won't make big changes elsewhere; a small squeeze on the balloon doesn't 

make a big bulge. Most of the time, this is true. However, I will explain later that there's a principle of 

leverage that can be utilized. If small change is applied in the right spot, big changes can happen. 

 

Given that system elements are connected, we need to be aware of that a revolution will only occur if 

we pay attention to system-wide effects. We cannot give a plant-wide pay raise without being aware 

that it will affect product and service costs. This may affect pricing, which could affect market demand.  

How we implement the plant-wide raise may affect relationships between departments who feel 

slighted because they perceive that they work harder or contribute more than some other department. 

Interdepartmental tensions arise. 

 

Even a custodian can create system-wide changes by how he or she determines the priority for extra 

effort. If the custodial staff decides that areas where customers are present are spotless, and employee 

areas are left to be cleaned at the end, sometimes remaining grungy, they can affect the company's 

ability to hire the right kind of people. If some areas are paid less attention, less-than-the-best people 

could be hired, and this could affect how well the rest of the organization performs, and retains and 

attracts customers. Their efforts in the public spaces also affect how attractive the business is to its 

customers, and, in the long-run, its sales. 

 

Early in my career, within weeks of being promoted to Quality Control Manager, the company 

president visited the factory. After a day of touring the place and holding various meetings with staff 

members, many of us were invited to a dinner with the boss-man. After dinner for the thirty of us, he 

gave a little speech about several things. Of special interest to me was his comments on the importance 

of quality to the whole Fortune 500 company. Afterward his comments, I raised my hand, and then 

introducing myself, I asked, “If quality is so important, can we look at the pay structure for the quality 

department?” At this point, the president seemed stunned, and the plant manager turned towards me at 
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his table twenty feet away and glared at me. I continued, “It is the lowest in the plant and turnover in 

the department is high. It's hard to maintain a trained staff in the department and help support 

operations in the manner they need.” I had identified a connection in the corporate system. In order to 

improve quality, we need a strong support department, in this case Quality Control. In order to have a 

strong department, we needed to reduce turnover. In order to reduce turnover, we needed to address the 

pay structure. (I knew pay wasn't the only issue why people left the department.  There was a reason for 

my promotion too in the manner how my predecessor was managing the department.) Here I was: a 

corporate green-horn, a 23-year-old newbie to management, daring to “challenge” (in the eyes of my 

boss) the president of the company. To my delight, and the president's credit, he responded thoughtfully 

to the question suggesting that I put together some information for my boss' and his review. With 

someone else at the helm, I could have had a very short career experience there. However, the president 

remembered my name on his next visit, but had to be re-introduced to most of the others. 

 

The corporate culture is important for lasting change. If the president had not valued open, honest 

communication, the QC department's wages wouldn't have been addressed. This one system element 

would stay unchanged. It would have been more difficult to support other necessary changes in the 

factory in order to win back market share and become the premier plant in this company's network. If 

the president had valued profits over process or positional authority over respect for individuals, the 

story (and my career trajectory) would be different. Corporate culture anchors the ability to systemic 

change, lasting change. Like a fish in bowl, even though fed every day, it will not thrive if the water is 

not clean and fresh. If the water is scummy, dirty and putrid, the fish will not grow; it may even die. 

Likewise, change efforts need to be in a culture that values people's efforts and honors them 

appropriately.  

 

A corporate culture is shown by the behaviors and decisions people make. Those behaviors will 

indicate what takes priority, what  or who gets valued, what or who is rewarded and what is the 

destination (the vision and mission). “Walking the talk” has become cliché. However, if you watch how 

a person or a company “walks”, you'll understand what they're saying their values are. Twenty years 

ago, “people are our most important asset” was a motto for many companies. They also terminated a lot 

of people's employment when recessions or business downturns hit. Those same companies were also 

not investing in their workforce's education and skills training. People were not treated as an asset—an 

investment and something to be cared for and protected. They were treated as an expense, a 

commodity, a disposable item.  

 

Is there rampant favoritism by the corporate leaders, who feel entitled to certain perquisites? That may 

be how it appears from the lower echelons of the organizational chart. It may also occur because the 

perquisites are necessary to attract the right kind of talent at the top. You can't tell if the reward or 

benefit system is based on favoritism or based on valuing competitiveness and having the best talent. 

Looking at one cultural element (e.g. the decision to provide perquisites to the executives) could lead to 

an improper conclusion. However, evaluating several elements together could provide clues to the type 

of corporate culture that exists. What other reward processes exist? Upon what results are they based, if 

any, or are they based on attendance (“must be present to win!”--you get a bonus based on being 

employed the last day of the year regardless of your contribution)? Who gets punished or whose 

reputation is disparaged and why? The answers to these questions give you a sense of the values, and 

the vision for the company.  

 

Where it wants to go and how it gets there will be some of the key performance measures. One 

business axiom states “how you measure me will determine how I act” with the cynical corollary that I 
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will figure out how to make the results look good with the minimal amount of effort and change in my 

behavior. The metrics will define the destination. They may define how you want to get there. 

Certainly, they define what's important to the decision-makers. 

 

Some places have had a pretty democratic method for determining goals and objectives. They seek the 

input of those involved at the appropriate level of the organization. If there's a team goal, let the team 

define it. If a department goal, the department personnel are involved. Those looking for change often 

change the metric, trying to find one that promotes the right behaviors and activities. 

 

Can you create change in a culture that doesn't tolerate change? Yes! Can you create change in a culture 

has different values than you have? Yes, and it will require more persistence from you. 

 

Decades ago, I attended a conference put on by one of the most well-respected management gurus of 

the 20
th

 century, Joseph Juran. While W. Edwards Deming was teaching statistical process control and 

other quality techniques (along with his 14 factors for improvement) to Japanese business leaders after 

World War II, Juran was teaching them about management structures that created improvement. He 

believed that management controls and effects 80% of the corporate results—good and bad—through 

their policies and provisions of the right materials, tools, training and hiring the right people.  One of 

Juran's axioms was that everyday you should answer two questions: Who is my boss? What does he/she 

want me to do? A person should do what the boss wants. 

 

I couldn't quite agree with this in toto. 

 

If you did agree totally, change wouldn't happen unless it's directed by the boss. One of the principles 

of Guerrilla Change is that anyone can initiate change. In my experience, it's better if the change 

happens from the grassroots level and starts to infect the corporate culture. Formal, programmatic, top-

down-led change programs rarely work. See the appendix “Why Change Programs Fail”.  Not only in 

my own experience, where I discovered people will do their normal work and the program work 

continuing to see them as separate activities, a paper was authored in the Harvard Business Review 

about twenty years ago.
1
 The authors showed that change programs fail for several reasons. They 

outlined several guidelines: 

 

1) “Mobilize commitment to change through joint diagnoses of problems” i.e. have a lot of 

collaboration and cross-functional efforts to figure out what's going wrong and how to change 

it. 

2) “Develop a shared vision of how to organize for competitiveness” i.e. create ways for 

information to move between company functions, get people working on the same problems 

and re-define roles and responsibilities—don't re-organize by changing titles or compensation. 

3) “Foster consensus for the new vision, competence to enact it, and cohesion to advance it” i.e. 

strong general management leadership (though the authors in other treatises have also 

promoted top-down-led and bottom-up-driven change together) needs to be aware of those that 

are “getting it” or not and put them where they understand their “new” roles or help them work 

for someone else where the culture is more suited to their style of management/leadership. Also, 

management needs to provide requested education to increase competence (emphasis is mine). 

4) Spread revitalization to all departments—without pushing from the top” i.e. here's the crux of 

not having a change “program”; let it happen by choice as people see the benefits of the new 

                                                 
1 Beer, et. al. “Why Change Programs Fail?”, Harvard Business Review, November/December 1990. 
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collaborative efforts. 

5) “Institutionalize revitalization through formal policies, systems, and structures—only after your 

new approach is up and running” i.e. after new methods of work are happening, the necessary, 

new policies and structures will be evident. As Guerrilla Change occurs, people will be looking 

for the new policies, systems and structures. 

6) “Monitor the revitalization process, adjusting in response to problems” i.e. learn what needs to 

be done, adapt to what is and what is not working, and reinforce the commitment to and 

importance of change. 

 

In many organizations, the top changes a lot. New executives come in, and when they do, they create 

their own, new initiatives in an effort to change the results of their companies. Top-down initiatives 

become a “flavor of the month”. Most middle managers try to wait it out, doing just enough not to get 

fired. Remember most people don't like change, because change means less stability, less security and 

change implies that the “old” behaviors were wrong or inadequate. Therefore, if there's a formal 

program to create change—Lean, Six Sigma initiatives, for example—most people will comply with 

the program work, but wait for the program to go away so they can just continue to do what they've 

always done. 

 

In Guerrilla Change, the change comes from the bottom or anywhere else in the organization. The 

starting point is not important. Guerrilla Change occurs because the new activities and behaviors make 

sense, essentially appearing as common sense because of a fresh perspective that creates an “of 

course!”, forehead-slapping moment. People adopt them quickly. Change becomes virulent. Soon the 

cultural transformation has taken place without anyone knowing.  The top will eventually catch on. In 

larger corporations, this takes more time but it's still possible. Like the apocryphal French aristocrat 

announcing to his friend as a mob runs by, “There go my people. I must find out where they're going so 

I can lead them.” There are no leaders without followers. If the followers are following something else, 

the leaders will figure out how to adopt that something else. 

 

One management principle publicized by Eliyahu Goldratt in his works starting with The Goal is that 

over ninety (90) percent of our results are based on one or two elements. The commonly known 80/20 

rule applies to independent events. However, in business, all the elements are connected and only 1-2 

percent of the activities and decisions affect almost all of the results. This became the crux of his 

Theory of Constraints
2
.  

 

Applying his advice in one company, we achieved a 60% increase in output without an increase in 

capacity. More recently, by changing two elements of a system—shift schedules and a key performance 

metric—one company decreased WIP by 50%, late parts by 99%. They not only  improved on-time 

delivery to their customers, but they also increased their output by 20% despite nearly doubling the 

demand on their core operations. Still, production operators thought they weren't busy “yet”. They 

wondered when they were going to get busy. All this happened in two months. 

 

Changing those two linchpins in the company's results couldn't have happened as effectively without 

the right corporate culture, and recognizing how all the system elements work together. All of the 

company recognized that the new metric was important. They knew how they could contribute and as 

the quickly improving results became evident, they recognized their achievement. More wanted to be 

involved in making it work. Soon it was hard to change back to the old way of measuring the results or 

                                                 
2 Goldratt, Eliyahu, The Goal, 1988. 
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changing the work schedules. 

 

Dramatic results also happened in a medical clinic when they realized that everyone's job was to 

answer the key question for their patients (customers): “Will I be okay?” They mapped out the 

processes for people coming to the clinic. They realized that it didn't matter if people were coming 

because they felt suddenly sick, or they had an ongoing issue, or they needed a follow-up visit or they 

were having their annual checkup. They still had to call to make an appointment, and then show up. 

Once they showed up, all patients went through the same process stages no matter the reason they came 

to the clinic.  The staff realized that they were measuring the wrong things. They realized that it wasn't 

always important that patients see a physician for the whole diagnostic portion. Once they determined 

that the means to answer the key question could be different for different classes of patients, they 

structured their organization and processes around how quickly and effectively they answered that 

question and measured their performance accordingly. 

 

Summary 

 

Because all of the corporate system elements are connected...  

 

because the real corporate culture in which we work is exhibited by how the “talk gets walked” and the 

selection of a destination (metric) that will create the desired difference for the company and better yet 

the customer... 

 

and because real change happens when it makes sense to another person... 

 

 Guerrilla Change can create a revolution in the results of the organization. In many different 

companies, in different foundational cultures, quick performance improvements happen when simple 

steps occur. 
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Chapter 2—The First Step 

 

 

Back in the 1980's when Japanese business was booming and taking a lot of market share from US 

companies, especially in the automobile industry, a lot of US experts wondered how it was happening. 

There were articles about the camaraderie and collaboration that happens in Japanese companies. Many 

people speculated that they were successful because of the culture. Not surprisingly, many experts 

started focusing US business leaders, not on the cultural and collaborative aspects of the improvement 

programs, but on the tools and techniques. Just-In-Time, Total Quality Management, Single-Minute-

Exchange-of-Die, kanban, kaizen, pokayoke, quality circles (limited to a single department's 

representatives) and other terms started appearing in our business vocabulary. These migrated into Lean 

(and all its forms for manufacturing, office, accounting, thinking and journeys), Six Sigma and other 

second or third generation programs that are still around today in the 2010's. Our focus on the tools was 

easy because we were pretty sure we couldn't duplicate Japanese business cultures here in the US and 

Europe. 

 

My own experience of thirty years, and I see it more and more in the business press, shows that 

corporate culture is important. We cannot duplicate Japanese culture, but we can imbed solid values 

and behavioral mores and expectations. We can create cultures of accountability, integrity, open 

communication and so on, that will create a foundation for any change programs. 

 

All of the programs from the '80's and on usually failed in companies. In fact, the automobile industry 

in Henry Ford's days created many of the Lean “tools”. Today most of the car companies are not 

considered very Lean. They know what to do but they can't do it. The structure, systems and values 

don't allow agile changes to truly become lean. Many people don't trust management to an extent to 

fully participate in reducing waste, for fear that they may be classified as “waste” and given the heave-

ho. I heard the same sentiment from some teams at a facility for an international food company. Trust 

and other core values are essential to getting change to take hold in an organization.  

 

When I began working at one company, hardly any of the meetings started on time. Even the 

president/CEO was notoriously late to every meeting, including the ones he called. There would be 

four or five people in the room waiting 10-15 minutes for it to start. Obviously, any other meetings that 

required any of the personnel or the conference space had to wait to get started after this delayed 

meeting finished. Some days it felt like LaGuardia Airport; once delays started, the whole day was 

delayed.  

 

What corporate value does this tendency communicate? The boss is king. No one does any work unless 

he's involved. His time is more valuable than any four or five people combined. No one can make any 

decisions without him. No one can share any information unless it's also with him. 

 

What do you think the atmosphere was like to encourage any improvement projects? The boss wasn't 

leveraging much of the creativity and intelligence of the rest of the organization. No one was 

suggesting changes. Esteem was low. 

 

So I started meetings on time and told the boss that we would start on time without him if he was late. I 

also said that we weren't repeating the conversation that he missed; he was going to have to figure out 

how to catch up with us. This was round one to changing the culture. 
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In a hackneyed sense of democracy, staff meetings were conducted in a roundtable fashion: start 

discussion with the first person and keep going around the room. Many times we would have had 

meetings where the really important issue wasn't raised until the last five minutes.  I insisted on 

agendas for meetings (even if they were generated in the first five minutes).  We could discuss  the 

important issues for the majority of the time and defer unimportant, non-urgent matters to the next 

week, rather than waste time on whatever was brought up first. This was round two to changing the 

culture. 

 

With these two changes, I indicated several things: people's time was valued; people's input was valued 

as much as anyone else's; that we were going to focus on the major issues of the day (year) and not 

waste time on the trivialities. 

 

I also ended meetings on time. 

 

The basic courtesies need to be practiced in the corporation. That can start with you, whatever spot you 

hold on the corporate organizational chart. The basic courtesies are respect, honesty and integrity (do 

what you say you're going to do and act in accordance with your beliefs). If the corporation has a 

formal document that outlines the values, I hope they act in accordance with those values. The 

decisions should be aligned with them. “Walking the talk” is a cliché but important to setting the right 

tone for the organization. 

 

What do you value? Honest, timely communication? Then make sure you share information with those 

that need to know what you know, when they need to know it. Want deadlines to be met? Make sure 

you hold yourself and those immediately around you to that standard. Think people's ideas should be 

considered? Listen to everyone that might have insight into the circumstances. 

 

It's not hard. It's an important first step. 

 

If you're a decision-maker, it's more important that you show integrity for the values you hold, and the 

corporation wants to hold. 

 

It's often said that “people are our most important asset”. This is not believed to be true for many of the 

corporations that espouse this. Equipment is maintained; upgrades are purchased. Investments are made 

in facilities and IT systems. Meanwhile, training and education budgets are cut. Travel expenses are not 

approved that allow for relationship-building with key customers and suppliers.  

 

People are laid off, furloughed, right-sized, transitioned (and other euphemisms for “fired”) when sales 

decrease. Treating human resources as a variable expense (like travel and supplies) is not acting as if 

people are an asset. If sales drop, you don't sell a piece of equipment one week, just to re-purchase it a 

few weeks later. Discarding assets usually happens after an extended downturn. Skilled, experienced 

people should only be “discarded” when the cost of keeping them exceeds the cost of re-hiring and re-

training. A decision-maker needs to show integrity with the values spoken and documented. I know one 

company that paid its employees to volunteer in the community when there wasn't enough work. See 

Chapter 5 for more information. 

 

When going get tough, that's when you find out what is really valued. You decide what's jetsam and 

what is still needed to get the ship to the harbor after the storm. If you send the crew overboard during 

the storm, just remember it may be hard to hoist the sails, and dock without enough “hands on deck”. 
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Switching analogies now to sports, we know that a team wins or loses together. Certainly, one person's 

performance can affect the outcome in a game or event. However, it's never recorded that Joe Fabeetz 

lost but his Rangers won. No, it's recorded that the Rangers won even though Joe made lots of errors. 

Likewise, it needs to be recognized that the corporation succeeds or fails as a team. A lot of corporate 

system elements are linked together. 

 

Even though the team may have a star shortstop, if that's the only good player they have, they probably 

won't win. A corporation may have an outstanding, award-winning marketing program. To succeed, 

however, it needs the outstanding order fulfillment systems behind it. Marketing might optimize what 

they want to do, but it could affect the other departments and make them less efficient, productive or 

stumble in fulfilling “promises” to customers that they were never really set up to fulfill. Sales may 

deteriorate. 

 

HR could put in an awesome suggestion system. Unfortunately, engineering and other departments 

aren't staffed to handle all of the suggestions. People get discouraged when they don't get responses to 

their suggestions, nor see any of the changes being implemented. Overall performance suffers. 

 

If you understand that systems are linked, and a value is that the team wins or loses as a team, then act 

accordingly. Invite others to comment on your suggested changes. Provide tactful input into others' 

changes. Create collaborative moments when cross-functional teams can work on a situation. 

 

Easy steps may feel awkward. Others may question what you're doing and why. Have courage and keep 

pushing. 

 

Those meetings that I forced to start on time did cause some tension between me and the boss. He 

interpreted the change as a grab for his power. He didn't quite get that the change was made out of 

respect for the others. The value, the basic courtesy, was important enough for me to “stay the course” 

and hoping that others would join the ship's crew and we can get into the harbor safely. We did. 

 

And it set the foundation for future success. 
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Chapter 3—Next Steps 

 

 

Plain and simple: "In order for this to work, you need management support" is bogus. "It's not going 

anywhere because we don't have management support" is just an excuse and a way to blame someone 

else for a lack of the right effort. Most of the time, people don't recognize management support when 

they get it. Many times they haven't asked management for specific support, other than an approval. 

Frequently, the only support you may get from management is the "talk" without the "walk" anyway. 

Additionally, there's no reason to wait for some generic, ethereal aura of "management support". 

 

I've been in organizations and talked to teams in other organizations where people complained they 

weren't getting management support. While working with those teams, I discovered that they didn't 

recognize the management support they were getting. Specific examples included the education and 

training they were receiving at that moment, the ability to collaborate with other teams, access to 

subject matter experts related to their project, and investments in equipment, tools or materials 

(educational, consumable and inventory). Yet they blamed a lack of success on a lack of management 

support. What were they expecting? Management visibility and accessibility were two expectations that 

weren't met. Many of the teams did not get 100% approval of their plans. Probably one factor that 

created the perception of non-support was a lack of feedback that certain elements weren't approved 

because management had higher priorities for the resources. Because some teams weren't recognized 

for their efforts and early partial successes, they concluded that management didn't support them. 

 

I have also witnessed teams fail to achieve substantial results even though they received promotional 

support for their efforts, had accessibility to management and management was visible to the teams. 

They didn't look at their own performance gaps: poor team dynamics, lack of comprehension of the 

processes, the system elements and how they integrate and need to be aligned, the factors that create 

variability, cross-functional and organization-wide communication of upcoming changes, overcoming 

resistance to change, and so on. When their work ended without success, they talked about one failing 

of management that led to their downfall. Those intrinsic parameters of the team's effort led to their 

failure more than a perceived lack of management support. 

 

Can teams succeed without management support? Of course, 90% of performance improvement 

requires little investment beyond time to evaluate the obstacles and collaborating to plan and 

implement a few changes. It's possible to get education without spending a lot of money—for example, 

access to information and experts through the internet, and access to subject matter experts from 

current and potential suppliers. With a little bit of communication and networking internally, teams can 

get other help as needed. 

 

Most of the management support you want is that the corporate culture encourages collaboration, 

decision-making opportunities (choice) around your own work and the opportunity to figure out how 

the work should be done (content). Whether management espouses these values or not, find ways to 

make collaboration happen with the idea that the work processes will change for the better. 

 

I was recently reviewing an older article about making changes that exploded a lot of myths. One fact 

has stuck with me over the years: the refutation of the myth that people in a crisis will change. 90% of 

heart disease patients, who have had coronary bypass surgery, don't change their lifestyle. They 

continue their "evil" ways that got them into trouble in the first place. 
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Alan Deutschman, the author, wasn't encouraging either for us corporate minions, because CEO's aren't 

any better at adopting change. Deutschman's article "Making Change" was published in Fast Company 

magazine in May 2005.  Business gurus often declare that top management needs to drive change. 

However, if they're not any better at changing behaviors that got the organization in trouble, then 

change needs to come from someplace else.  

 

Change is supposed to be motivated by fear (like a crisis). However, most of us go into a state of 

emotional paralysis (really, it's denial), not a state of "fight or flight" which implies action. 

Encouraging, positive images of the future is more motivating. In this case, we're motivated more by 

pleasure than by pain. 

 

Quite awhile ago, I led a small department with 3 guys in it. Two of the guys were assigned each to a 

particular production shift. They were about 60 years old, and the shifts were 12 hours long. They also 

rotated each week: working on days one week, nights the next week, days the following week, and so 

on. As a twenty-something, I could imagine that this would be hard on me to change my sleep patterns 

every week. I suggested that we try three weeks on the same shift and then rotate. It would mean 

working occasionally with the other production crew, which could be a good thing in terms of shaking 

us out of the complacency of assumptions and known expectations. Occasionally, it's good to have 

another person enter our “world' with a set of fresh eyes to point out what's not working well, and to 

ask questions about our habits. They reluctantly agreed to the experiment. 

 

After six weeks with three weeks on each night/day rotation, they both admitted that they'd rather rotate 

every week. They agreed that the sleep pattern improved. However, it messed up their family routine 

on the weekend because they weren't transitioning from one schedule to the other. They didn't see their 

family much on certain weekends with the three-week schedule.  So, it wasn't the pain of having to 

change their sleep routine each week that drove a change. It was the pleasure of being with their family 

on the weekend that drove their desire to change shifts each week. 

 

Nearly 30 years ago, I believe, IBM did a study and found that positivity was more motivating for 

improving quality than using negative metrics or comments. Their study suggested that instead of 

measuring the frequency of defects, it was better to measure the percentage of parts with no problems. 

 

It's hope that keeps us going. Hope that our performance will improve (that's why we set up teams to 

look into problem areas, why we start continuous improvement programs). Hope that the results will be 

worth the pain (think of any exercise routine). Hope that we'll recognize the change for the good. Hope 

that change will tell others that we're doing okay, and security (of a job, of a relationship) exists. 

 

Step 2 

 

Many of the transformational methodologies insist on management involvement or, worse yet, 

initiation. Many authors and consultants insist that no implementation of improvement strategies start 

without the support of upper management. 

 

Hogwash! 

 

Step 2 is recognizing that you can begin transformational change from a single department, and it 

doesn't even require being the departmental manager. I call this "Guerrilla Change" after the war 

campaign tactic of indirect confrontation. 
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How can a person in one department of a large corporation start a transformational corporate cultural 

change? By starting at step 1: practice the corporate values you want to see, i.e. "walk the talk" and 

recognize that all elements of the corporation and corporate processes are interrelated. Anyone can start 

a revolution because they want to see change happen. Remember: not many people can change even 

when knowing that the behaviors that got them in trouble need to be changed. That's true for lifestyles 

and corporate activities. 

 

Stephen Covey taught us that highly effective people (and they do not have to be the official leaders of 

the corporation) recognize that they have choices. They understand the foundational principles and they 

understand that they are response-able. They know they have choices: they can take action or they can 

be idle and wait for someone else's action. It's a choice we all have. 

 

Obviously, corporate change is easier and takes less time in a small business or corporation in one 

single location. But it can happen also in large corporations. One work team becomes excellent, then 

one department, then one location, then one branch, one business unit, one division, and so on until the 

whole corporation. Change in one person ripples to another and this is what makes corporate change 

possible. The more visible the person is, like the President or CEO, the faster the ripples occur. 

However, ripples still get out there from the custodian or single technician or particular customer 

service rep. 

 

I know. I've created it from exactly those small beginnings. 

 

Step 2 is recognizing that you shouldn't give up. You are making a difference, even though others may 

not fall in step and join the parade yet. One other person will. Soon two more, than four, eight, sixteen; 

the progression will be contagious. 

 

Some will give you credit. If you're an formally recognized leader, they will. If not, a few people will 

and others will just know it's happening but not how it started. That's okay. Someday, the corporation 

will operate in a manner that everyone will enjoy and the success can be enjoyed. 

 

The community will start to take notice. The business world will start to take notice. Your recognition 

will come when you share that you work there. When you describe how you contribute to the 

organizational success--practicing the steps to corporate change, "walking the talk", etc.--they'll want 

you on their team.  

 

Many of the companies in which I've worked have enjoyed rapid success: 50% reduction of problems 

in a few months, 50% improvement in results in less than a year. Not all metrics improved so 

substantially. But the ones that mattered did. 

 

Never create change for change's sake. This is what leads to "fad of the month". Many businesses will 

start Lean programs, Six Sigma programs. In the past three to five decades of business, management 

has trotted out a program in their company that worked somewhere else. Consultants add a nuance and 

give the previous program a new name and it becomes a new fad. 

 

Okay, I'm a cynic. 

 

I've watched this happen in many companies. I've been the victim of some of those programs. I've been 
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given books to read that purport some new way, never to see those new ways be instituted. One 

company read the "Great Books" of business: In Search of Excellence; Built to Last; From Good to 

Great; Breakthrough Company and some other books that dealt with isolated corporate systems like 

performance reviews or managing to employee strengths
3
. One boss handed out “the article of the 

week” at staff meetings. The effort to read, understand and discuss these lessons never turned into 

actionable plans. 

 

Sometimes they do. Sometimes the organization will roll them out with great fanfare: "we're embarking 

on the great journey of Lean!" 

 

This is change for change's sake. 

 

Step 3 

 

Why are we making these changes? What do we expect to see happen as a result? 

 

When you answer the second question, that has become step 3: set the goal and measure it. A great goal 

involves everyone (see Step 1, because all corporate elements are interrelated), and everyone wants to 

feel like their contributing. A great goal makes a difference to the customers. A great goal makes a 

difference internally, and requires new behaviors. 

 

It does not require new programs! I repeat: it does not require new programs. 

 

One company radically improved on-time delivery, increased output, improved quality significantly 

and had more demand...yet felt like they weren't busy. If they had laid out a plan to increase production 

by 20%, improve quality by 30%, nearly double the load on current capacity according to the 

manufacturing routing standards and achieve near perfect delivery (reduction of late delivery by 99%), 

they would have said it would take 12 months and a massive investment of capital and effort. 

 

In hindsight, it took 2 months, and a shift in how the capacity was scheduled, a "few" hours of 

communication and one change in an objective (goal). It didn't take capital investment. It didn't take a 

program. 

 

It took focus on the "great" objective and everyone's cooperation. They had a "good" objective, not a 

"great" one. 

 

There is a seminal work published in Harvard Business Review many years ago about how change 

programs don't work (the Beer, Eisenstaat  article cited earlier). I wholeheartedly agree. (I disagree that 

it requires upper management support--see step 2). Change programs don't work. They have one 

benefit: a common terminology that can be exported to discussions with people outside the company. 

Otherwise, change programs create corporate fatigue. They create failure in the corporation through 

micro-optimization (see step 1), disillusionment and distraction of resources away from the "great" 

objective. 

 

Answer the question about results. Set the objective and ask everyone to participate in achieving the 

                                                 
3 Two such books have been Abolishing Performance Appraisals and Strength Finders 2.0, through which everyone 

was assessed for their talent themes, and these were charted but the data didn't influence organizational changes. 
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objective. Dig in. Occasionally, step back and watch how well it's working because it will be fun to 

see...that it is! 
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Chapter 4—Final Steps 

 

 

As a stone's ripple in a pond will eventually fade and dissipate (there's a better physics term for this but 

you understand), change will die out unless it's supported. 

 

One person I know described the tension caused by change as like stretching a rubber band. If you let 

go, the rubber band snaps back to a relaxed state. Judith Bardwick's work Danger in the Comfort 

Zone also desribes this tension for productivity. Too little fear and there's a sense of entitlement. Too 

much and there's paralysis. For change, there needs to be the right level of anxiety and tension. Too 

little and there's no stretch (in performance). Too much and it breaks. 

 

Earlier, I mentioned persistence. It's important to keep change going. This is one form of the support 

needed to accomplish corporate change. Keep the tension on the rubber band. 

 

How do you do that? 

 

Step 4 

 

Keep talking about the objective. Encourage those who are trying to support you. Support them. 

Recognize them. Reward them in whatever way is available to you including pats on the back. (Alfred 

Kohn in Punished by Rewards: The Trouble with Gold Stars, Incentive Plans, A's, Praise and 

Other Bribes encourages changes in content, collaboration and choice (self-direction) related to their 

work to motivate people, rather than any other reward or incentive.) 

 

Communicate: educate, explain, encourage questions, describe the new behaviors that are desired, 

describe the benefits for the customers--internal and external--and the organization when the objective 

is achieved, dissuade people from giving up too early and going back to how you operated before. 

Recognize that people will be suspicious of any change. 

 

I once had an employee accuse me of taking away a benefit because we eliminated a perfect attendance 

award in exchange for two paid personal time-off days. After I asked the person what they earned 

through the perfect attendance program, and what they had to do to earn those two days off, and asked 

them what they had to do to get the "new", paid days-off, they realized that they weren't being 

"screwed". 

 

The company that achieved amazing results in two months, described in the last chapter, had some 

practice runs for a daily meeting to help set the expectations of new behavior and let it become a habit 

before it was required. During the practice runs, the expectations were discussed and the benefits to the 

team and each other. They also described how this was going to contribute to the "great" objective and 

transform their business. (In hindsight, they had expected to achieve less than the what they actually 

did. The real results exceeded their expectations!) 

 

Does this kind of support require upper management? No. As shown in Step 2, corporate change can 

start anywhere. This support can happen anywhere. 

 

But let's take another run at management support. What does it look like? Some say management 

support occurs when their suggestions are approved; conversely, management support is nonexistent 
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when approvals are not given. Is it? Perhaps the suggestions don't contribute to the corporate 

objectives. Perhaps their are greater priorities than whatever improvement is being proposed. Perhaps 

the suggestion leads to micro-optimization and disrupts the optimal performance of the whole 

organization. If these cases are true, then management is supportive of the overall effort, just not this 

particular suggestion. And maybe rightly so. 

 

Some say management is supportive when they're directly involved in the change program. Certainly, 

management will be more visible. However, visibility is not always supportive. It could be distracting 

and disruptive. It's disruptive when a top manager's presence causes deference to his or her opinion or 

the group suspends their own judgment rather than reaching group consensus. Management can 

sometimes provide better support for change by being invisible. Management is supportive when their 

actions and behaviors encourage the change. 

 

During lunch with the CEO of a large agricultural services company, he admitted that he'd like his staff 

to operate more independently, to be more empowered. I suggested that it may be difficult for him also 

because it would require a change in his behavior. He would have to decline invitations to meetings. He 

would have to be intentional about reading emails and not responding to them—letting others 

determine the direction, share their opinions, and not solicit his input. 

 

When the top boss talks about the change, he or she is supportive...maybe. Even on some small scales 

of change, I've heard that when the boss talked about the change, the rank-and-file reacted with 

skepticism and suspicion that only the boss was going to benefit. If management doesn't have a good 

reputation and high credibility in matching the values of the large part of the organization, you don't 

want their visible support through communication. You definitely want to have guerrilla change 

occurring from the inside of the organization at the lowest levels of the hierarchy as possible. No one 

will ever suspect that the custodian is going to get a multi-million dollar bonus just for supporting a 

Lean or Six Sigma program. (See previous steps about guerrilla change and not having a program.) 

 

In fact, the less visible management is, yet supportive through grass-roots communication (education, 

explanation, response to questions, and so on), the more likely corporate change will occur. More likely 

the right amount of anxiety will exist, the levers of motivation (choice, content and collaboration) will 

be exercised and...the world will be a better place. 

 

Step 5 

 

What's left to make change happen?  

 

I haven't gone in detail about any of the steps. There are a lot of nuances. There are other basic 

courtesies and corporate values. There is more discussion about how to have transformational, systemic 

metrics for objectives, going from good goals to great goals. People can talk forever about what is or 

isn't good communication and what management support is.  

 

The first 4 steps will carry an organization pretty far. However, another thing is needed. It's often the 

hardest because most people resist it. A lot of people are high S people (in the DiSC personality 

classification) requiring stability and security. Their greatest need is to feel okay. Change means that 

they're not okay. Somehow what they were doing was not right. In order to feel okay, what they're 

doing has to be right ("tell me that it's right!").  
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Most things in the world work okay. Otherwise we wouldn't be surviving. Change is a way to make it 

better. Whether we're talking about the change from the postal service to facsimile (fax) communiques, 

from telegrams to land-line telephones to cellular phones, from interoffice memorandums composed 

with pen and paper or typewriter to emails, from monks copying manuscripts to the Guttenberg press to 

e-books, change brings new opportunities. (Shall we go through a litany of change in transportation or 

medicine or...?)  

 

Change doesn't mean the past was bad. It means the future will be better. "Mr. and Mrs. S, you're okay 

today; tomorrow you'll be great!"  

 

So we've got to make sure we can't go back, like Cortez burning two of his ships and sending the third 

away so his troops had to push ahead. Like pegging the ends of the rubber band so the tension remains 

and the ends can't snap back to the way it used to be.  

 

Slaughter the sacred cows: traditions. You can find the traditions in your business when you hear 

people say things like: "We've done it this way for years"; "I don't remember why we changed the 

policy (procedure) to say (do) this"; "Every other company does it this way." A more delicate way to 

phrase this, perhaps, is “scuttling the ships” in reference to the Spanish conquistador Cortes's method  

to force his troops to advance into the Central American jungles. No way to return to the status quo was 

available to them.
4
 

 

Another way to look at the necessity of changing aspects of your organization in order to make lasting 

improvements is to use the metaphor of a crutch. An injured person who struggles to move forward will 

use a crutch. Businesses do the same. Inspection is one crutch used to ensure shipments can be made 

without defects getting to the customer (or so we hope). Instead of fixing the processes, we add 

inspection. Instead of eliminating scrap and rework or other wasted efforts, the activities and materials 

are added into the routing and become part of the standard cost for the product—another crutch.  

Before the advent of checking routines on computer programs, many procedures required another 

person to review the data entry for correctness. Because instructions can be ambiguous or not very 

clear, we add approvals and authorizations by another person who’s charged to make sure we’re 

compliant with regulations or policies. I’ve been in organizations where the inspection function has 

been removed from the production lines. If you “kick out the crutch”, eventually the organization has to 

improve in order to not come to a complete stop or completely ruin the business. However, if some 

preparation is done, crutches can be removed with little disruption to the customer. The patient will 

limp but get stronger, eventually not needing any support or being hindered in the least. 

 

Remove the barriers, like policies and procedures that hinder the right behaviors and are counter to the 

values we want. (Okay, for this step you might need management support. Often it's obvious that these 

things need to change to keep progress going.) Let's look at a few sacred cows found in many 

companies. 

 

In many organizations, purchasing authority is limited.  Supervisors are limited to authorizing up to a 

hundred dollars (or less at times). The implication is that management doesn't trust them to make good 

decisions about supplies. At the same time, supervisors can make decisions about schedules and 

material dispositions that may cost the corporation thousands of dollars. It's a bit of irony, hypocrisy or 

                                                 
4 Richard A. Luecke, Scuttle Your Ships Before Advancing: And Other Lessons from History on Leadership and 

Change for Today's Managers, Oxford University Press, 1995. 
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blindness to what's really happening. Long time ago, one commentator of business trends pointed out 

that management often trusts the person who works on their automobile's brakes more than they trust 

the people they've hired and trained. They will double-check the their subordinate's work but not the 

work of a total stranger. 

 

It's difficult to find an organization that doesn't require performance reviews. Why do we have them? 

Some will say it's to document good or poor performance for promotions, demotions or terminations.  

Some will say it's to determine wage increases through a fair system. Some say it's to have a dialogue 

with the purpose to make behavioral changes and improve a person's performance. Often performance 

appraisal systems are created, modified and enhanced to accomplish all of these purposes. They end up 

doing them poorly.
5
 In reality, there are other ways to accomplish these intentions without using a 

single mechanism like a performance appraisal. 

 

Another way to push change is to change the metrics. Traditionally, manufacturers will measure 

efficiency or productivity, like parts produced/hour or a comparison to a standard time. Service 

organizations will use similar metrics, like calls handled/hour. These metrics have been in use for over 

a hundred years, since at least the time of Frederick Taylor and scientific management. His work has 

continued to be the basis for many Lean efforts through time and motion studies to balance the work 

effort throughout an assembly line, and setting criteria like Standard Work-in-process (SWIP) to 

determine if an individual or work center is keeping up with expectations. 

 

At one company, efficiency and productivity were used on people's performance appraisals. It was only 

one of 20 criteria for rating their performance. However, it was the only one that was “objective” (I 

deliberately put this in quotes). It then became the only focus for supervisors and the assemblers. My 

effort became to de-emphasize it. Efficiency was leading us to wrong behaviors. 

 

In many presentations on his Theory of Constraints, Eli Goldratt dissects the ills of the steel industry. 

Most of the problems are related to using tons/hour as an efficiency measure. It encourages people to 

make the product that isn't needed yet, consuming materials that could be used for other product that is 

supposed to ship now. Inventory is high. Lead-times are long. Profits are low. 

 

In this company where efficiency was an item on the performance appraisal, people worked on the 

parts at which they excelled. They avoided parts that were on the schedule if they weren't going to be 

good at making them. They avoided bringing  in help, because “newbies” would be slower. My 

challenge was convincing them that the most important metric was schedule adherence (staying on 

time), shipping what the customers needed now. I had to tell them that it was okay if they brought in 

help, and it took them all day to get 1 part done; that was one more part closer to the shipping 

department than if the help hadn't been there.  

 

As a result, people moved to areas where they could help. They learned how to do the difficult 

assemblies. They helped each other get better even when it meant taking extra time on their own work. 

When the focus turned towards getting parts done, and to the customer, rather than focusing on an 

artificial measure, the right behaviors happened. 

 

Why is efficiency artificial and not objective? If it's a metric that's related to a standard, the emphasis 

needs to be put on how the standard is developed. Does it take into account machine or assembler 

                                                 
5 Coens, Jenkins, Block, Abolishing Performance Appraisals: Why They Backfire and What to do Instead, 2002 
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variability? Is it based on any objective criteria or was it copied from some similar effort? 

 

Efficiency can lead to high WIP “inventory” (parts for a manufacturer, claims to process for an 

insurance company). Do customers care if the person to whom they're talking is being expeditious, but 

curt? Or are they concerned that your employee seems to care and takes the appropriate amount of time 

to deal with the issue, responding to the emotional impact also, and turn the customer into a loyal 

customer?  

 

Efficiency doesn't provide the guidance to creating loyal customers. Efficiency does have a purpose in 

helping determine costs, which might help in calculating expected profits. It's not even a good tool for 

that. What will we do with the answer to the question: “what is our efficiency on this service?” If it's 

low, will we raise prices because it takes us longer than we expected? We might be able, but if the 

market has set the value for the service, we can't. If it's high, will we drop prices or see more profits? 

Costs are ephemeral and dependent on the type of overhead allocation system you use
6
 or don't use and 

on the use of standard or actual costing. Standard costing hides the variation in a catch-all variance 

account, and often doesn't take into account factors like waste, scrap, yield, etc. (This is especially so if 

efficiency measures are also used.) 

 

Similarly, there's a renewed interest in On-Time-In-Full delivery (OTIF) metric. It too is flawed. It 

leads to all kinds of excessive costs and wasted effort. If I order 1,000 red widgets and 500 blue 

gizmos, I expect all 1,000 red and 500 blue things to show up on the date I wanted them. You might 

expedite materials so you make these parts. You might run overtime to make them. You might ship 

them via overnight service so I get them by the date I said I wanted them. If there are any hiccups in 

fulfilling the order, you're talking a lot to your suppliers, your manufacturing and service teams, and 

me. However, I don't need 1,000 widgets on that date. Sure, I ordered them for the date. But I only need 

250 this week. Then I need 250 each week thereafter. I put you through expedite, overtime and higher 

freight costs because of my ordering pattern, and my insistence on OTIF. I'm also hurt by the metric 

because now my inventory is inflated for three weeks. Thirty years ago, there was an extensive 

movement towards getting the parts and service efforts Just-In-Time. In some industries, we've gone 

backwards recently. 

 

I've already mentioned schedule adherence as the prime metric. I alluded to the case study earlier for 

the company that dramatically improved its on-time delivery. They changed from focusing on the on-

time metric to a schedule adherence (percentage of work orders completed on time). The old metric 

allowed 80% of the work orders to start early, but finish behind schedule. Most shipped on time 

because there was some buffer time between work order completion and shipment. However, work was 

not considered in trouble until it got close to the shipment date because of the focus on on-time. 

Expeditious efforts took place in the last 2-3 days before shipment. By changing the focus to the 

schedule, when a work order fell behind, still with time up to a week or more ahead of shipment, it got 

attention and got back on track, finished on time, and ready for shipment before the date requested by 

the customer. Surprisingly, nearly everyone could contribute to this schedule adherence metric. They 

felt part of the success. The daily meeting, at which the schedule was discussed, has the most energy 

and people looked forward to being there. It was scheduled to start at 7:30. After a short time, if you 

came at 7:28, you missed the first 3 minutes of the meeting because everyone else was there and they 

got started. 

                                                 
6 H. Thomas Johnaon, Robert S. Kaplan, Relevance Lost: The Rise and Fall of Management Accounting, Harvard 

Business Press, 1991. 
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In some companies, a financial metric has been used to unify the organization. Developed by the Stern 

Stewart & Company, Economic Value Added (EVA) has been used because everyone can be shown 

how they contribute to financial success of the company. Not everyone can contribute to profitability; 

not everyone affects equity on the balance sheet. However, EVA combines these two in a way that 

drives the right behaviors. (It can also be used to drive the right changes by market segment or 

customer for strategic reasons.) Companies that have used this metric, and communicated ad nauseum 

about the influences from individuals, the markets, the economic conditions and the organization's 

responses, have found that their performance and enterprise value grow substantially. 

 

Successful organizations measure themselves against expectations from the stakeholders: customers, 

primarily, employees secondarily. Why does a bank exist? Sure, it's there to provide security for the 

deposits. Is that all? Isn't the primary expectation of a bank customer is that they can easily use their 

money when they go to make a purchase. Banks could structure their efforts around simplifying the 

customer's use of their own money. Missing the mark, most banks will measure tier 1 capital, or 

number of atm robberies, or average sum deposited in new accounts. None of these metrics are related 

to the customer's experience.  

 

For a manufacturer, the primary goal is that when a customer, whether it's another manufacturer (OEM) 

or retailer, will always have the quantity of parts on the shelf ready to be pulled by the customer or their 

customer. When someone needs one, they can find at least one. When someone needs 100, they can 

find a hundred. On-time delivery or payment metrics are nothing compared to stock shortages for the 

customer. 

 

A medical clinic might count how many physician visits occur, the percentage of consultations 

conducted by phone or email, or average days before a patient can be seen by a physician for routine 

exams. A patient will schedule a visit for a variety of reasons. However, no matter what the reason, 

their primary question is, “Will I be okay?” A good measurement is how quickly and effective the clinic 

answers this question bearing all resources for any particular patient and circumstance. 

 

Whatever metric you believe is important for your organization, do not fall into these policy traps. 

Several have been mentioned already. 

 

   Top Ten Policy Problems 

 

Most policies suffer from two axioms: 1) The one who makes the policy is usually the first one who 

breaks the policy; 2) Poor systems generate more systems. 

The first shows up most often with travel and expense policies where the management feels they're 

exempt from the new rules they just issued, like coordinating travel or communicating to the other staff 

what their out-of-office schedule is going to be. The second: when we can't control things, we create 

another policy to try to control things. 

1) Companies will often limit the purchasing authority of supervisors and managers when they want to 

buy miscellaneous, non-inventory items, yet they have the authority to scrap or disposition 10, 100 or 

1000 times that amount of inventory items. 

2) Some companies still make new employees wait to enjoy vacation time (up to a full year) yet they 

will enroll them on the medical insurance plan after 90 days...even though the medical insurance costs 

more than vacation. 
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3) Management will often have others' work checked but they don't give a second thought to the work 

done by the car mechanics, even when the brakes are being worked on. They trust people they don't 

know more than they trust the people with whom they work.  

4) A corollary to #3, auditors and customers often insist on 200%, 300% or more inspection yet they get 

really upset when someone offers to double-check their work. Multiple inspections often lead to more 

problems because the effort at one level is less than total (because the next person's going to check it, 

and they'll assume that you've already checked it). Also, multiple checks can create collateral damage 

through more handling or the potential for data to be inadvertently altered as files are opened and 

closed, re-formatted, etc. 

5) Companies cut costs in expense areas where the cuts won't make a lot of difference yet ignore the 

major areas where the slightest cuts will generate greater reductions. In the past few years, there have 

been numerous articles about saving money on office supplies, computer equipment and software, and 

travel expenses. They typically are a small percentage of the overall costs. Saving 50% of those 

expenses may affect the bottom line by 1-2%. However, if an organization could save 10% on health 

insurance, that might drop 3-4% to the bottom line. 

6) Companies make workforce reductions across the board rather than deciding which departments or 

facilities should be cut less or more depending on the strategic plan. 

7) Companies will make workforce reductions even when it's still making profits. They will waste 

future profits when they re-hire. It hurts the company in spite of the moral argument of affecting people 

adversely who can't afford to be affected, when the company could afford to earn a little less. 

8) Management tries to write a policy that can cover every situation for attendance, and ends up with a 

mess. Or they equate fair treatment with equal treatment, which are not the same thing. Fair treatment 

is what's appropriate for the person and the situation. Equal treatment ignores the person and the 

situation and makes it simple for management. If management ignores the equal treatment that the 

policy demands, then they are guilty of favoritism. If they ignore the fair treatment, then they are 

callous and maybe immoral in certain situations. 

9) Poor management focuses on attendance policies rather than the work being done. Treat everyone 

like adults, not like kids or dogs who need a short leash. 

10) Poor management focuses on efficiency, which is fraught with problems.  

 

 

 

 

 

What to Do 

 

 

Question the assumptions behind current practices. Why do we operate in shifts--convenience or real 

need?  What are the reasons for allocating overhead to various departments the way we do?  

 

Question the focus of the organization from the customer's perspective. 

 

Gently probe through the answers. Remember, be gentle. Most people are resistant to change because it 

will feel like the past was wrong. Asking these questions will create the same tenderness and resistance. 
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Chapter 5—A Relevant Culture 

 

 

If you can't tell from earlier chapters, I have a particular bias towards the type of corporate culture I 

believe leads to success. I've seen it work in many organizations. The business press has picked up on it 

in the past decade with books like Servant Leadership (Robert Greenleaf). 

The moral principle is treating others as you want to be treated: honestly, with respect and dignity, and 

with fair (not necessarily equal) treatment. When you're dissatisfied with the current culture, how 

would you describe the way you want the organization to look, feel and sound like with a different 

culture? Remember the ripple effect: you can affect change by being the change you want to see. 

Me? I want to see cultures where the boss is not king, not even a benevolent dictator (which assumes 

the boss knows our needs and motivations better than we do). The boss is there to provide the tools, 

education, and resources (including cash) that everyone else needs. The boss is to make sure the 

"engine is humming along" with the right mix of people and skills on the team. The boss sets the vision 

for the future and defines the journey. The boss has to "walk the talk" by practicing the level of 

engagement, he or she wants to see throughout the rest of the organization. The boss realizes that the 

journey is never done. 

You could be the boss of your shift team, work group, your little task force, your truckload of people, 

your department, your business unit, your branch, your plant, your company. No matter what level you 

are, I suggest you operate per the above. 

Ephesians 6.9 says, "...masters, treat your slaves in the same way [serving wholeheartedly, as if you 

were serving the Lord, not men, because you know the Lord will reward everyone for whatever good 

he does, whether he is slave or free (v. 7-8)]. Do not threaten them, since you know that he who is both 

their Master and yours is in heaven, and there is no favoritism with him." 

How do we threaten, and how do we show favoritism and how do we focus on "them" serving us 

instead of the other way around? 

CEOs are often tempted to ask for favoritism. For example, sometimes they ask for favoritism by 

breaking a policy because "they work hard" or they ask for special favors ("please get me a cup of 

coffee", "mail this package", "don't start the meeting till I get there", special parking spots or types of 

offices). Favoritism is also shown in our reward systems--e.g. performance appraisals that are more 

subjective/qualitative than objective/quantitative, commissions and bonuses based on organizational 

results but given to a certain class of employees only. 

When the business is not quite as strong as you'd like, who gets hurt the most--CEO or the lower ranks 

who are often furloughed? What message is created when results aren't happening? "We can't provide 

any more benefits till...." Doesn't this sound like a threat? Passive threats can happen when merit 

increases are promised for certain behavioral changes. 

Do you provide for your organization's needs before your own? The organization should be king.
7
 

One company I was involved with, during a slow period, reduced hours for the production staff. We 

had run out of other projects. People were frustrated trying to figure out how to contribute. We reduced 

hours but offered to make up the pay if they volunteered at a non-profit organization (school, food 

shelf, etc.) The company could afford the hit in profits more than the employees' families, so we made 

                                                 
7 Keith R. McFarland, The Breakthrough Company: How Everyday Companies Become Extraordinary Performers, 

Crown Business, 2009. 
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the decision to help them in a way that benefited lots of people. We were able to list at least a dozen 

benefits to the company and the individuals. One of the benefits to the company: we retained a trained 

workforce; they weren't tempted to work somewhere else and we'd have to hire replacements when the 

economy bounced back. 

One cornerstone of the better corporate cultures recognize that fair treatment is different from equal 

treatment. Fair treatment recognizes different contributions and results. Equal treatment ignores any 

commitment, level of engagement or contribution. Companies that practice equal treatment don't care 

whether you're a star, or a hero, or whether you're a drag on the company and dogging it. They don't 

value engagement or empowerment. They value compliance and the status quo. Ask any person how to 

mete out any reward (from a pizza, cake or thousands of dollars), and invariably that person will 

answer that it should be divvied out equally. It's a simple solution: it maintains equality. However, it's 

not fair and does not recognize our individual differences. Should the 90-lb ballerina get the same 

number of pizza slices that the 260-lb college football linebacker gets? The solution meets neither 

person's needs or desires. Should the CEO get the same bonus that the custodian gets? The solution 

ignores the contribution they made to the results (though it could be argued that it may not be 

significantly different by some). Should the person who worked one day last year get the same year-end 

bonus as the person who worked at least six months before the start of the year and influenced the 

results year-long? In this case, nearly everyone would agree that equal is not fair; however, to avoid 

political conflict about the bonus decision, they may bow to their “S”-ness and maintain everyone's 

“okayness” by providing equal rewards. This decision for equality makes everyone unhappy, even the 

“S” people. 

 

A lot of leaders have trouble describing the culture they want. They just want more engagement from 

the staff. My belief is that engagement goes two ways. If you show care for them and are concerned for 

their needs, they will care about what's important for your organization. If that's the kind of culture you 

want, then start the journey. I've described five (5) steps. Get started, have fun...and repeat. (Call me if 

you need help.) 

I know there are engagement surveys out there, but think about the results of the survey before you 

issue it. Are you prepared to take action on the results? If the answer comes back that leadership needs 

to change, will you change in a significant way that's demonstrable to the rest of the organization? Will 

you trust the results if the organization has low levels of trust now? And a corollary question, will the 

employees trust that their responses on the survey will be valued, in a low-trust organization, and 

therefore will be apathetic with regard to their level of honesty on the survey? 

If you desire a high engagement culture, you as the boss need to be highly engaged and mindful of the 

needs of the organization. I quoted Christian scripture above, and we have an extreme example of 

servant leadership in the person of Jesus himself. There are also numerous examples in the Jewish 

scriptures. These are enduring "organizations" and successful by many measures, surviving and 

thriving through persecutions (worse than any economic recession). Most of the functions of these 

institutions is voluntary with no tangible compulsory efforts for favoritism or threats (can you "fire" me 

from the church or synagogue to the point that I cannot participate anywhere?). (Collins' book Built to 

Last has no benchmark company as enduring as the Jewish and Christian institutions and their 

longevity. I am less aware of the Islamic culture of servant leadership so I cannot speak to the reason 

for its endurance.) Therefore, pick a servant leadership culture and bring honor to those who are 

working to bring in the results. Remove the hindrances (see steps 1-5, again), and watch the 

organization accelerate beyond your dreams. 
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“Backword” 

 

DiSC  

 

DiSC is a personality assessment developed by William Moulton Marston in the first half of the 20
th

 

century. He's also known for creating the ability to measure systolic blood pressure  used in lie detector 

tests, and the Wonder Woman character. He postulated that there are four behavioral styles: 

 

D: Dominance, Driver 

I: Inducement, Influence 

S: Submissiveness, Steadiness 

C: Compliance, Conscientiousness, Analytical 

 

Some users, or analysts, have described the four styles with their primary needs: D needs to be first or 

take action; I needs recognition; S needs security, and stability; C needs to be right or prepared. 

 

One helpful mechanism for understanding this is plotting them on a quadrant with one axis being Risk 

(averse, tolerant) and Expressiveness (controlled, emotional). Gary Smalley, in one of his books, also 

related the four styles to animals. 

 

D: Risk tolerant, Controlled expressiveness (lion)---willing to act without all the information; will not 

necessarily let you know how he's feeling; biggest need is to take action, to be first. 

 

I: Risk tolerant, Emotional expressiveness (otter)--willing to act alone if the rest of the team isn't 

coming along; however, she would prefer that the team comes so they can congratulate one another on 

a job well done; biggest need is recognition. 

 

S: Risk averse, Emotional expressiveness (golden retriever)--won't act without knowing that 

everything, you and he will be okay; he will tell you when he's happy or sad so that you can keep 

things the same and avoid making any changes; biggest need is to be safe. 

 

C: Risk averse, Controlled expressiveness (beaver)--won't make a decision without all of the facts or 

start a project without knowing how it's going to turn out through careful planning; she won't tell you if 

she's happy or sad because the focus is on the task; biggest need is to be right. 

 

 

 

Lean, Six Sigma and Other Efforts: what they are and how well they've (not) succeeded 

 

Lean was coined as the management philosophy or set of techniques related to reducing or eliminating 

wastes in our organizations. It started primarily as a methodology for manufacturing but has been 

incorporated into office and service processes. 

 

Most times numbering 7, often 8 or more, its focus is on these wastes: 

 

Defects 

Overproduction—creating “stuff” that isn't going to be used immediately 

Overprocessing—doing more than what's required) 
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Waiting 

Transportation (moving materials around, even electronic documents) 

Inventory (investment in “stuff” not being used, even unread emails) 

Motion (people movement, steps, results that could be done in fewer motions) 

Underutilized Skills 

Creating software for poor or unneeded processes (doing bad things faster) 

Poor metrics that lead the organization in the wrong direction (time spent to measure and react to them) 

 

Lean has been around for nearly thirty years. Similarly, so has Six Sigma in its various phases, and its 

focus is on reducing variation in processes, and improving the consistency and targeting of our efforts. 

There are plenty of case studies showing success. However, there's not been one long-lasting success 

for Lean or Six Sigma companies. GM went bankrupt and they applied as many of the tools as possible. 

In fact, many of the automakers get failing grades at applying Lean, even though many of the concepts 

started with Henry Ford. Motorola, who coined the Six Sigma term, has suffered by losing market 

share. Many of the Malcolm Baldridge National Quality Award winners have struggled financially. One 

website http://www.leancompanies.com/ compares the Lean 20 to the S&P 500. Though they may 

slightly beat the S&P 500, companies that pay attention to their culture significantly outperform the 

S&P 500. (One company, with which I'm familiar, enjoyed 400% stock growth during 10 years when 

the S&P 500 actually decreased through the same time period.) Employee-owned companies, which 

stereotypically pay attention to their culture and level of employee engagement, have seen their value 

increase by a third more than comparable companies over a 10 year period. 
8
 

 

Why Change Programs Fail 

 

Only psychopaths wake up in the morning and proclaim that their goal is to make the world a worse 

place. Your fellow employees want to make the world better. They want today to be better than 

yesterday. Extremely frustrated, some have become apathetic and disenfranchised. If given the choice, 

however, they would rather be contributing positively to the organization and society as a whole. 

 

We need to know that change will be appreciated and beneficial. We want to see immediate results. We 

want the effort to be shared. We want to be rewarded for the results. We want some ability to make 

choices and provide input into the decisions. We want to go home at the end of the day and say, “Yeah, 

I did good work today. I produced a little more...or I found a little better way to do something...or I 

helped Bob put some really pertinent data in his report...or in the customer service line, I found a way 

to solve the red-haired lady's problem...or I did better and have a stronger chance for promotion...” 

 

However, when top management dictates change, it can backfire. All of us resist change to some extent 

until we know more. Even most executives with heart disease don't change their lifestyle that got them 

in trouble. If they're not good at change, how do they expect the rest of the organization to be good at 

change? 

 

When Lean, Six Sigma or some other change programs are put in place, they often fail. Here's why: 

 

  “But, Mom, Everyone Else is Doing It” 

 

                                                 
8 http://www.nceo.org/main/article.php/id/52/ for a 30 year study of employee owned companies, by National Center for 

Employee Ownership 

http://www.leancompanies.com/
http://www.nceo.org/main/article.php/id/52/
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 The customer or auditor or some other external party has dictated the change. They have 

no idea if the desired program fits with the company's business model, strategy or culture. They 

have some power and have heard that the program works. I know one company was asked to do 

fifteen Kaizen Blitzes per year in order to stay on the customer's approved supplier list. The 

customer was less than one percent of the total sales, and really didn't understand the custom 

nature, high product mix and process variability involved in the contract manufacturing 

business. Sometimes management will get trapped into saying “yes” to implementing the 

program in pursuit of some profits. There's no real buy-in and it's going to detour resources 

from better improvement opportunities. 

 The program was promoted in articles, books and venues that top management saw. Everyone 

seems to be doing it, therefore we must in order to stay up with the competition. Someone is 

assigned to research the program and determine an implementation plan. People are given an 

overview, taught the tools and techniques associated with the program. At this point, it's like the 

emperor's new clothes: we've got too much invested to admit that there's no substance to the 

plan. Top management is sometimes shamed into starting programs by consultants who exult 

that no business is different than the ones successfully implementing the program. 

 Change for change's sake: we're not satisfied with our results so we're going to make a 

change. We don't know what the core problems are, nor what the solutions should be. We've 

seen others do this, so we will too. We haven't targeted any specific results; we just want things 

to be better. We haven't analyzed any processes or markets for demand changes, obstacles or 

policy hindrances. The house is slowly decaying so we'll put a coat of paint on it, until the 

termites gut the supporting beams and the house collapses. 

 

Lack of Integration and Planning 

 

 The change program doesn't fit our business model. Douglas Peters 

(www.dsperformancegroup.com) postulates there are two business models
9
: innovation 

(adapting to the customers' needs and wants, effectiveness) and standardization (efficiency, 

being the lowest cost, fastest deliverer, highest level of consistency, best customer response 

time, etc.). The model should determine the type of people you have, the processes, the 

structure and the kinds of results you desire.  To put an innovation program into a company that 

competes on standardization won't work. Likewise, to put a Lean program in a company that is 

adapting its market offerings frequently will struggle to get any results from the Lean program 

investment. 

 Similarly, the change program that doesn't fit with the strategic plan will fail. Strategic 

plans most often focus on external parameters of the business: market share, market segments, 

adoption of new technologies, competitive pressures, demographic and geographic trends, 

regulatory changes, and so on. Change programs are internally focused. 

 Change programs become one more crushing demand on a person's time. Larger 

corporations will have dedicated staff for the program. Most of the businesses can't afford that 

bit of overhead. Instead, they allocate their staff resources accordingly. They also have multiple 

annual goals for the corporation, which will have 2 or 3 projects associated with achieving that 

goal. Additionally, each department will have 2 or 3 goals/projects to support the corporate 

goals or projects. Let's say there's five corporate goals as an example. Teams will then have 2 or 

3 for each of the 20 to 45 goals or projects coming at them. That means any one person could 

                                                 
9 Douglas A Peters, “Elements of Oganizational Infrastructure”, 

http://www.dsperformancegroup.com/?submit=Infrastructure  

http://www.dsperformancegroup.com/
http://www.dsperformancegroup.com/?submit=Infrastructure
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have 40 to 145 projects to work on. If they want to be a team player, they will help other 

individuals with their 40-145 projects. There's just no time for a change program to slide in 

here. If it does, it doesn't become part of the routine work. It gets tackled only when time is 

carved out or a deadline is looming. “There's my normal work and then there's program work.” 

 If we knew what to change to get better results, we would have done it already without resorting 

to implementing a change program (and all its expenses). Most often, change programs are 

conducted throughout the company. When you have related events, only a few factors drive 

most of the results. Change programs will not force you to do an analysis of the system that 

creates the results. Finding those few linchpins to your overall results, and making the change 

to them is often radical. The radical change communicates that we have to make this change. 

Small, incremental changes are not lasting.
10

 

 

No Foundation for Relevant, Sustainable Change 

 

 The elements needed for change are not supported by the corporate culture. Creating 

change means empowering people, allowing them to change the nature of their work, and 

collaborating on cross-functional teams to derive the best solutions. The company's evident 

values need to support these activities. The written value statements most often will espouse 

empowerment, trust, integrity and common courtesies (respect, e.g.). However, the real values 

are shown in the decisions that are made, the way they are made, and how the managers 

operate—recognizing effort, acknowledging and crediting others' work, removing obstacles that 

hinder improvements, aligning themselves with corporate goals. What are the legends told in 

the company? They will indicate the values of the corporation and how well the change will fit. 

Change programs may require attitudes and behaviors that have been contrary to the corporate 

culture, and therefore they will fail. Similarly, it's difficult to adopt salad-eating habits if 

everyone else around you is still eating half-pound cheeseburgers. When there's support for the 

changes in the organization, then change comes easy. 

 There's a lack of alignment between departments and corporate functions, and there's a 

sub-optimization of corporate systems.  This often happens when there isn't a common 

corporate metric toward which everyone contributes. If there are several corporate goals, each 

tapping into a different portion of the organization, then departments will be focusing on the 

ones they can influence, and ignoring the others. This will create opportunities for sub-

optimization. No activities and processes operate in isolation. Changes in one area affect 

another. If efforts to optimize one area do not consider their effects on another area, sabotage 

will occur that will reduce the overall improvements in the organizational results. For example, 

marketing wants to offer a longer warranty. It will be disastrous if the design group and 

production groups are not making changes to improve the product. Likewise, a medical clinic 

could radically reduce the time to admit patients. However, if the “cycle time” for finishing the 

clinic visit isn't also reduced, patients will “stack up” in the waiting room, patient frustration 

will increase and business will be lost. The whole organization (clinic) needs to be aligned 

around the prime customer concern, answering quickly and effectively their foundational 

question: “Will I be okay?” (This is their real question whether they come to the clinic for acute 

care, chronic care, follow-up to previous care, or a physical exam.) 

 There's a lack of collaboration and systems to support intrinsic motivation. Similar to the 

problem above, change programs fail when people are not used to working effectively together 

on teams. Collaboration works well when it's part of the recognition and reward system. 

                                                 
10 Alan Deutschman, “Making Change”, Fast Company, May 2005, p. 60 
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Intrinsic motivation is improved when people are given some freedom of choice, the ability to 

adjust the content of their work and the opportunity to collaborate with others.
11

 

 There's a lack of ownership or buy-in from the whole organization that change is needed. 

Many programs are installed in organizations that feel they've been successful. Why change 

when many things are going well? Similarly, some of the other causes for program failure will 

cascade into this one. “It's not our problem. It's the design team that needs to change” or the like 

can be heard in the halls of a company that doesn't have a sense of accountability, ownership or 

integration throughout the departments. If there's a lack of integrity from management 

(“walking the talk”), the lower parts of the organizational chart will not feel compelled to 

facilitate improvement. Unequal yet unfair treatment can be a demotivating. You can probably 

list any number of reasons there isn't buy-in to a need for change. 

 

While the nature of programs have many strengths—provision of a rallying slogan and common 

terminology, SOP’s and methodologies—they are fraught with weaknesses as discussed above. Often 

they turn into parades and events. They become the latest in a long line of attempts to create 

improvement which causes organizational fatigue. With a program demanding attention, it’s difficult to 

see the forest for the trees; the “end” or ultimate desired result is lost in the effort to drive lots of 

“means”. 

 

There are several layers of resistance to change also. People not interested in changing will create 

push-back messages, such as “it was better before” and “why did we need to change?” The resistance 

will take many forms: some intellectual, some emotional. 

 

1. They disagree that there's a problem. 

2. They disagree that this is the problem that's a priority. 

3. They disagree on the solution or that it will be effective. 

4. They think the solution will cause more problems. 

5. They don't think they need to be part of the collaborative effort to implement the solution. 

6. They think that the solution implies that what they were doing before was incorrect, inadequate 

or faulty. 

7. They are fearful and can't bring themselves to agreeing to anything that's different. (One of the 

reasons that sky-diving instructors still have to push students out the door the first time.) 

                                                 
11 Alfred Kohn, Punished by Rewards: the Problem with Gold Stars, Incentive Plans, A's, Praise and Other Bribes, Mariner 

Books, 1999. 


