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ABSTRACT- :

When the‘BhSiness‘Process Reengineering (BPR)‘cohcepts
»appeared in the early 1990 s, both American and French
managers werebvery enthusiastic ahout it. In fact, 1t was .
~hard not.toheoneidef a new mahageﬁent.concept, which'enables
companies te'considerably iﬁprove'their perfofmanee. Buh;
.today,eWhile Americans-keephOn believingiih and iﬁpieﬁenting
BPRepr05eetS; the Ffench-are ﬁueh 1ess attracted by fhis -
Concep£;~BPR“is "one U.S. product that sells,poorly‘in-
Eurepe" (Lahdéy, 1996:‘1), therefere poorly invFrance.-The“
question is Why.ee'theynhave such different attithdes;
"Attitudeﬂ'being,defihedvby‘twe Variables: perception and_
use of BPR | | |

Accordlng to Hofstede (l9éOﬁe372); "Organizetions are-
culture—bound",.and John'R. ChiidresSSuStains that>ahn‘
Vmanagement fheefy must fit the cultﬁre_of the‘organiéation
‘to‘workﬁ | |

"Trylng to apply lmprovement methods to an |

»unreceptlve culture is like trying to apply a

- band-aid underwater" (J.R. Childress, 1995: 41-

,42) ’ : o o

Yet the‘United‘States and France have différen%
culfures,'therefore a mahagement‘theery‘hhat Qorks_in the

United-States, may be irrelevant ih;Frahce{ Consequently,.a
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hyéothésiélcggibeiﬁédé;j%ﬁéﬁchﬁéﬁa Améfican'managersbﬁave,‘
'difféiéﬁﬁ ;t£itudé§’toWéfd;EPR; énthhi$ can.b¢ éxplained byw
'thé gultﬁial'différeﬁéeéAﬁeéfeeﬁ.£he two-cognﬁries; :
"xIn‘ordé££tQ validate“thiégﬁ§pbthésis,’a survéy was
conduétea. French é;d’Americaﬂ Top—iéVél»manégéfs we#é £hé'
7vtargetfres§ohdents._Thé quéétionhaire included 3fSeté Qf >
Quéstiéns;fEaéh sétfofkqueéfiénS aimed'at disdlosing
‘vinformétiénjabout tﬁe khow;edge éf £hé.ﬁggéondehté.aboutf:
.BPR,,the_use:of such‘projects;vor‘cultural Characteristics
dfﬁméﬁégers from bothi?ounﬁries:  |
jhélgatheredxdétasﬁﬁpdrt'the tWo‘partéof the 
hypotheSis.‘First, many.Frenchfreépondents were nbf_famiiiaff
:w;th BPR, and those whé were familiaﬁ with BPR'péfCeiVediit
' és'a aéwnéizing‘tOOl or a bUzzWordg.As‘aConéequenée,ﬁuch:
fewer Ffench companies have ever Qndertaken BPR projects in
compérisop.to‘Americaﬁ éompaﬁiQSf Second,-French'and,‘
.fAmeriéaQ>hanage£svhéve different éulﬁur¢s. The Frénch are
more riék—averse,’leés willing to change,.and more
?:hiérarchy—bound. Fiﬁélly,'it-reveals that £hésé cultural
‘features are cérrelaféd to ﬁhe?williﬁgngss of_maﬁage?s to‘

undertake'BPR projects.
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CHAPTER ﬁONE: LITVERATURE‘ REVIEW
1. Business Process Reengineering; an Overview.
1.1. Defining BPR. |
'41.1.1. Definition.

Business Prbcess Reénginéering_is.agout réinventing the
whole company by giving up thé.old way of’creating customer
value and setting ﬁp a brand new one; This is about a
radical change, which, if well thought out and well
~implemented, will bring the company very highvbénefits. The
‘BPR gurus M. Hammer and J. Champy-define.BPR as: |

"the fundamental réthinking and radical redesign
of business processes to achieve dramatic

improvements in critical contemporary measures of
performance" (Hammer and Champy, 1993: 32).

The goal of BPR is to attain benefits that would be at
least ten times that of traditional improyement programs
within a very short period of time: sixlmqnths to one year.

' This research paper will éonsider the BPR theory in its
pure form as defined by its American authors:bMichael Hammer
and James»Champy.

1.1.27 6rigins of BPR.

1.1.2.1. The Birth of BPR
Durihg the last two décades, many companies have been

trying to improve their productivity and efficiency, to



reduceitheir operating and administrativecosts, tovfind
ways to get competitive{advantages; Most ofithem‘were going
_it by setting up continuous improvement programs'using |
concepts such as‘Total Quality Management or Just InTime
Management . But they found-it very-hard'to gain competitive
ladvantages when their competitors were also 1mplementing the
same type of programs

Therefore, in the late:l980s, some companies,decided
‘not to improveithemselves;-but to change their way of doing
business by reinventingithe company, starting‘itiover, in
other WOrdsi-reengineering the business. TheirvobjeCtives ‘
were to gain benefits at‘least‘ten times that of improvement
programs Within the shortestvperiod of'time,'usually'a year.
Reengineering the proceSSesiof a company may be a high
return project but_itisbalso a high risk one.

Observing thoSe new types of practices, American
’researchers started 1nvestigat1ng and thinking about new iﬁ
vmanagement theories. The BPR concept first appeared in.the'
_result of some management researchvconducted by the
.Massachusetts Institute of Technology (MIT)‘ They were
nactually trying to show the 1mpact of the use of technology
in businessesp Meanwhile,tresearchers and consultants at the

aIndex Group were making similar type of investigation.7In



1990, Thomas Davenport and Jamés éhorf publishéd a paper
where they talked about business process redesigﬁ! In the
same year, Michael Hémmer published, "Reengineering the
Work" in the Harvard Business Review.

But Business Process Réengineerihg‘becamé reaily
popular in the business wdrld just after the release of

Reengineering the Corporation: A Manifesto for Business

Revolution by M. Hammer and J. Champy, 1993. In their book,

they present BPR as.a revolutionafy_way of doing businesé.
The book has become the Bibie of Business Process
Reengineering. |
1.1.2.2. Factors Fostering the Emergence of BPR.

The buéinesszerd today is not compérablé aﬁ all to
the world twenty, even ten Years agé. Today, companies do
not work forbcustbmers who would buy whatever théy would
propose to them. Time when the choice on the market place
was limited is over, and the customers know it. Today,
companies have to face savvy‘cuStomers, who know aboﬁt
Produéts and Prices, who make comparisohs) and look for the-
highest customer value, their cusfoﬁer value. Customers haVé‘
acéeSS'téba huge ambunt éf information; making them more
'knowledgeabie and more-demandiﬁgrthan ever. The chailenge

for companies is to provide them the expected customer



-~ value. MeanWhiie, both national and intefnatiOnal
competition WaS‘beooming fiercer and‘fiercer.invféct/
during tne laSt few decades,_wé oonld obsérvo countries
opening:their.boundaries'and'making buéinésénélliances,'
cféating tax—free trading areéo. This Sndden entrance of
foreign.compétitive companies; coming_in.with new ideas and
new products, forced the national ones react, trying to‘get”
competitivovadvantages as wellu Under that pressure,
managers were Soning for‘waystodrasticaliyimorovetheit
buéiness. Thevthird.faotor is technology. Duting the last
decade, technology has never stopped evolving; giving
companies opportunities to improve their business and theif
effectivenoss by usingbthem. A technology‘todéygmay be
obsoiete tomorrow. As a consequence, companies may find
opportunitiestotuse new technology everyaay.

Such a rapid‘path of chanoevofftechnology, combinedit
with the other changes.F oustomers,,oompetitors —vhas‘left:
companies confused and lost;'Tho old way of doingbusiness(
| Which‘would work in‘the old‘environment,>is no longer
»applicabio. Companies wnich wouldvfind themsélneé'in deep
trouble:would not’know how to react becéuse whatever
improvementftheybwould bring to their busineSs, it would not

be enough to catch up with the external change. This is the
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1;reas¢ﬁ7wh§“sémé?coﬁpéniésﬁ such astord andiIBM “declded toips“ﬂﬁ'
ﬂlymake 1mprovements rn“order to face. the current env1ronment

fThey reallzed then that thlS would‘not be poss1ble unless‘:’
| ‘they started over, keeplng nothlng from the old Way T
Sy Bes1desvthe new env1ronment that companles need ﬁé;cbpe7f*?”'”
.wa1th researCherShand,consultantstere’faCtors<enablin§ythe:f;fs]:

“emergence of the concept In fact ‘some. companles were ;4.'7

;‘undertaklng BPR prOJects but at that tlme,‘they dld notngjf"
y1t BPR M Hammer and Index Group conducted a research ff'
7'program called Partnershlp for Research and Informatlon‘;ffiffbf"'

-Systems ManagementuﬁDurlng that research,prOgram,vthey foundﬁyfir

l:out about those practlces, whlch could brlng very hlgh

" ‘abeneflts to the companles u51ng them That was of course a

]really,good subgeCt*tO‘wrlte On.hMoreOVer,VcOnsultants1took

_advantages of the fact that many companles Were desperate

: and really_needed some help As a matter of fact many

.l_yconsultants have been trylng to make money by talklng about J,;f :

"BPR as the remedy to companlesf°problems As atconsequence S

of that thlnkers, and the press started wrltlng about BPR ;?f_{.

“as well maklng the concept popular




1.2. Changes Occurring After Reengineering.

1.2.1. Radical Redesign of the Proceeses.

BPR focuses on creating and implementing totally new
processes. Thomas Davenport defines a process as followed:

"A process 1is a specific ordering of work

activities across time and place, with a

beginning, an end, and clearly identified inputs

and outputs: a structure of action". (Davenport(

1993: 5)

So ptocesses are at the basis of companies"activities;
they are the ones that eneble the company to create customer
value. Hence, companies that will provide the highest
customer value will.be the most successful ones. Therefore,
to be more competitive, companies'need to have better
processes than their competitors. This is the reason why BPR
focuses on processes.

BPR assumes that the current processes of the company
are not the right ones and cannot enable the company to be
as competitive as it could be. BPR.is about radically
changing those wrong processes, replaciﬂgfthem with new
ones. BPR ie‘not <modifying and improving the current
processes. Managers neea to think about what they are‘doing,
why they are doing it and try to find out how they could do

it better, faster, at lower cost and above all if they

really need to do it. In order to do ‘so, managers have to be



creative,’ﬁo béhchmark other‘oigahizations,‘Othér practices,
and stop beiieﬁing in feStrictiveaésﬁmptionslVIBMifogll N
example; when‘they reengineéied‘the;rféreait.sﬁbsidiary, had
ts stép thihking‘that.ohe customer réQuestiébuld not_bef
handled by one genefalist. Théy used to believe in the
intervention of‘seVeral épecialists, (Hammér and Champy,
1993:.36—49)

, :GiVén'the féct that each organization_is going to come‘,
out with the best processes possible for their business, it
is diffiéult to define what thé new processes will be.
However, some common changesvcaﬁ be noticed. First,ISeverélk
jobs are combinedbihto oﬁe; which can'be interpfeted-as‘the'
end of the assembly line. One ‘person is‘in chérgé of severél
steps in ﬁhe production of the customer valﬁe. Seéond,
wbrkerS'do not performla pfedetermined task but are
empowered to make decisions and adapt.theif<job accofding to
the reduirements of the customer. Third,‘every non—value—
added task isveradicated whenever it is,possible. This
includes taéks such as‘controls5or inSpéctionS.’Foufth,‘one
person, called a "case manager" (Hammer, 1993: 62), will be
the unique cohtact for_the”customer. In that way;>whenever
the cﬁstomer needs to get ihformatioh‘ébout his or hér

order, that person will havé the responsibility to know the
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".géﬁé£5mé£;ueiuefwhile;the‘aetahend'inrorﬁation5érehstiiih‘
“fhshared by the’Wﬁole»érgéniéatléh It is a klnd of "hybrldh;h?ﬁ”
| c'e‘n'trallfzé'd/de(-':entj?al{?i"?‘edr"'-»voltg'a:i?lg?afl?n} o Hammer,, 1993{“:"_':}

The customer 1s the Number One focus of the processes

*gend thoughts of the orgenrzatlon The startlng p01nt forv
?s buSlhegé,#%Q¢eé%]rédéslgn§l§th§h¢uStéﬁerntn fact,Twhenhifva
| edesigning the processes, companies have to integrate their
”tglgggtdﬁéfs p01nt”of &iéw The newborganrretion has one éf‘”
’hiapjéétive: satlsfylng rts>customers | '
: f‘i;é;S? Supportlng the Nevarganlzatlon by Uslng’New'f;
| Technologles | | | ' .

;”;;Technologybisﬁevolﬁingheveryhday['giﬁino:conpenies;?f;icT
ticOpPortunities:tosiméroretthefrtoberetions;thenkseto‘newatx‘t
'fﬁtechnology Technology cen 1nprove the’productron‘systentcuif'
lﬁithrough automatlon,blt can help conpenres.hetter store,;w
 better rs,hare., and be t}tér use information... Memagers who
o 1dent1fy those opportunltles w1llhave J_deasfor | |

'ffeesgiﬁgering‘théirfnréégsség;;Thiéfig*phéfgg§é§hjwhyj~5gf'“

‘reengineered organizations use new technology. -




'lf2,4§f The Structure of the Organlzatlon Becomes

Flatter

As‘seen before,‘workers are empowered theyvare.
:respons1ble'for creatlng.customer value;}and they haue the
vipower-to declde howathey’are oolng tobdo so. vhvcustomernrslill'”
takenicare of by one cross’functlonal‘team /anormatioﬁquesgtl
not'need to 90'up.and down.an§ﬁ0re.'Theref0rejvthe?need“rortﬁl*b
1ntermed1ary managers.dlsappears, maklngche hlerarchy
flatter In addltlon peoplebwork w1th peoplerfrom other
tdepartments,'thls eradlcates.the walls that used to ex1st
between'departments. | | | | o S

152.5. »Chanoebin'the Corporate}Culture,l

"As alcon§GQuencexof’all theabhaﬁgésfeitédfabévé";hg'
~corporate culture 1s bound to change Flrst‘ people S jObS
~ have totally changedv Second people do not work accordlng
to»therr department‘anymore,butraccordlngmto thelr,team;'Tojk'
}sum up, the 1nterpersonal relatlonshlp among workers 1s
‘_changedv B | |
>132;6. The Human Resource‘Department Has to Attractihf
iand Retaln the Best People N |

The company w1ll need multl dlsc1pllnary skllled. :

Azdpeople‘ generallsts Employeesvln the,company,a;e<notpu

SuppoSed to be‘replaced,ubut.theumanagers arezsuprSed1t03



"manaerthe;changeaof1their;snbordinates_gé"thaththeybaaapti
_to thebnew'éompany;"Empioyees,‘empowerea,;are’expectedftovbe'f
bautonomous?;abie to'Work-ihbteamspwith4peopie fromﬂotherh,f

b;departments; andjaccept to;continuaily iearnvand éhaﬁgéﬂ~f

v‘vRewardsfandjpromotionsishonld;be:used'to:motivate*

'_workers: intfact} this_human manaéement tooi milllfayor;the

':change oflpeople'to fit to:the nemvworking:environmenthl”
addltlon, 1t w1ll also put people rn competltlon,‘pushlng :

:them to try to.do thelr best 2in order to ‘be the best rn then
¢ompany. | | L | . |

1{3<“Tobsucceed'in BPR Projects
lis“ll ‘The Steps‘in'BPR Projects.=‘
Bus1ness Process Reenglneerlng‘projects must be

‘f’1n1t1ated by‘the fop managers of the company This.rs a”‘

Top/Down approach In h1s book In The Eye Of the Storm,

Chlldress presents the Arthur Anderson Reenglneerlng Model
‘:The model glves a global perceptlon of the dlfferent steps
of a BPR prOJect and the key tasks assoc1ated w1th each

) step.‘

4 .‘



Figure 1: Arthur Anderson Reengineering Model.

Phase I: Create Strategic Vision & Process
Reengineering ' Definition :
strategy. : '
High Level Assessment and
Prioritization.
Phase II: Develop ' : ' Detailed Reengineering
detailed design. ' Design. B

Business Case Refinement.

Phase II: Implement Implementation, Planning and
Solutions. Pilot. ‘ :
‘ . Implement Refined Solutions.

Phase IV: Evaluate

Monitor Performance
Results.

Measures.

Recalibrate Design.

Source: Adapted from In The Eye Of The Storm, Childress,
' ' - 1995: 70.

Phase I. During tne first phase, the objective is to
assess all opportunities for reengineering and to definevthe‘
requirements necessary. for drastic inprovements.‘A high¥
performing team composed of both personnel and extefnal
consultants should be responsible for Phase I. Communication
abouttthe‘project and its business‘purpose must start as
early as Phase I. Key tasks are:bassessing customei needs
and values, benchmarking, doing a current pfocesses
vanalysis, evaluating best practioes, and creating-a'first
"draft of the future business and processes.

Phase II: A detailed plan of the reengineering project

is established during this phase. In order1to make sure that

11



-the'new-proéesses—wiiifbe_the best?bnés}°and'not the‘
contlnuatlon of the old ones,fnew people w1th new 1deas

- should be brought 1nto the prOJect team Tasks 1nclude

'redes1gn1ng the processes,}assess1ng 1mpact of new processes' o

hlon pe°plel‘teChn0109Yl Organlzatlonalystructure,;perfdrmanceiT”v’

vmeasure, and so on Definlng the‘costvef the reengrneerlng h%h”
'prOJect and 1mplement1ng smali changes for qulck L
Almbrovement are also key tasks durlng Phase IT.
PhasevIII The-goalgheref;ste;successfuilytimplementdfﬁ
'ithe‘reengineeringdsoiutienfdﬁirst the solutlon should beiw
btested wlth a bllot team Ektenslue communlcation persenne13“
tralnlng, and monltorlng are neeessary‘for the pliet team to{d“
.>~Hga1n subport from‘the whele organrzatlon A performance T.b v

. measurement method must be deflned to measurevthe results efhl.f

the pllot team s work Then accordlng to the results, théguq

khsolutlon w1ll have to be reflned or not Implementatlon and f'”

;oberatlonsefithe reflned precesses‘must bevdone”durlng thlsgf
.phase, | | | i -

| Phase IV In Phase iV the cempany hasbto ensure that.m;'
‘vvthelexpected beneflts ef the‘reengrneeriné pregram arevhiﬂu.
C_realrzed Durlng thlS phase. contlnueushlmbrovement bregramskf
_must be.set up andAemployees, empowefed;_should’havé;thEirdf:

141nput'1n'those’programs,a




1,3.2.. BPR Tools to Help Companles Succeed

BPR tools are software, Wthh enable companles to model

’tthelr processes, and_to»eValuate;thev;mpathof the;neW”ﬁf*fM?df' 

processeS'on the overaii‘businessadBPR toolsdaddress‘thef'
7:WholeWWOrkflow_lifeﬁcycie ThlS is 1llustrated in - Flgure 2

"BPR tools also prov1de 51mulatlon and resource allocatlon f

i

"1tcapabllities. >€
,Flgure 2 Workflow Llfe Cycle f

'WOkalOW.DesiQn 1

 Workflow
. Process
‘Definition

. Data - -

'{Simulation7(of
: Planned -
' Processes).

"d'AnalYSls (of"
Ex1st1ng
Processes)

Existing ‘
Processing Flow

’v‘Coordinatedf S : BN R
.o Workflow b
| Processing | s

 Source: ONEstone Information Technologies
E‘According‘tOVWatson; Patel canddFennér]Hrour?criteriatf
*.mﬁstﬂbé con81dered When ch0081ngva‘BfR tool.:The‘flrst one
.dls the ablilty of tneds?stem to recelﬁe data input from‘tne
user, lndeedv 1ts ablllty to draw and map processes‘ﬁTneo:"

;second‘is~its,processlng"s1mulatlon;=and,analysis

vdy~13{«otf



capabiiities. Third[ its”output:ahd réViéw.capébilities;.
iﬁcluding réports generation and web pﬁblishing. Finally,
the sysﬁem»should provide seqﬁfit? S&stémé td prétéétvthé"
'data and information about‘the'cOmpAAY‘énd"its réengineérihg
pianﬂJ o

1.3.3. Critical Succéss-Factors.

Leadership and'ménagemehf invdlvemént is'éruéial."
First, BPRvprojectslfely'on ”I“vc:ab/]j.Ow,n'_vapproaqch‘;_ther"ebfore,‘vv.vi
’withoﬁt the Top managers; the prdject WillfaiI. Sécond,
thése projects usually reqﬁireﬁsubsequent'amount‘of.f
financial and people in&éstmeﬁt.,Only'TOP managers Can give
this to the reengineering team. Third, fhe sﬁccess of BPR
projects also relies on ﬁhe'inVolvement'of middle—ievei
managers.

Also, in‘order toibe successful;fthe project needs‘thé‘
right reengineeriﬁg prOject manager and teams.vThose beople
must be poWérful peoplé. They must have the abiiity to
influence, conyincé, and motivate the people in the.company;

Managemeht of the change at the human level atvthev
early stage of the pfoject ié also a key success factOr for:
BPR projecté? Organizatidns aré bésed on a groub ofkpeople;
hence, tovchange ﬁhe organizatidn, peoplé wiil:héve'to

acCept‘the changes and implement them. Dealing with people -
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is probably the hardest part 6fiBPR projects. To deal with
that‘obstéélé; CommuhiCatibn’is{é7key.

1.3.4. Top Reasons Why BPR Er¢jects Fail.

: ’In The Reengiﬂeéring,ReVolqtiqn; Midhaei Hammer
preseﬁted ten ﬁqp-mistakes leadingyto BPR projecf failuré.
(M. Hammerj 1995:‘33) : - |

L Companieé try tolimpleméntlﬁPR'prbjéét without,havingf' 
a pfécise idéa of what BPR,is:and.how suéhiprojééfs
"shoﬁld be handled. |
. Cémpanies try to reénginee# thei; C§mpany withéut
identifying théir currenﬁ p%Oceéses,

!: édmpaniés spend toO mﬁch timéxanaiyzingvfhe current

pfccesses.‘ | | |
-'vcompanieé do not héVe,thé péople”with”the required

jléadérship. Or thosé ﬁéoplé db,not‘supportvthé'  

feéhgineerihg-préjééf.f' | “

:ﬁ? Coﬁ?anies do ﬁot.makébradiCal changes‘but timid onesf‘

" Coﬁpanies do‘nothave‘éfpiloﬁjteam-to test‘the
designed'SQlution.
. 1Cbm@ahie% téké too mﬁch‘ﬁimé.to reéngihger their
' précesées. No tangible‘rééulté‘are perceivedf They may

~lose their“top'managementASupportﬁ'
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7.4jvalld for "us" the Amerlcan

lhffcomlng stralght from Japan were practlces Amerlcans found;

”Pon the Amerlcan hlstory,‘val'es”tnd:culture,miheﬂdonceptrls]

'"ffdifferensxculture,'"the"

| adapt to that new type of management, but the others will

'havé.to}“ThiS_§¢ém${FeréfeiftO5pract1ces'Suchfas Téfaii{“=“

"”[’Quality~Mana§emeﬁtﬁorlJusthiniTime In fact TOM and JIT‘”C“

fvery hard to 1mplement These practlces were not compatlble‘ﬂfoifl

fw1th thelr culture Flnally, the revolutlonary tone of the<'ﬁ7””'

’V¥~book seems to address the people who dream about success,

:better llfe Thrs’ls;afreﬁerenceEto@thejf-33””

- American Dr’eam.v j :

XBPR;apDownSlZingTTool:in:Erancefp‘

N”;5ThefBPRfconCeptharriVed in=Ff5ﬂcéfiﬁ519§4rWhen théf,

tnatlonal newspaper, Le Monde,.publlshed an artlcle on the

'cBest Seller Reenglneerlng the Corporatlon,-a&Manlfesto:

"Bus1ness Evolutlon by Mlchael Hammer and James Champy

l-;~fact at flrst g an'e, theinewjmanagemen'gtoOlhseemedlreaIIYFf5"

'interestlng,and attractivevtoithefFrench“manaders1but.Very,g‘fjl

“alsoon, they became much less enthus1ast1c about‘ VAccordingf;v5_ld

:iah?to the results of the COBRA progect (1994) "BPR was not a

ﬂfwell known concept in France"5:mdstgFrenchgmanagersuWouldlfvﬁ

H?«mlsunderstand the concept Plusf»maﬁykédmpéhiéé4ﬁhaé#tQlkﬁw'




- projects they called BPR projects which actually resulted in
downsizing. In France, BPR has turned into a cost reduction
management tool. As‘a'consequence) managers, workers and the .
Unions started looking at BPR with skepticism and hostility.

The COBRA report also highlighted the fact that the
French are reluctant to undertake BPR projects in part
because such projects result in risks for employment.

"For many French organizations, going back to the

beginning with "a blank sheet of paper" could

only really be justified in the context of a

crisis which threatened the very survival of the

‘organization. Joint representation, acceptance of

the total 'reconfiguration' and social effects

accompanying it are essential prerequisites

should the reengineering be undertaken, because

of the resulting destabilization, stress and

risks for employment." (COBRA project, 1994: 64)

2.2. Difference in Use’of the BPR Concept.

2.2.1. Much Higher Demand in BPR Services in the USA.

In the United States, there are still a lot of
companies implementing BPR projects. This argument is
supported by two facts. First, there are a lot of consultihg
‘companies based in the United States who offer BPR services.
There are even independent consultants, like M. Mike Stocks,
who specializes in BPR projeéts. Mike Stocks, an independent

consultant in BPR, maintains that "most websites dealing

with BPR are consulting websites". Second, and this is
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'"linhed totthe préﬁidﬁs'fac;,”ma@y{ﬁaféfgﬁégiéan'C6@panieé;jfl
‘are hiring BER project specialists. This can be seen by
i:_1c9kinglatijcb:offersfpcstedlcn‘empiQyﬁentfwebsltesg:‘ |
12.2.2. Few Companies in France Undertake BPR Projects.
InvEurone; partlcularly’ranrancel most ccnpanres‘ o
‘&undertaklng BPR prOJects are multlnatlonalrccnbanles ‘Algéfiff}f

WIn-many cases, the reenglneerlng drlve has been

.orchestrated by Amerlcan companles elther mov1ng 1nto Europef

for 1mplement1ng strategles dlctated from US base"'(Peppard,

*1997 446),,r;"

o djNowadays, accordlng to a consultant manager from KPMG S afT‘
lerench companles are looklng for expans1on growth Wthh 1slhz~
.not compatlble w1th BPR 1seen as*a downs121ng”tocl“

d3 Cultural leferences Between France and the Unlted 1w3f

‘States,: T
ThlS research paper deals w1th soc1et1es as a. whole andafy

iﬁthelr’values,,bellefs, behav1ors ’Thls;paperﬁdcescnot.deallf"”’

fw1th 1nd1v1duals Here-are.some definiticnsfcf'culture{f‘

g »"Culture con51sts 1n patterned ways of thlnklng,
B feeling, and reacting, acqulred and- transmltted
‘fmalnly by symbols,vconstltutlng the dlstlnctlve
Vachlevements of ‘human groups, 1nclud1ng their AR
embodlments in artlfacts, the essentlal core of
e culture consists of tradltlonal (1 e. e S
“f=h1stor1cally derlved and selected) ‘ideas and e )
.jﬂespec1ally the1r attached values (Kluckhon,,ﬂ@T}'
1951 86) ) v



."Culture determlnes the 1dent1ty of a human group :
in the same way as personallty determlnes the

'1dent1ty of an 1nd1v1dual " (Hofstede, 1980 25—
26) S L

bHofStede,istatDutch:peYChologISt'whochnductedHa huge
survey in order to define" the cultural dlfferences betweenij}g~
'countrles Hofstedeyfound four dlmen51ons (APPENDIX A) on
»whlch cultures dlffer the Power,Dlstance Index (PDI);rthe:
Uncertalnty hv01dance Index (UAI)‘ the Ind1v1duailsm Index, ‘d‘
,(IDV)vand the Maeculinity'Indexv(MAS) iPDI‘isiarmeasureof.
dthe interpersonal'power.orAianuence'that has the’Boes ona.
his/her Subordrnate.dUAI:neasures ﬁhe'lévei of toIeranCeffor‘
1 uncertainty{ Societiee Which;do‘not‘aCCepthuncertaintj'find
j,wayS‘to eliminate it asvmuch aquosSibles The IDV Indexf'd
7’measures the degree to what Ind1v1dua1s are tled to the'
,collect1v1ty;»F1nally, the MAS Index descrlbes the type of
4‘relatlonsh1p between male and female 1nd1v1duals

‘Accordlng to the results of the surwey conducted by
Hofstede, France and the Unlted States have dlfferent
:Tlcultures. Thelr‘scores in the‘fourbdlnensrone deflnrng
'culture were substantlally dlfferent In the results‘flf
'”presented by Hofstede (Appendlx A), France hae a hlgher

:score for the Power Dlstance Index, for,the Uncertalntngf‘W



Avoidance Index, and a lower score for the Individualism and
the Masculinity Indexes.

In addition to Hofstede's findings, authors such as
Barsoux and Hall wroté about the cultufal diffefences
betwéén Ffance and the United States. .

3.1. Americans Take MoreiRisk Than'the Frenchi

Table 3 gives the summary of the cohnotatibn of low or
high scores the uncertainty Avoidance index. Then we can see
that the French fear failure more and take less risk than
Americans. As a consequence of thaﬁ, and tabie 4.highlights
it, the French managers are less willing to make individual
and risky decisions. |

In addition, when analyzing the French and. the American
‘cultures, Hall points out the fact that ﬁhe French are riék—
averse. According to Héll, "reluctance to take risks is.
another characteristic of the French", (Hall, 1989: 116).

3.2. Americans Better Accept and Cope With Change.

| The French are known fofbe more conservétive.
Tradition is much more embedded in the French culture than
in the American culture. As a cOnsequencé, the‘French find
it harder to leave their habits, their ways of operating
and thinking. On the other hand, Americaﬁs by nature aré

much less tied to their past.-FirSt, they are much more
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mobile. "The'Average American‘familyvaVeecevery-fcur tc_
five years" (Hall; 1989: 144) makingvfhem usedeto‘havihg
new frieﬁds,pa new en§i£onmeﬁt, and.new iife\regulariy.-
Moreover, tabie 3 dispiays'fﬁe factlthet Ameficans.showe
less "emotional resistance?tO'changef than doithe French.A
Consequently, AmericanevarevmoreVWilliné ﬁo.accept aﬁd
succeed iﬁ chengiﬁg themselvesf

3.3. Hierarchy‘is MUch'More Important and Rigid in

France.

“-FigureYBi Schematic Diagram of the "Hexagcn“ That
Constitutes France. ' S

: Equality
Fraternity

Liberty

Vested interests
One-upmanship

- Dependence

Hierarchy

;f$ourcei The”Managementvin.Frahce, 1990, p.10.
Withethe French Hexagon_(Figure'3),‘Barsoux summarizes
the‘French paradcx whefe Hiefarchylie‘as impcrtant.as
‘Equality;
N ‘Actuelly,‘hierarchy is partvofstheeffench'history.

France has experienced centuries of social hierarchy. The
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vFrench soc1ety Was div1ded 1nte‘classesband‘th1s segregatlon‘f
,has remalned 1n the roots of.the Freneh enlture On the ‘
.contrary; the US has always been seen.as the land whefe i
,eVerYbedf would»beﬁeqnal and,havefthe.chance-to'aneeedgand!”
‘becemeitiCh. This is the‘Amerieanzbneaﬁ; Peonieﬁﬁigratiné‘te’
}the Unlted States werevthese’whe flew away ftom hlerafchy Eh'
hand trled to get theltvchance on abnew landv Therefore,;hf;i:.
"hlerarchy has never been part of the‘Amerlcan history :ee,;’
Moreover; table 2 descrlbes the_French organ;zatlenstas ‘
"mneh.ﬁore,centralized and‘characterized'h?ita;inofganization?w:‘
apyfaﬁids. French.organizatidns haVela»largef pfeportieﬁiofd‘
nsuperv1sory personnel than.Amerlcan organlzatlons vh‘
3.4. leferent Type ofARelatlonship Between the Boss and
Hls/Her Subordlnates,bi | | | |
In France;.the;distfibutiOn of.pdwerﬁmnstjhe_eiear;.theh‘
Bdssfgives’Clearirequirements and instructienskh(fahieABj;ﬂ
the‘snberdinates,ekecute:them: Hofstede‘fonnd ontathat’thet;
UAinwas aetuallyacorrelated with the berceptionof_'t
hindividual deéisidn;making\(Hofstede,,l980: 167);dThe7‘?w
:»highest the‘UAI .the rlsklest 1nd1v1dual de0151on making 1s
Epercelved And since France has a hlgher UAI the French
'flnd it mofevdlfflcuit to make de01s1ons by themselves

(Table 4) ‘Consequently, thevFrench'needia.boss‘who-will’
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give them orders to execute. M,_Mutel describes the French
paradox. According to him, the'FrenCh ask for more autonqmy,
more responsibility but on the other hand, they stiil need
someone to back them up in case of any problem.

Meanwhile, French managers find»it harder to delegate.
"French executives are sometimes accused of refusing to
delegate authority" (Hall, 1989: 124). In fact, Table 3
underlines tne difference between French and American
managers. For the French, "initiative of subordinates should
be kept under control". |

‘3.5. bifferent Human Resource Systems.

There are three main differences. The~first one is the
wavarench and American workers evolve in‘the company, In
the United States, if you have demonstreted yonr management
skills and your‘effectiveness, you are likely to climb the
steps of the hierarchy and get a very good position in the

‘company. In France, if you graduated from the right school,
then you are likely to move toward the top levels of the
‘hierarchy. France, they has what they callv"Les Grandes
‘Ecoles", which are prestigious schools. Students graduating
from those engineering sehools, management schools or
political scienceuschoolsﬁ are bound to beeome one of the.

leaders of the country. In France, such a type of degree is
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"an employment bassporf which often constitﬁtes an éssurance
for lifen (Barsouk and Lawrence, 1990: 53). The
determination of the leaders of the-country isﬁmaae thrbugh
education

The second main difference is the way companies select
their managers. In fact, Table 3 sustainé that French
companies tend, more than American companies, to choose
ﬁheir managers according to their seniority in the company.

‘Finally, in France performance or non-performance mﬁst
not be discussed openly. Otherwise, as noticed by M. Mutel,
people feel "attacked" and they consider'it as a "violation
of their private life" (Mutel). Thé French do not accept to
being judged by others. Therefore, Human Management tools

, ‘
such as rewards cannot be used.
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' CHAPTER TWO: RESEARCH

‘;lg‘Objectives,d

.. Verlfy that BPR 'is more pos1t1vely seen 1n the Unltedf;?;f: .

o States
- Verify thé,Culturalﬂdifferences. e

"b-Correlate""enthusiasm;for.BPRf;and-ﬁcultural‘

featureS".
.2.:Methodology;
Thls prOJect uses a survey of oplnlons about BPR

'_fInformatlon comes from both Amerlcan and French managers

”V"The survey was pre tested and takes no more than ten mlnutes B

to,respond to.

'1_2,1.,The Questionnaire:’3TSets‘of?Questions (APPENDIX A)ff%v

Questlon 1 to Questlon 4: knowledge and perceptlon of ﬁofﬂi
;-BPR ThlS set of questlons alms at understandlng the degreey”g
”of famlllarlty of the respondent w1th BPR and hlS or her

:7perceptlon of 1t

_(Questlon‘S.and'G:,Degreedto whichnBPRdlsfwidespreadqiﬁf'lf_7~‘

the_th~COuntries Informatlon on past and current
1>’exper1ence w1th BPR w1ll be collected Experlence of both eaffd

‘bathe respondent and the companles of h1s or her env1ronment

>w1ll be dlsclosed Those data may be correlated w1th hlS/her e



knowledge about BPR. The index found may be used to explain
the variance in the knowledge of‘fhe two’cQuntrieé.'Those
data may‘also‘be used té support the degree to which_BPR is
widespread in the two céuntrieé.

Question 7 to Question ll:,Defining the Culture. Those
bquestionsiwill give data on the‘attitudé of thé interviewed
person towardePR. Specifically, it may réveal Whéthér the
person is fisk—averse or not,‘fears change or not. Other
managerial traits will also be disclosed, and general
opinion about French and American managers will be collected
as well.

2.2. Sample and Target.

The,objective is to get answers from 30 American
managers and 30 French managers.

Actualiy, it would be nice to administrate the
questionnaire to people who are not necessarily managers.
But after testing the questionnaire, it was noticed that
most non-managers, especially in France, were uninformed
about BPR. So Top and Middle-level managers are the'targéted
population. L

Given the fact that the study aims at‘highlighting the

cultural differences and their impact on the attitudes
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toWatd:BPR(‘dny}type of managef,‘from_any fypgféf‘industry
is,finé. ' ” T | i |
' Any'potential‘reépoﬁdént‘recéived the questionnaire‘ 
eithér.fhﬁough‘e—mail‘(usér—friéndly‘Ekcei spreadsheet) or
by f§x.‘ o |
; ;7Méé§“ﬁailiﬁg,method was used:to reach‘pqtential
reépondehts;_AbQut 1OOSAﬁerican companies and-lOOErénch
’compahies‘We:e sent the.questionhéire. Erench'or Ameficén
compaﬁiés strictly means‘compaﬁieé located in France or in
the United States! Coﬁtacts' e—mail addresses or,faxinumber
 were ipﬁnd thfoﬂgh Web,Sites,‘newspaperS'or épecialiZéd _“
magazines. Companies and cdntacts'were randomly éhosen.
3. Findings 
3.1. Respondenté.‘
30101, ResponsevRate,
The réépdnsekrate wés aboutf29% for the United States
and.22%‘for France. As displéyéd,on Tgble 26,_about 100 )
manégers in theaUnitedetates and 100 managers in France
' received'thé quéstionnairéf 29 American manégers reséonded,

22 French managers résponded.;
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t13.1}2. Cons1stency of the Data
- 3.1. 2 l Size of the‘Companies‘D

vAs shown 1n Table 18 the percentage in small (O to 50

ud.‘employees), medlum (50 to 500) and 1arge (more than 500) }

cOmpany‘partlc;patlon.forcthe two countries is different;‘df?ﬂ.
. ‘th‘e American réspondents. and 'of‘.‘t"hé Frenchrespondents 10%
x‘and 5% respectlveiy work for a smali”slze company Moreower;
:ff52° of the Amerlcans and 3FH of”thefFrench work for a‘;t
-“‘fmediumfsize}companyf Finally;njl of the Amerlcans and 45%
:of the French work for avlarge company But responses Stlll‘
come fr{om Péoplef‘ha‘{mg aifferent »work%n'g enVlronmentS ?—.“ér:_ i
h both'countries;ff‘v |
| ':j3.i:2.2; &Posrtlon of theiRespondents 1n Thelr “
- Company | | '
As Table 19 dlsplays, all respondents.are‘managers‘»_-fw
‘ff leenvthelr pos1tlon‘1n thelr company CEO‘ VF Dlrector;_:
"1Managers the‘targeted people have been reached | |
,’3‘2' BPR Is Better Known, Better,Seen;:andfMore Used in:{
V:,h;;thexUnltedStates. | | | | o S
‘;LsﬁZ}i;; The French Are Lesstamlllarfwlth BPR
Accordlng to Table 7 96 55 of Amerrcan respondentsr

are famlllar w1th BPR whereas only 72. 736 of the French
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are. Indeed, there are more Americans than French who know
about the subject.

3.2.2. Different Perception of BPR.

Table 8 shows that 10.71% of Américan reSpondenté think
that'BPRiis a downsizing tool against 22773% of‘Frengh
respondents. This supports the fact thaﬁ:French,managers'
tend tp think that BPR is a downéizing tool. Hence,
downsizing is not well-seen in Frahce. Most of the time;
such a type of practice hés to faceva iot of social and-
political obstacles. Furthgr, with the European Communify,
companies are seeking for expénsion, which has low
correlation with downsizing. Therefore, the French Consider
BPR withkless excitement than the Americans do.

Moreover, 22.73% of the French think that BPR is'a 
buzzword,vas opposed to 7.14% in the United States. Indeed,
45.46% of the French resbondents comparea to 17.85% of the
Americansbthink that BPR 1is either é dowﬁsizingvtool or a
buzzword. This shows a real difference in termévof1viSioﬁ bf

BPR.
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Graph 1: FrenctheSpondents:.Familiarity With BPR vs;}thev
- Definition Associated.l' ' L ‘ 1 T

——Qt: Faniliar ||
wWithBPR?. ||
|—A—Q2BPRIs?||

| 1 5 9 13 17 21

'For-Qi 1= Yes, 2=No I I
“For Q2: 1= Downs121ng tool Z;BuzzwordL 3=Management tool,
4= Concept s - R PRI

: Graph 1 shows that 5 out of the 12 French respondentsf¢‘

/

e who responded "management tool" for questlonmzwware,actually;ffr

not famlliar withABPR.wThererore, 41;66%'QF;those_responses‘
hmaY_hst‘bE‘that'accurate;’ o | |
| ‘3.2.3.7 BPR Is- More Used 1n the Unlted'States
3f2i3;1° Experlence of Respondents Wlth BPR
| Projects | |
Table ll shows that 81 829,of the French respondents.

have never taken part 1n a BPRvprOJects whereas 82 77% of
‘3£theﬁAmer1cans'havepat leastgone time. The 18;18% remaining-wf‘

French have had‘experlence w1th BPF projects between i and 5

‘times For the Amerlcans 13 8% part1c1pated in BPF pro;ects

imore than 5 tlmes The above flgures shows that 1t ‘is much
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}moreﬁcommonin:the-American.Businessfworfd‘to”undertakegspRyﬂ'f
prdieétsvthAﬁditxis'in,the Fféﬁch‘énéfA |
E '53.2;3?2;:.Extent to what BPR Is Used By Companles ih,*7
ER the Two Countries -
In addltron.to the}above frndlngs,‘Table 12 shows thatv'
ttf68 18 of the French respondents do not know any other |
’kcompany that had some eXPerlence w1th‘BPR The 31 829'55:
hpremainlng know only very few of them | IS
lThe reVerse situation,appears-in'thetﬁnited.étates7‘
rOnly 6. 9% of the respondents do not know”any company,‘58 6263>

- know very few companles, 31. 03% know qulte a few, and 3. 45%

vknow?a~1ot.'Therefore, 93 16 of the Amerlcan respondents vfy@;~'

'“knowiatfieast'avfewFCOmpaniesithat undertOokgBPR projects;f.yw

d3}3ﬁgTh§lFf§ﬁ¢h75ﬁau§hé’Améfiéanéuave:nifféféntffl'd |
f'pultures, | |
ﬁj,é}ifﬁmhe”frénchhAfé,MdféTRiék—AyerseQ

- When respondents were asked why they would hes1tate 1n S

: undertaklng BPR prOJects, both Amerlcans and French clalmed hkfﬁf

v1t was not because 1t 1s too rlsky Table 14 shows that the

-‘ydlstrlbutlon 1n terms of p01nts of v1ews is qulte s1m11ar 1ni"f

'p’both COuntrles
But in. Table 14 agaln, when asked whether they would :1
fprefer contlnuous 1mprovement or not the French were much ‘
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more affirmative than the Americans. Of the French, 31%
against 7% for the Americans, would definitely prefer
continuous improvement.

Graph 2: Preference for Continuous Improvement, USA vs.
France. ' ‘

USA
EFrance

‘Graph 2 shows that 41% of tf_he‘ French preferred 'th‘.‘e
neutral. answer. ‘But Graph 3 shows that all the peop‘le‘who -
were not familiar with BPR, gave that answer, which ,accéunts
for 37.5% of the French respondents who anéx&ered "3,

Graph 3: Familiarity With BPR vs. Preference For Continuous
Improvement For the French. ’ ‘

——Q1: Familiar
with BPR?

—i— Prefer
A~ continuous
N improvement

N 90

‘Respondents

Ql: 1l=Yes, 2=No « | :
Prefer continuous improvement: 1=Not at all, 5=Definitely
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Preferring continuous improvement reflects the desire
to go slowly but surely. Given those data, it appears that
the French take less risk than the Americans do.

Graph 4: Experience With BPR vs. W_illingne-ss‘ to Undertake
BPR projects, USA and France. : : K

—4—Q5: Ever
; -participated in
BPR projects?
Q7: would you

N : - undertake BPR
Nx AL D 8 0 P R - projects?

us réspondents

—e—Q5: Ever
participated in
" BPR projects?
~g-- Q7 would you
_ undertake BPR
N A0 D -2 projects?

French respondents

05: 1=Never, 2=1-5 times, 3=6-10 times, 4=>10 times
Q7: 1=Not at all, 5= Definitely

Graph 4 shows the differencve of etﬂtitude of respondehts
who have never had any experienbce with BP,R'.' In fact, 47% bf
the French who have never had any eXpefience with BPR wouid
definitely NO'f undertake BPR projects. The others WOIiid

rather NOT either. From the American ‘p‘oint of view, 40% of
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,those who have never had any experlence w1th BPR answered
'"3" 200>answered "yes"vand the remalnlng 40% v"deflnltely
"yes", gpparentiy, ‘the" French and the Amerlcans react

'differently when conS1deringﬁdoing:sOmethingfthey have'neVer

, done before The Amerlcans are more w1111ng to try somethlng }bd

*new, whereas the "French are more relnctant to try somethlngk'
_they have never'experlenced before |
‘t3:3f2. The French Accept Change Less‘Eas1ly
Accordlng to Table 14, the Frenchfand the‘Amerlcansa;i

“sustaln that the fear of rad1cal7change 1s notua reason . whyf
they would hesrtate 1n undertaklng BPR prOJects ”Bnt asawe ?
‘”1hlgh11ghted~before,vthe French are less w1lllng to undertake‘
’?somethingfnew;ert*change’usualiy‘lmpllesvnewis;tuatIOnsf"w
anew waysdof:working/ of‘living.fTherefore,'the:French;wonldf‘
“aCcept change'less easiiy;n B .

| Table 15 dlsplays the results of Questlon 9 ‘Wthh
-deals with the potentlal obstacles to BPR prOJects In fact ¢
38_ of the Amerlcan respondents thlnk that the dlfflculty 1nt§
vv changlng radlcally w1ll‘"often" be an obstacle,.24% thlnk 1tfi

‘w1ll."always"'be‘the case From the French p01nt of v1ew,:‘f'
xf38 of them thlnk it w1ll "always"‘be dlfflcult to change,f

-_*439 thlnk 1t w1ll Woften" be the case. ThlS shows that 81%
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of the French think that change will be a Substéntial_
obstacle compared to 62%>for the Americans.‘

Table 15 also.highlights the fact thaﬁ péople in France
seem to be harder to change;‘Of the French managers, 73%
said that they would always encountef thatvproblem;'23% of
them think that obstacle often appears. Concerning the
Americans, only 55% think that making people change will
always be difficult. 41% éf them think that it will be often
difficult. As a result, according to the distribution of the
opinions, it‘seems that it is less easy to make the French
change, managers br not, than it is to make Americans
change.

Graph 5: BPR Perceived With Radical Change Vs. Willingness
-To Undertake BPR Projects, the USA and France. ‘

—&— Radical changes

|~ Q7: would you
undertake BPR
projects?

- < N O M O O NN W ©
- - - - N N

US respondents

36



—e— Radical changes |

—g— Q7: would you
: undertake BPR
T S N T I I 4 ~ projects?

o = N W h~ O

French respondents

Radical Changes: 1l=Totally disagree, 5=Totally agree
Q7: 1=Not at all, 2=Definitely : :

in_addition to the above findings, Gréph SIdisplaysiﬁhé
fact that the French whé perceive BPR projects as projeéts
leading to radical change are léss willing to undertake BPR‘
projects. On the contrary, the Americans would undertake BPR
projects, whether they ﬁercéive them with‘radical chahge‘or
not. |

3.3.3. The Ffench Are More Hierafchy—Bound.‘»

Table 16 highlights the fact that French managers see
French managers as highly hieraréhy—bound; In answefihg
Question 10, 41% of them responded thét French managers‘aré
definitély hiérarchy—bound; 50% of them responded that they
were somehbwfhieraréhY—bound. For American'mahagers, 65%
think that American maﬁagérs are somehowvhierarchy—bbund‘but

only 10% would assure it.
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Graph 6: Difficulty.In'Breaking Down the Hierarchy, the USA
vs. France.

mUSA
g France

Graph 6 reveals that the majority of American managers
think hierarchy is often hard to break down. In France, 68%
of them think that it is always hard to break doWn the
hierarchy. This supports the fact that hierarchy is harder
to flatten in Frénce than it is in ﬁhe United States.

3.4. Conclusions

The cultural differences determined by ﬁhis résearch
support the fact that'the French are more relucfant to
undertake BPR project.

The lower compatibility of the French culture with BPR
resultsvin the fact that the demand for BPR specialists is
much lower in France. As a consequence, very few artiéles.
are written on the subﬁect, and no BPR,consulting firms Were
found‘in Fraﬁce.‘iny big consulting companies offer BPR

knowledge and experience, and restructuring services, a
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”:‘derivation=omePR;,Butftheir target'ouStomers5are-largeﬂ

}dmuitinational’Companies ThlS explalns the lack of knowledgé:hld o

v‘of French managers about BPR

'd4.Her1ts,of}thejResearchgguV
© 4.1. Difficulty in Finding French Managers Familiar With

BPR.

dAithoughfthe-duestionnaireimééi#ested;wﬁﬁépfzne7fd
'QueStionnadre was,actuAilyfeffé¢£i&éfih_théﬂcééét@héié*£heff
lrespondent‘mas famlllar‘mithvBPR ‘The.problem enoountered
Tw1th the French manaoers Was that many of them mere not -
‘hTherefore,;somefanswers‘mayﬁnotbbe:relevantff?heiéeéond“m;

’econsequence‘isfthatfonly_SQ%TothhefFrenoh;respondentsz

‘”anSWered.éuestions‘Siandb4r;;d'
bhedgig; leflculty in Flndlng Updated Data

| In France,tlt was hard to flnd updated artloles el
:hmentioning-BPRq It seems that the‘subject rs obsolete for:h
vbthe French the medra do not.publlsh that‘many artlcles r“
‘-about BPR anymore In the Unlted States some studles about‘
BPwaere posted on the World Wlde Web but prec1se flgures
_hcould not be found = ‘ - |

- It ’Wbulda;;have _*been'fhellpfl‘l.l:i_}tQ'i have the perfcéﬁftiag’:é of e

:‘oompaniesoWhiohgundertook:orfplan to_undertakehBPR projects.’
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‘,,CONcLusiON'F
The purpose of thlS research was to demonstrate the :
fact that the cultural differences between France‘and the
United States can_explain>the=different attltudes_of French_
and-Americanfmanagers toward BuSiness‘Frocess Reendlneeringl;

Attltude belng deflned by perceptlon and use of BPR

In fact glven the- results of thlS research it appearsif’

that French and Amerlcan managers deflnltely have’ dlfferent‘.
,attltudes toward BPR \As opposed to the Amerlcans,‘a
substantlal part of the French respondents were: not familiar
withpBPRﬁ and among those whouwerexfamllfar'wlth the |
.concept,lhalffof them considered'BPR'as either_a,downsizlnd
tool or a buZzword.fMoreover,}BFersfmuch less_usedfin |
France. Almost all theinmerlcan respondents have
"partlc1pated in. a‘BFR prOJect at least‘once, whereas almostll
‘fall the French respondents have never part1c1pated in a BPR
'f project Plus, most of the.French respondents dld not know
any company whlch had ever undertaken a BPR prOJect |
"'BPR/’in its purefform, lS about radlcal rede81gn of them
whole company,vTherefore, the company has to change 1ts
lprocesseS) itsvwayzofdolng buSLness, 1ts people, its
organiiational,structure,land ltsvinformatlon_technology

syStems;



Accoroing:to.the results-of.this reSearch,vit'also
appearslthatethe'Frenchvand'the Aﬁerican managers have‘
different”cultures, The‘French are more rlsk—averse, harder
to change}:andbmore:hierarchy%boundﬁvThose cultural features'
areICOrrelateo with the‘willlngness or respondentshto |
undertake ‘BPR prOJects vThis shows-that'the French‘culture
is less compatlble w1th the BPR concept than the Amerlcan
culture. Therefore, the fact: that BPR is less used by French
bmanagersyls explained by the lack of compatibllity of'the
Frenchcultureywith the BPRconcept. Actually, as théj”
Amerlcans.found.it'hardvtoiimplementiJapanese management
tools suCh as "Total Quality Management"“or‘"JustvIanime“,
'ltlwas also hardvfor the Frenchvto implementean Aﬁerican
'management tool. |

| ",ButhPR was presented ashthevmanagement tool that would.
help,companies excel‘in todaylsefast—moving enyironmentby
Qainlng new competitive'adyantages. Therefore( ivaPR does
;not'fit the French-culture, how‘do french’companies compete
with American'companies?

In France,,deriyatlons of BPR can be seen, and;they.aren
scalled restructurlng,;orreconflguration. The French,haye
'found thelr way to adapt to the neu env1ronment and to

.remain competitive. Wlth the new opportunltles given by the
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EuropeénrUniOh éna ﬁﬁé Eﬁrd, Fiénbh’cgmpaﬁiésvare muCh5more
focused oﬁ.éxﬁanding and;éainiﬂgﬁnew markets.:Theféfore;'
maﬁy‘restrucfurihg progrémSIObservéd in Frénce'aim'at"

‘ buiiding a European structuré, a'Euerean strategy. Iﬁ'ﬁill
ibé inferesting tb‘méke furthér»reséafch‘én:thQSe French 
‘précticeé;and tfy to seeﬁfo_What exténﬁ thgy diffé; frbm

BPR. -
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APPENDIX A DATA COLLECTION

Hofstede S Study

"In'1980 Geert Hofstede, a Dutch psychologlst publlshed the
results of his ‘study. The objectlve of the survey was to' -
.flgure out the cultural dlfferences between the countrles .

HofStede_conducted a huge survey’within one multlnatlonal_
company. The survey was held twice, around 1968 and 1972.
The questionnaires were. admlnlstrated to 116, 000 Workers in
40 different countries. The objectlve was to ‘measure the '
cultural dlfferences between each country ‘

Hofstede found four dlmen51ons on whlch cultures differ: the
Power Distance Index (PDI), the Uncertalnty Avoidance. Index
- (UAI), the Individualism Index (IDV) and the Mascullnlty
Index: (MAS) ‘ o . IR,

So far no critics has been found on Hofstede S study and
findings. Moreover, no other study has been found. It will
be assumed that the: culture of each soc1ety ‘has more oOr less
remained the same. : : '

Although the results were published in 1980, given the fact
‘that culture is a result of the history of a society, of its
experiences throughout centuries, it will be assumed that
cultures cannot differ that much within twenty years. '
Moreover, given the fact that no criticism on Hofstede's
work has been found, we will assume that Hofstede's findings
are accurate. As a consequence, the demonstration will be
based on the results found by Hofstede. ‘

1. Power Distance Index.

‘

Definition. . :

Power Distance is a concept used . to descrlbe meaningfully
the relatlonshlp between the boss B and the subordinate S.
Power Dlstance is a measure of the interpersonal power or
influence - between B and S, as perceived by the: least
powerful of the two, S. (Hofstede, 1980: 98) '
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Results.

On a scale from 11 to 94, Francefscores 68 and the USA, 40.
(Hofstede, 1980: 104). -
Interpretation.

Table lf Summary of the‘Connotations of Power Distance

Index. Differences Found in Survey Research.

Low PDI Countries

High PDI countries

Authorltarlan attitude of
students are a matter of
personallty

Managers seen as making
decisions after consulting with
subordinates.

Close supervision negatively
evaluated by subordinates.

Stronger perceived work ethic,
strong disbelief that people
dislike work.

| Managers more satisfied with
participative superior.

Subordinates' preference for

| manager's decision-making style
| clearly centered on '
consultative, glve and-take
style.

Managers like seeing themselves
as practical and systematic;

they admit a need for support.

Employees less afraid of
disagreeing with their boss.

Employees show more
cooperativeness.

Managers seen as showing more
consideration.

Students have positive

assocliations w1th "power" and

"wealth".

‘Subordinates’
.manager's decision-making style

Students show authoritarian
attitudes as a social form.

Managers seen as making
decisions autocratically and
paternalistically.

Close supervision positively
evaluated by subordinates.

Weaker perceived work ethic{
more frequent belief that people
dislike work.

Managers more satisfied with
directive or persuasive )
superior.

preference for

polarized between autocratic-

‘paternalistic and majority rule.

Managers like seeing themselves

as benevolent decision makers.

Employees fear to disagree w1th
their boss. :

Employees reluctant to trust

each other.

Managers seen as showing less
consideration.

Students have negative

associations with "power" and

"wealth".

Mixed feeling about -employees'

Tdeological support from
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‘vpartieipatiOnfinymanagement.. .| employees' participation in
' o S | management. -
Mixed feelings among managers /.| Ideological support among :
about the distribution of . . managers for a wide distribution.
capacity for leadership and.  |of capacity for leadershlp and
initiative. . ‘ . - 1n1t1at1ve
Informal emploYee consultation Formal employee participation
possible without formal - | possible without informal
participation. " | consultation. ‘
-Higher-educated employeesvhold Higher- and Lower-educated
much less authoritarian values | employees show similar values
than lower-educated ones. . | about authority.

Source: Hofstede, 1980:119

Table 2: ConSequences ef National Power Distance Index
Differences. ‘

- Low PDI ' ’ ' High PDI

e Less centralization - - e Greater centralization.

e Flatter organization ‘ e Tall organization pyramids.
pyramids. : ‘ : _ . , R

e Smaller proportion of . ’ ﬂo"Large proportion of
supervisory personnel. .~ supervisory personnel.

°

e Smaller wage differentials.
e High- quallflcatlon of lower

‘Large wage differentials.
Low qualification of lower

strata. , strata.
e ~Manual work ‘same status as e White-collar jobs valued

clerical work. : more than blue-collar jobs.

Source: Hofstede, 1980: 135.
2;»UnCertainty Avoidance Index.

Definition.

The tolerance for uncertalnty varies accordlng to the
country. In fact, societies have dlfferent ways to cope with
the uncertainty generated by the future. The UAI is related
to anxiety;, to the need for securlty,'and the dependence
upon experts. (Hofstede, 1980: 153) ‘ -

Results

On a scale from 8 to 112 France’sceres 86,7the‘USA,‘46.
- (Hofstede, 1980: 165) ' ‘ ' '

‘45 ‘



Interpretatlon. :
"Table 3: A Summary of Connotatlons of Uncertalnty Avordance
Index.. : :

Low ‘UAI countries'

High UAI»cOuntrieS‘f

Lower anxrety level in
populatlon

" Greater readlness to llve

“by the day.

Lower jOb stress.
‘Less emotional resrstance
to change. : ‘
Less hesrtatlon to change
employers.. P
Loyalty to employer 1s not
seen as a virtue. .
' preference for smaller
organization as employers.
'Smaller generation gap. -
vLower averadge age 1n '
hlgher level jObS ’

_ Managers should be. selected

on other criteria than
‘seniority.. o
Stronger achievement.
‘motivation. '

Hope of success

More’ risk- taklng

Stronger ambltlons for
“individual advancement.
Prefers manager career to
Jspec1allst career. '
‘A manager needs not to be’
an expert 1n the field he
- manages.

Hierarchical structures of
organlzatlon can be by- .-
passed for pragmatlc-
‘reasorns.

Preference for broad
guidelines.

Rules may be broken for
pragmatic. reasons.

Conflict in organlzatlon is
natural.

Higher anxiety level in
populatlon '

More worry about the
future. :

ngher job streSs

‘More emotlonal resrstance

. to change

Tendency. to stay w1th the
same employer.

Loyalty to employers is
seen as a v1rtue

.Preference for larger

‘organization as employers.

Greater generation gap.
Higher average age in.
higher-level job: =

_gerontocracy.

Managers should be
selected on the basis of
seniority:

Less achievement
motlvatlon ‘

Fear .0f failure.

Less risk- taking.

Lower ambition for’
individual advancement.
Prefer specialist career

to .managers .career.

A manager must be an
expert in the field he

' manages.

HierarchiCal,structures'
of organization should be
clear and respected.

‘Preference for clear
requirements and
instructions.

Company rules should not
be broken.

Conflict in an
organization is
undesirable. ,
Competition between '

Competition between



http:Competiti.on

employees can. be. falr and
right. '

More sympathy for
individuals  and
authoritative decisions.
Delegation to subordlnates
can be" complete

Higher tolerance‘for
ambiguity in perce1v1ng
“others,

More prepared to compromlse‘

with the opponents.

Acceptance of forelgners asj

| »managers. : .
Larger fraction prepared to
live abroad. R : :
" Higher tolerance for

~ambiguity in looklng at own,

job. .
'Employeeioptimism’about the
_motives behind company - .
“activities. .

Optimism about people's
amount of initiative,

e However,

employees is emotionally

" disapproved of.
e Ideological appeal of

consensus and of .
consultatlve leadershlp
initiative of
subordinates should be
‘kept. under control.

e TLower tolerance for
. ambiguity in perceiving

others

. Lower readlness to

- compromise with.opponents.

e Suspicion toward
.. foreigners as managers.
e Fewer people prepared to

live ‘abroad.

e . Lower tolerance for

ambiguity. in looklng at
own job.

e Employee pessimism about

the motives behind company
activities. .

|- e Pessimism about people s

~ amount of initiative,

Table 4.

‘ampbition and leadershlp ~ambition, and leadership
skllls ‘skills. - ' o
Source: 1980:

Hofstede,

Coneequences for}Organizatione of National
Uncertainty Avoidance Index Differences.

176.

‘High UAT

Low UAT
Less structuring of e More structuring of
activities. ‘ ‘activities. -

Fewer written rules.

More generallsts or
amateurs.

-Organlzatlons can be
pluriform.

‘Managers more- 1nvolved in
'strategy o
Managers more 1nterpersonal’
_ oriented and flexible in

~ their style.

Managers more willing to
make individual and risky"

"e More written rules.
e Larger number of

Specialists.

® Organizations should be as

uniform as possible.

Ce Managers more 1nvolved in

detalls

o Managers more task—

‘oriented .and con51stent in

" their style

e 'Managers~less willing to

make individual and risky "
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decisions. : ~decisions.

e High .labor turnover. - | e TLower labor turnover. B
] 'More.ambitions employees. e Less ambitious employees.
e Lower satisfaction scores. s Higher satisfaction

v . scores.
e Less power throughvcontrol e ‘More power through control

. of uncertainty. . - . : _of‘uncertalnty
e Less ritual behavior. | & More ritual behavior.

Source: Hofstede, 1980: 187.
| 3}Individnalism‘lndex.
Definition: - o : :
~'The Ind1v1duallsm Index descrlbes the relationship between
the 1nd1v1dual and. the: collect1v1ty (Hofstede, 1980: 213)
Results. : R U 2 ‘ : _
On a scale from 12 to 91 France scores 71, the‘USA,'91i
(Hofstede, 1980:222) ' :

Interpretation.

Table - 5: Summary of Connotatlons of Ind1v1duallsm Index‘
»leferences.

Low IDV countries ' High IDV countries
e Importance of provision by | e Importance of employees'
company ‘(training..). : personal life (time).’

e Emotional dependence on ¢ Emotional 1ndependence
_company. - ' : from company. :
e Large company. attractlve .{ ® Small company attractive.
¢ Moral involvement with the | 'e Calculative involvement

company . _ S with company.
e More importance attached to ¢ More importance attached
training and use of skills: to freedom and challenge’
‘’in jobs. 1 in djobs. .
~ e  Students consider it less e Students consider 1t
socially ‘acceptable to claim | -~ sociably acceptable to
pursuing their own ends = = - . ‘claim pursuing their own
without minding'others. ends without mlndlng '
e Managers .aspire to ' others.
~ conformity and orderliness. | o .ManagerS'aspire to
‘& Managers rate having’ © |~ leadership and variety.
security in their position | e Managers rate having
more important.’ autonomy more important.
e Managers endorse , ¢ Managers' endorse "modern
"traditional" points of R p01nts of view on

a8
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view, not supporting .-

employee initiative and

group activity.

Group decisions are

considered better than
individual decisions.

puty in life appeals to
students. '

Managers choose duty,
~expertness and prestlge as
life goals.

Individual initiétive is
socially frowned upon,
fatalism.

stimulating employee

~initiative and group
cactivity.

However, individual
decisions are considered
better that’group
decisions.

Enjoyment in life appeals

“to students

Managers choose pleasure,
affection and securlty as

"life goals. v
Ind1v1dual.initiative is
~ socially encouraged.
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"',QUeStionnaireyFrench and English."

The questionnaire was actually displayed on a user-friendly .
Excel sheet. Respondents just needed to press the Tab key to
move to the answer cell. '

Catherine Se Chao

- cathchao@yahoo.com

Fax: (001)-(909)-887-2954 ,
' ' ' Questionnaire

Hello, I am Catherine Se Chao and I am‘COmpleting my MBA at
Cal State University of San Bernardino. For my Project
Paper, I am conductlng a comparative analy81s between the
‘United States and France concerning Business Process
Reengineering. The follow1ng questlonnalre w1ll be of great’
. help ‘The questionnaire contains 12 questlons

,Use the_Tab key to go to the answer cells;

Question 1: Are you famlllar w1th the term Bu31ness Processh
_‘Reenglneerlng’> ' : - :
1l Yes
2 No

Question 2: According to you BPR is:
1 A down5121ng tool

2 A buzzword

3 A management tool

4 Other - Define

Question‘3‘ Rank from 1 to 5 the follow1ng statements
1 Totally Disagree
5 Totally Agree

BPR projects are very risky :
BPR projects are high return pr03ects
BPR projects lead to radical changes

Question 4: According to you, changes expected after a BPR
‘project are: ' ‘

1 Never '

2 Sometimes
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3. Often
4 Always

Radlcal rede81gn of the processes

More focus on customers i

Heavy use of information technology

Move to a flat organization

Change the corporate culture:

‘ Bulld a strategy to keep the best employees

Questlon 5: Have you ever-partlclpated in a BPR project?
10 time B |
2 <5 » »
3 5< <10 .

4 > 10

Question 6: Do you know American cOmpanies who haye¥‘
undertaken or plan to undertake BPR projects? '
1 None ' :

2 Very few
3 Quite a few
4 Many '

Question 7: If you had to dec1de whether or not undertaklng
a BPR prOJect ~would you do 1t° Rank.

1 Not at all : =

5 Definitely

‘Question 8: For which reasons would you hesitate? Rank from
1 to 5 . , o :

1 Totally Disagree

5 Totally Agree

Too rlsky.

Fear of radical change

Prefer contlnuous 1mprovement
Investment requlred too hlgh o
Others - define

Question 9: Whlch obstacles do- you expect when undertaklng
BPR projects?

1 Never ‘

2 Sometimes

3 Often

4 Always :

leflculty in radlcally change
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Difficulty in maklng people change ‘
Difficulty‘in breaklng down the hlerarchy
Difficulty in having the managers delegate
Difficulty in creatlng cross- functlonal teams
Lack of managers' commltment »

. Question 10: In general, do you thlnk that Amerlcan
managers:

1 Not at all

2 Somehow not

3 Somehow yes

4 Definitely

Are risk-averse

Are afraid of change

Find it easy to delegate thelr power

Are hierarchy-bounded S :
Question 11: In general, if you ccmpare Amerlcan managers to
French managers, the French are:

1 Much less :

2 less ‘

3 Equally

4 More

5 Much more

Risk-averse

Afrald of charige

Easy to delegate their power
Hlerarchy -bound

Questich 12:_Demographic
Position in the company

Number of workers in the company

Thank you for youf‘cooperation
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Interview with.M.,Jean—Marie_Mutel.

Guidelines for the interviewnwitth;aJean—Marie»Mutel, Human

Resource Manager at Kimberly-Clark Corp., France. B
1. Define BPR | |

2. Have yon ever partlcipated:in BFthrojects?

3.What were the blggest_obstacles?_' |

- 4. How gid people,in theFCOmpany react?

5.In .general, what are the blggest obstacles to BPR
prOJects success? :

6;Descr1be the role of a manager at KCC, - in France.

7. Do you think that French can delegate ea81ly thelr
power9 : . :

8. Do you think that workers can work w1thout a boss
giving them orders? Would they accept gettlng more
power, more responsrbllltles° : » :

9. The French are risk-averse. What do_you think:about.it?
10. Hierarchy is part'of the FrenCh'culture, thus'itviS»
' very hard to break it down in organlzatlons What do

you thlnk about 1it?

'll To what extent are French managers those who have
degrees° :

‘12 To what extent could ‘French people work in cross-— |
functlonal teams? A :

13.The French are very conservatlve Do youlthink that
they could make radlcal Changes7 , : _ T

14 To ‘what extents can the French government the Unions,;i

the Labor rights.. be obstacles to the 1mplementatlon of
BPR projects? :
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15 Do you think that the Amerlcan system of Rewards could
be appllcable in France? :

16.Do you think that in France we can. talk about
‘maximizing the Human resource° ,

17. Do you think that the French will be able to

~ continuously change in order to adapt to the changlng
' vehv1r0hmeht’>
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 APPENDIX B: RESULTS

Table 6: American and French Data.

Data American Managers
Respondants. Number 123|456 7]8}|9|tof11f{12]13]14
-.Questions o ' )
. Ql: Familiar with BPR? A T T O I - T A O
 Q2: BPR is? L 3 con 2..4 -1 3.1 4 3 onc. 4 1 3
. 03: Rank the statements . . . )
Risky 21 3|3} 3|a}3]afaf|3)23]3]4]1
High Return 3144 3121434142423
Radical changes 413151 4|4|3|2[4]4]3|4|5]|3
Q4: Changes expected in BPR ‘ ‘ ) | i
: . Processes 3124232143 ]2|2]2]|3]2]2
Customer slzelalz2fzel2|2|2|2]2]4a|3]1]3
Infos tech sla2f2l2|2]|3]3|2]2]23}3}|3]3
Flat org 2112133312212} 22|2]4]|32
Corp culture " 3|2|a]|3|2]2]|3(3|3|2]|3|3]|4]|3
HR mgmt , 3t203]l2)2l2lal23|2|2|2]2]|4
Q5% Ever participated in BPR projects?| 4 | 2| 1|2 |2|2|1|2|2f2|4]|3]|2]2
Q6: Other compan;i.es".> ' 3122132223122} 2(3]12]1
Q7: would you undertake BPR projects? | 4 [ 55213 3}|34]4(5]5 31113
08: For. which reasons No?'. 1 ‘ 1
' Too risky slslal2lal3lel2f3f1]s|3]3]2
Fear of Radical.change sl1lal2|3]1]2l2]2]1]3]3]2]2]
Prefer. continuous improvement 3l it alz2|alal3|3]|3]|1]4a]5]4
Investment required too high 3131223324333 |3|1]2
' Others ontdoto make | ALWA¥ershi restckcof mgmteduas [zat
Q9: Which obétacles expected? [ . Bl
Diff in radically change 2144432131223 |3]3|4]¢2
- DAiff in making people change 3]a|lalala 414 3|3(3]4]4]4|2
Diff in breéaking the hierarchy’ 3|34 ':2 41412121313 ]314]4]3
Diff in having the managers delegate | 3 | 2 | 3| 3414} 2|32 2111 4] 413
iff in creating cross-functional team| 2 2({3l2|2|3]2 221212312
" Lack of management commitment a1l 2fz2]4a|3)3|22|2|3]|4]4}|3
- Q10: In general, American Managers are| -
Risk-~averse 3334343231 3[3]|4f2
o Afraid of change 32333323 [3(2|4]3]4|3
' Find it easy to delegate their power | 3 323313 p3|3|2(2)2|1}2
: Hierarchy-bound 3f32l2fal3f3f3|3]3]3]3]1]3
Qll: The French are: I '
Risk-averse 2 al3]2|3 5 3
Afraid of change 2 41312 2 5 3.
Easy.to delegate power 4 213|214 1 3
‘ Hierarchy-bound 2 51321 3 3
Q12: Demographic ' - ‘ , N |
»Positio‘n in the company VP Sa nagl c|t |in -ai nag|nag| ro| ec|odu| ul |[CEO
Number of workers in. the company 56 | B R | | BE | S| HH | ) 93| 30| ## ]
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Data American Managers .

16

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

29

‘Respondants Number
Questions - o

Ql: Familiar with BPR?
Q2: BPR is?
'Q3: Rank thé statements
k Risky
High Return
Radical changes
Q4: Changes expected .in BPR
4 ~ Processes
Cﬁstomér
Infos tech
Flat org
Corp .culture
HR mgmt _
Q5: Ever participated in BPR projects?
Q6: Other companies?
Q7: would you undertake BPR projects?
Q8: For which reasons No?
Too risky
Fear of Radical change
* Prefer continuous improvement
Investment required too high
Others
Q9: Which obstacles expected?
Diff in radiéally change
Diff in making people change
Diff in breaking the hierarchy

Diff in having the managers delegate -

iff in creating cross-functional team
Lack of management commitment
010: In general, American Managers are
Risk-averse
Afraid of change
Find it easy to delegate their power
Hierarchy-bound
Q1ll: The French are:
' Risk-averse
Afraid of change
Easy to deléegate power
Hierarchy-bound
Q12: Demographic
) Position in the company
Number, .of workers in the company
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R Questlons :

o Famlllar wlth’BPR’?;_»
©Q2:BPRis? . :

1‘011 The F ench are:

fRespondants Number —

VQ3 Rank the statements .
o . Risky -
’ ngh Return

.. .00 Radical changes '_ SR P
o :Q4 Changes expected in. BPR

Processes

, Customer

She lnfos tech
~“Flat org

S . HRmgmt = R
_Q5 Ever part|C|pated in BPR prOJects‘? SR
. Q6: Other companies?..
~Q7:would you undertake BPR prolects.
N ‘Q8 For which reasons No? -
o .. Toorisky
“Fear of Radlcal change e
Prefer contlnuous |mprovement '
lnvestment required too hlgh
L ~ Others . :
Q9: Whrch obstacles expected? e
Dn‘f in radlcally change
lef ln maklng people change
 Diffin breaklng the h|erarchy
lef in. havrng the managers delegate
lef in creatlng Cross- functlonal teams .
Lack of management commltment
general French Managers are
. Risk-averse -
E ’Afrald of change " ‘
'd |t easy to delegate their power ’
: Hlerarchy-bound

P Rrsk—averse ;3:.
, .,“Afrard of change
Easy to delegate power \

S Hlerarchy-bound , -

.,Q12 Demographlc ) ol

' - Position in’ the company

‘Number of workers m the compan ‘
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i * Q7:would you undertake BPR prorects’? B

N ;1_Q11 The French are:

Data French Managers
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'Qﬁestionvl.

 Table 7:

Familiarity of Respondents;with BPR.
, : : . USA France
fNumber of respondents familiar: w1th BPR 28 16
% of respondent familiar with BPR 96.55 72.73 -
Number of respondents not familiar with BPR 1 6
% of respondent not familiar with BPR = 3.45 . 26.27
Question 2.
Table 8{'Perceptionvof'BPR'by the‘Respondents.
;USA >eF£ance-
, | o "Nb %  Nb %
a downsizing tool 3 . 10.71 5 22.73"
a buzzword 2 7.14 5 22.73
a management tool 19 67.86 12 54.55
a concept 5 - 17.86

59



Question 3.
Table 9: Perception of -RiSk, ‘Return ahd"Chan’ge In"_B.PR.*

Totally ‘Totally

disagree - .2 | 3 4 agree
USA ' ‘ '
BPR perceived as o o :
high risk project 4. 9 10 5 1
As high return ‘ ' o '
project 1 5 8 10 5
. As project leading ' . e
to radical change 2 3. 0 9 5.
France .
'~ BPR perceived as S E
high risk project 1 4 7. 4 1
As high return ’ B ' : :
project ' , 0 3 4 8 2
As project leading _ ‘
to radical change 0 4 7 5 1
- Totally ‘Totally
disagree 3 4 agree
USA % ' ' :
" BPR perceived as high g : . , ,
risk project 13.79 -31.03 34.48 17.24 3.45 .
" As high return‘project‘ 3.45 - 17.24.°-27.59 34.48  17.24
As project leading to - 3 : o :
radical change - 6.90 10.34 - 34.48 31.03 17.24
France % ‘ )
BPR perceived as hig .
risk project - 5.88 - 23.53 41.18 23.53 - 5.88
As high return project 0.00 17.65 23.53 47.06 11.76
~ As project leading to ' , , '
0.00 23.53 41.18  29.41 5.88

" radical change
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Questlon 4.

Table 10: Perceptlon of Changes Tn BPR.

" Never Sometimes Often Always Total Respense
B rate
USA. , o L . . S
Radical redesign of the processes =~ -~ 0 14 2 3. 29 100
More focus on customers - o 1 11 14 3 297 100
Heavy use of information technology 0 127 15 2 29 100
. Move to a flat organization ) 0 11 16 1 28 100
* Change 'the corporate culture [ 10 17 2 29 100
Build a strategy to keep the best L - ‘ h -
emplyees . 1 17 9 2 29, 100
France - ‘
"Radical redesign of the processes 0 7 3 8 -18  81.82
More focus on customers 0 6 6. 6 18 81.82
s Heavy use of infdrmation technology‘ .0 10 7 1 18 - 81.82
Move to a flat-organization 3 8 -5 2 18 ' 81.82
Change the corporate culture 1 10 5 2. 18 81.82
Build a strategy to keep the best o : . ' o
remplyees . C 4 9 4 1. 18 '81.82
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- Usa

| *aﬁe&ér?'F Sometimes Often Always

" Radical redesign of : 1 T
the processes ' 0.00 48.28 41.38  27.59
“More focus on ‘ : ‘ ' S -
customers ' 3.45  37.93 48.28 . 20.69
Heavy use of » _
information technology N
EE . 0.00 41.38 " 51.72° 3.45
_Move to a flat B
~organization - ‘ 0.00 37.93  55.17 6.90
Change the corporate k
culture 0.00 34.48 58.62 6.90
~Build a strategy to
keep the best emplyees
o ‘ : 3.45 58.62 31.03 3.45
ijrance_% o
"Radical redesign of : o ,
the processes 0 - 38.89  16.67  44.44
 More focus on . S '
~ customers 0 . 33.33  33.33  33.33
Heavy use -of
information technology
. : i i 0 55.56 38.89 5.56
~Move,to a flat ) : N o :
organization - 16.67 S44.44 0 27.78 0 11.11
Change the corporate o o ’ N
culture ' 5.56 55.56_ . 27.78 - 11.11
Build a étrategy to
keep the best emplyees - : . : :
TR 22,22 -~ 50 22.22 6
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Question 5.

'Tabie,11:fExpetienceeof“RGSpdndents with BPR..

USR . France

No % CONb . %

Never - 5. 17.24 18 . 8l.82

1-5 times. ~ 20 . 68.97 4 .. 18.18
. 5-10 times. .6.90 0. .0
©°> 10 times' - 2070 6.90 -0 0

N

. USA . = France
e “Nb: o . Nb . s _
' Never - 5 17.24 .18 o 8l.82°
15 times 20 68.97 4 18.18
5-10 times 2 C6.90 -0 0
> 10 times - 2 6.90 0. 07

00

Quéétion 6;v£ 

Table 12: Knowledge of Respondents About Other Companlesvt
'Hav1ng Experlences with BPR : "

‘uysa - France

- ‘None' 2 6.90 15 = 68.18
”Very few . 17 58.62 . 7 '31;82 .
Qulte a few © 9. 31.03 . 0 0

A lot 1 .. 3.45. 0 0"
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Question 7.

Table 13:‘Willingness of Respohdents To Implemeht BPR

Projects.

Not at all . 2 3 4 Definitely
o | | — —
USA 1 1 T 12 8 7
France 8 3 6L 4 _ 1
USA 3.45 3.45 41.38 27.59 24.14
France. - 36.36

Questioh 8.

13.64  27.27  18.18 4,55

Table 14: Reasons for Not Undértaking BPR Projects.

‘Definit

required too high

Not. at . 3 4 . Total Response
all T : ely rate
USA ) ) :
Too risky 7 9. e -3 2 29 100
Fear of radical o .
change ) 7 10 12 0 0 .29 100
Prefer continuous - } ] S . . :
improvement: = ' 3 3 0. 11 2 29 100
Investment e : v R s
required too high 2 8 15 .. 3 o1 .29 100
France - : . . )
Too risky 5 7 3 4 0 19 86.36"
Fear of radical _ ' ' . L : :
change 1 7 g2 1 19 86.36
‘Prefer continuous _ o . . . »
improvement ' 0 1 8 . 4 6 19 . - 86.36
Investment : - - ‘ ) ‘
0 7. 9 3 - 0 19 . 86.36
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5

4

Investment required too

-.0.00

36.84

‘Not ‘at all - Definitely
USA % o ‘ o
Too risky . 24.14 31.03  27.59 . 10.34 6.90
Fear of radical change 24.14 - 34.48  41.38 0.00 0.00 .
Prefer continuous improv - 10.34 10.34 34.48 37.93 6.90
Investment required too 6.90 27.59 . 51.72 10.34 3.45
‘France % '
Too risky ) 26.32 -~ 36.84 15.79 © 21.05 - 0.00
Fear of radical change 5.26 36.84 42.11 10.53 - .5.26
Prefer continuous improv 0.00 5.26°  42.11 :21.05 31.58

47.37  15.79:

.0.00
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 Question 9.

"Table 15: Obstaclés_Expectéd'When Undertaking.BPR_Pﬁojects;

Responden

Never Somgt’imes often .- Always . Total -~ t rate
usa ‘ , : ' . o
Difficulty in radically change 0 - 11 C11 7 .29 ' 100
Difficulty in making people chang . . 0. 1 TV 16 29 100
Difficulty in breaking down the h 0 g 15 10 290 1007
Difficulty in having the managérs . 1 ‘ 13 6. 29 100
Difficulty in creating cross-func 1 20 6 2 29 - 100
Lack of managers commitment . 2 12 11 e 29 100
France : . . o A
Difficulty in radically change.’ 0 4 9 8. 21 ..95.45
Difficulty in making people chang’ 0 1 5 16 220 100.00
Difficulty in breaking down the h 0 3 4. 15 22 100.00
Difficulty in having the managers =~ 0 6 . 120 a4 22 ;... 100,00 .
S Difficulty in creating cross-func 3 13 N S22 100,00
Lack of managérs commitment 0 2 17 3 ) 22 . 7100.00
. Never ' * Sémetimes_ " Often Always
USA % » , . R
- Difficulty in radically change = = . o 0 37.93 - 37.93. . 24.14
Di‘fficu'l,'tvy.i‘n’ making pedple change . : 0 3.45 41.38- ©  55.17 .
Difficulty in breaking down the hierarchy : 0. 13.79 S51.72 34.48
Difficulty in having the managers delegate’ - 3.45 - 77 31.03 44.83 - .20.69
Difficulty in creating cross-functional teams 3.45° - 68.97 20.69. . 6.90 :
Lack of managers commitment =~ - . L0 6:90 ©o4l.38 37.93 13.79
France % ) : : .
'Difficulty in radically change. 0 19.05 - 42.86 38.10
Difficulty in making people change’ 0 4,55 - 22.73 72.73
Difficulty in breaking down ‘the ‘hierarchy o 13.64 18.18 . ' 68.18
Difficulty in having “the mahagers delegate 0 27.2'7 ) '~ 54.55 ‘]‘.8.18
Difficulty in creating cross-functional teams ©13.64 ) 59,097 © 22,73 . 4.55
Lack of managers commitment . . 0 - ©9.09 - 77.27 . - 13.64
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Question iO;

‘Tableilé:'General'Peroeption OfdManageré‘of'Same_Countiy;

Not at Somehow somehow

Definitely o

: S all  -not . yes
IAmericans percieving Themselves ’ B : 5
. Are risk-averse ‘ 1 8 .17 "3
Are afraid of change 0 - 7 i 18 4
Find it easy to delegate their power 2 13 2. 4
Are hierarchy-bounded 1 6 19 3
. French percieving themselves ,
Are risk-averse- 3 6 7 6
Are afraid of change 0 9 4
Find it easy to delegate thelr power 0" 13 6 0.
Are hierarchy-bounded 0 2 1L 9
| Nisjet ‘$02§20w so§:§ow Definitely
.Americans percieving themselves 3. i .
Are risk-averse : » o 3.45 7 27.59 . 58.62 10.34
Are afraid of change ‘ 0.00 © 24.14  62.07 13.79
Find it easy to delegate their power . .6.90 44.83 - 6.90 13.79
Are hierarchy- bounded ‘ 3:45 20.69  65.52 .10.34
French percieving themselves % . : ‘ .
Are risk-averse ) 13.64 27.27 31.82 '27.27
Are afraid of change B - - 0.00 40.91 40.91 18.18
« Find it easy to delegate their power OLOQ © 59.09 27.27 0.00
Are hierarchy-bounded 0.00  .9.09 - 50.00 40.91
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Question 11.

Teble 17: Perception of the French In Comparison To the
Americans. - . - L RO o T

- Much ‘Much-

less .

léss. Equaliy.:MOre Total Response

. rate

US Pt. of view

" Risk-averse o e 1 5. 3., 1 . 16. - 55.17%
Afraid of change .00 'i7y,“ 5. 3. 1 16 55.17 -

' Easy . to delegate their ' R o ' ' ‘
power _ . :

oo o1 301 16 55.17
Hiefaféhyrbounded B T ->w.5:' 3 1. 16 - 5517

_Fréndh Pt of view

Risk-averse . . - 1 .. 27 5 11 0 .19 ' 86.36
_Afraid of change 1 2000 s a1 0 19 86,36
Easy to delegate their . AR ' o o : :
power. - 12 5 11 0o 19 86.36.

Hierarchy-bounded ~ - . 1 ~ 2 .5 11 - 0 - 19  86.36

, : Much less less Equally More  Much more .
US Pt of view % P o v
Risk-averse 0 43,75 . 3L.25 18.75 ~ '6}25
Afraid of change 0 43.75 . 31.25 . 18.75 6.25
Easy to delegate their g o T o o -
power .. 0 . 43.75.°31.25 . 18.75 .  6.25
Hierarchy-bounded 00 43.75 31.25 ¢ 18.75 6.25

- French Pt df-view g e e cos T
Risk-averse o 5.26  10.53 26.32°  57.89 . . 0.00
Afraid of change . 5.26  10.53  26.32  57.89  0.00
EasY‘té delegate their,  s o f .  'f_" o
power . 5.26 - 10.53 26.32 ©57.89 0.00
Hierarchy-bounded ~ ~  5.26 ~  10.53 26.32 57.89 - 0.00
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Question 12.

" Table 18: Size oijespohding Compaﬁies. .

‘usa

~  Plant Manager
Maintenance team. .

' Marketing Manager

$ France $
< 50 3 10.34 1  4.55
50 < < 500 15 51.72 8 . 36.36
- >500 9  31.03 10  45.45
Table 19: Positions of ReSpondehts.
" BAmerican respohdents
Operations Manager VP Sales Manager
Researcher . Manager Manager
Plant Manhager ‘Purchasing Manager |. Director.
Principle : Director g "Vice President
VP Operations Operation cbnsultant Controller
e » . S Production
Project leader = Engineer Planning Manager
‘Director VP production Consultant.
Director-of Ce : .
Operations Logistics Manager |Material Manager

- CEO

leader

Frenchrrespohdents

Product Director

Plant Manager
Operation. manager

Network Administrator
‘ ’Logistic department
. .manager .
Plant manager
Director. BU

Product manager

Procurement manager
Procurement manager

Distribution manager

© |HR department manager

VP Finance

- Sales manager

SIS manager _
Business Line
Director
. CEO
Consultant
‘manager

Diredtor BU
Director ..
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Table 20: Response Rate.

USA France

Mass mailing 100 - 100
Number of , B :
respondents 29 22

Response Rate 29 22
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