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开卷Opening Words



90+1

这本小书收入的四篇文章，来自《哈佛商业评论》2012年11月刊，它们原本是为了庆祝《哈佛商业评论》创刊90周年。2013年7月，正值《哈佛商业评论》中文版新刊一周年之际，中文版团队特将这组文章中英文对照结集出版，作为献给《哈佛商业评论》中文读者的周年礼物。在此，让我们重温HBR英文版主编殷阿笛（Adi Ignatius）先生为这本杂志90岁生日时写下的寄语：




“我们用这组文章纪念《哈佛商业评论》（HBR）创刊90周年。你也许会问，为什么我们没有为自己准备一份传统礼物？——或许因为如此长寿的事物并不多。

但是我们可以自豪地说，HBR做到了基业长青。自1922年以来，这本杂志历经多次改版，但始终执着于创始团队设定的宗旨：基于严谨研究的“商业理论”，必能帮助管理者更有效地运营公司。

而且这一点无论对中国公司还是西方公司都同样适用。我们注意到，一批最具创新能力的管理者，正在类似中国这样高增长的经济体中运营公司。为了应对国内外投资环境的巨变，他们不得不争分夺秒地制造高质量的产品。令人激动的是，我们的中国合作伙伴——《财经》杂志旗下的《哈佛商业评论》中文版，正在卓有成效地帮助HBR识别来自中国市场的创新领军者。

其实，HBR自身90年来的进化也是这个“管理世纪”的重要组成部分——正如《战略之王》（The Lords of Strategy）的著者沃尔特基希勒（Walter Kiechel）在《管理世纪》中所说的那样。基希勒梳理了上百年来管理科学的脉络，尽管不乏缺点和局限，这些管理智慧始终在不断演进中塑造着世界并创造繁荣。

作为一家机构，HBR坚信有效的管理是一种正能量（Effective management can be a force for good）。否则，我们早就该关门大吉了。我们致力于传播最先进、最杰出的思想观念，不仅帮助企业提升经营业绩，并能尽快修复整个世界赖以依存的金融系统和经济体。

我们希望90岁的自己能既敏捷又深刻，希望HBR的文章既是相关领域永恒的经典，也能回应管理者在商业环境中面临的紧迫问题。

我们相信，HBR提供的就是那种能够改变商业世界的观念，无论在中国或者在西方，无论现在还是永远。”





2013年是《哈佛商业评论》的第91年，也是《哈佛商业评论》中文版新刊的1周年。中文版将继承HBR90年来的信仰与辉煌，同时坚实地踩在中国独特的商业土地上，采集当代中国的商业实践与商业智慧，呈现一部经典而无可取代的“中文管理圣经”，给中国也给世界。



90+1，是逗号，也是我们新的起点。




《哈佛商业评论》中文版编辑部

2013年7月
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管理世纪

自从《哈佛商业评论》创办以来，无论在理论研究还是实践操作上，管理学的演进都非常深刻。
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要
 追寻管理世纪降临的第一道曙光，不妨将时钟拨回到1886年5月。美国芝加哥，耶鲁制锁公司（Yale Lock Manufacturing Company）的联合创始人亨利汤尼（Henry R. Towne）在刚刚成立的美国机械工程师协会上发表了一篇演讲，题为《像经济学家一样思考的工程师》。汤尼认为，当今不乏优秀工程师和杰出商务人士，但兼备两种素质的人才则凤毛麟角。他进而说道：“管理工作变得如此之重要且意义深远，也许只有将其归类于现代艺术，才能真正体现其价值。”

汤尼的演讲至少从三个方面宣告了一个新时代的到来。第一，唤起了管理意识的初次觉醒：管理因此首次被视为一套可以被研究和改进的实践组合。第二，阐明管理植根于经济学，对当时的听众来说，这意味着用有限的资源实现最高的效率。第三，启蒙的第一批对象是工程师。在此后的几十年里，从弗雷德里克泰勒（Frederick Winslow Taylor）到迈克尔波特，从汤姆彼得斯（Tom Peters）到迈克尔哈默（Michael Hammer），这些原本研究物质世界的大师都深刻地影响了管理学进程。

汤尼的确抓住了管理的脉搏。在接下来的一个世纪里，我们所理解的管理真正从概念转为现实，并塑造了今日之世界。从19世纪80年代至今，管理经历了三个阶段。

第一阶段以二战为界，对科学精确的追求为新一代“管理精英”插上了实现梦想的翅膀。第二阶段从20世纪40年代晚期为起点，直到大约1980年结束，那是一个管理主义的黄金时代，管理者的自信达到了历史顶峰，他们得到了公众的广泛支持。第三阶段就是我们所处的时代，这是一个相对低调的时代，管理更加趋向于专业化，更加服从于市场的力量，管理者也更加务实，不再像过去一样热心于公众的利益。但同时这也是一个管理被全球认同的时代，一些关键的管理思想获得了广泛的共识，生产效率得到了稳步提升，MBA学位在世界范围内获得了认可，员工待遇取得了普遍的改善。

美国人和说英语的人统治了管理的早期历史，他们的管理思想得到了最广泛的流传。当然例外总是存在的：亨利法约尔（Henri Fayol）曾管理法国最大的采矿公司，1908年，他列举出几大管理原则，其中包括等级管理链，职能的划分以及对规划和制定预算的重视。但他在1916年出版的杰作《工业管理与一般管理》（Administration Industrielle et Gnrale）产生的影响力却仅限于法国以内，直到几十年后被翻译成英文，此书才获得应得的重视。尽管全球化让管理思想的来源更加多元化，但迄今为止，本文描述的大多数事实都发生在美国。



“科学管理”的时代

19世纪最后20年的美国正处于艰难的变革之中，它从一个由小城镇、小企业和农业组成的松散联合体转变为一个由城市、工厂和大公司组成的工业网络，将它们紧密连接到一起的是铁路。地位冉冉上升的中产阶级开始了专业化的进程，标志之一就是美国医学会和美国律师协会的建立。此外，中产阶层中还涌现出大量的进步人士，他们开始反对腐败的政治领袖和那些手段卑劣的金融资本家，这些大亨们正终日忙于以强取豪夺的方式整合石油和钢铁等行业。

一些进步人士宣称，科学蕴含着特殊的智慧，这种智慧可以体现在生产流程中。弗雷德里克泰勒显然将自己视为进步阵营中的一员（他的拥趸如路易斯布兰代斯(Louis Brandeis)和艾达塔贝尔(da Tarbell)也同意），他曾写道：“最好的管理是一门真正的科学，它基于定义清晰的法则、规则和原则。”他宣称他的目标是：通过“在管理者和工人之间更加公平的职责划分”，“为雇主带来最大利益的同时，为每一位雇员带来最大利益”。为了避免读者高估泰勒对工人潜力的尊重，我用言简意赅的语言表述他的原意：工人应按照管理层分析并设计的流程工作，以实现最高的效率。本质上，泰勒所作的就是手持一个秒表，详细测量工作中每一个活动所需要的最短时间，然后将这种标准应用到所有的工人身上。这种“惟一的、最好的方式”能让工人在一定时间段内的工作量达到人类能力的极限。

1911年，泰勒的《科学管理原理》（Principles of Scientific Management）正式出版，起初只是一篇论文，巧合的是，泰勒也将论文递交给了美国机械工程师协会。自此，长达一个世纪的对“生产中的物”和“生产中的人”之间准确平衡的探求开始了。1923年，英国人奥利佛谢尔顿（Oliver Sheldon）将之称为“数字人”与“人性人”之间的矛盾。这两者之间的张力塑造了日后的管理思想。

泰勒不顾一切地追求可量化指标是过于片面的，如果有一部卡通版的管理史，那么它一定会把起源于20世纪20~30年代的人际关系运动，视为科学管理理论的对立面。实际上，互为补充是对两者关系更准确的描述，证据就是埃尔顿梅奥（Elton Mayo）和同事引领的、极具开创性的霍桑实验。他们和泰勒一样雄心勃勃，想要通过对科学的运用提高生产效率以及工人与管理层的合作，尽管这里的科学指的是心理学加上少部分的社会学。

霍桑实验之所以得名，是因为大部分的研究是在西方电气（Western Electric）公司在伊利诺伊州西塞罗市的霍桑工厂进行的——虽然后期实验还涉及了其他工厂和公司。该实验从1924年一直延续到1932年。哈佛商学院负责实验的分析工作，包括使用学院的外部实验室，如疲劳实验室（使用该实验室的目的是：如果工人的疲劳是问题所在，如何设计生产流程使得在减少工人疲劳的前提下，依旧保持最大的产量）。霍桑实验毫无争议地被认为是工业领域内最重要的社会科学研究。遗憾的是，实验真正的研究成果却被广泛地误读了，因此它值得我们在此费些笔墨。

实验人员请一群年轻女性——实验人员亲切地称她们为“女孩们”——在一个实验房间内组装零部件，测试哪些条件能够提高她们的生产率（例如，他们打开照明灯，生产率提升了；他们关闭照明灯，生产率依旧提升了。只要工人意识到任何来自管理层的关注，都足以提高他们的生产率）。本质上，实验提出一系列的假设，并将他们逐一分解，再检查哪些条件能起作用。结果研究人员发现，无论是物理环境的改变（更好的照明）还是工作日程的变化（更多的茶歇），甚至是奖励措施，都不足以解释生产效率提高的真正原因。

梅奥来自澳大利亚，曾是一位心理学家，后加入哈佛商学院。在多年的实验之后，他终于灵光一现，发现了两个因素在影响最终的结果。第一，女孩们组成了一个团体，这个小团体的群体动力——例如成员之间的相互鼓励——会在很大程度上影响实验结果；第二，女孩们每一步都受到研究人员的指导：她们清楚实验的目的，研究人员请她们提出自己的建议。对实验的感知提高了她们的生产率。这些重要的发现日后被提炼成为人际关系学派的基本观点：人不是什么机械装置，他们无法用秒表来衡量和监督；关注员工的感受能提高生产率以及团体能在很大程度上自主地控制他们的产出。

这些观点听起来颇具人情味。但是，这些实验的目的是要研究如何使用心理学来提高生产效率，遏制工会活动，提高工人与管理层的合作程度。在泰勒的努力和所谓的“哈佛圈子”背后是一种精英主义，一个自命不凡的阶层，用今天的标准来衡量，他们简直不可理喻。哈佛商学院第二任院长华莱士多纳姆（Wallace B. Donham）是《哈佛商业评论》的创建者，他就曾狂热地认为：受过良好教育的管理者——一个“新管理阶层”——是解决这个国家所有问题的钥匙，无论是大萧条、无能的政府还是社会动荡。多纳姆曾和朋友们站在查尔斯河边，鄙夷地注视着河边的搬运工人，认为他们是低等的存在，注定被操纵并服务于更高尚的目的。（泰勒也曾说过“他们既蠢笨又迟钝，头脑的构成无异于一头牛”，是最适合搬运生铁的一类人。）



管理的胜利

管理学界曾经充满浑浊的空气，直到彼得德鲁克的出现，这个名字像飓风一样带来了新鲜、洁净的冲击。我必须要坦白，像其他思想健全的管理学学生一样，我也曾敷衍地表达对这位伟人的尊重。直到我认真阅读德鲁克之前管理学者的著作后，我才意识到他的思想是多么具有革命性。


人本主义心理学在社会机构中的应用。
 通过《公司的概念》（1954）、《管理的实践》（1954）和《成果管理》（1964）三本书，彼得德鲁克描绘了他的远见，那就是公司是一种社会机构，一种社会网络，其中每一位成员的能力和潜能都应该得到尊重。他让“老板”、“工头”和“工人”这样的词汇变得过时，取而代之的是“管理者”和“员工”。德鲁克不是“管理”概念的发明者，但没有人能像他一样让“管理”这个词汇深入人心，每当它出现的时候，我们总能条件反射性地想到组织的运营。

发起这次管理革命的不仅仅是德鲁克一人。1937年，弗里茨罗斯里斯伯格（Fritz Roethlisberger）巧妙地总结了霍桑实验，他将组织描述为“社会系统”。他认为管理的职责是保持组织的均衡。20世纪50年代，德鲁克重新点燃了人们对玛丽帕克福列特（Mary Parker Follett）理论的热情，尽管她几乎被人们遗忘在了20世纪20年代。她的管理理念——“平等的力量”而不是“凌驾员工之上的力量”，“建设性对抗”和对“双赢管理”的追求在战后引起人们新的共鸣。

支持者的队伍在不断壮大。道格拉斯麦格雷戈（Douglas McGregor）是其中一位，他起初是麻省理工斯隆商学院的教授，后来成为安蒂奥克学院的院长，他引用了亚伯拉罕马斯洛（Abraham Maslow）的人本主义心理学理论和人类需求金字塔，创建了著名的X理论（人们天生是懒惰的，如果没有严密的监督，他们就会逃避责任）和Y理论（人们需要在工作中找到意义，如果他们的工作设计合理，他们就能做出正面的贡献）。对于针锋相对的X和Y，麦格雷戈费尽心力地解释道：“他们是不同的世界观（对人性的信任）……而不是管理战略。”遗憾的是，人们并无兴趣听他阐述这样的细节。

战后管理思想者们的一个共同观点是要提高“生产中的人”的地位。他们认为，如果工人得到尊重，并且管理者依赖他们的自我激励、自己解决问题，那么工人的生产率将达到最高。

旧派管理理念并没有就此顺从地退出历史舞台。在撰写《公司的概念》时，德鲁克认真研究了通用汽车公司，并劝说正冉冉升起的公司高管查理威尔森（Charlie Wilson，后来成为公司总裁）提出一系列改革措施，其中包括赋予工厂厂长更大的自治权以及给予工人权利——即我们今天所说的“员工授权”。结果两股力量将改革扼杀在摇篮中，第一是通用汽车其他的管理人员，包括CEO阿尔弗雷德斯隆（Alfred P. Sloan）。第二股力量是全美汽车工人联合会，因为工会组织者沃尔特路则（Walter Reuther）不想混淆管理者和工人之间的界限。

更加开明的管理态度，二战后美国社会的民主化和被战争压抑的产品需求，给管理带来了20年繁荣期。这一阶段，管理精神蓬勃向上，民众看上去对公司和公司行为相当满意。罢工和工作相关诉讼数量从战后水平快速下降。工会会员数占整体劳动力数量之比自1955年达到顶峰后，便开始了长期、缓慢的下降。时至今日，这个比例仍在下降（1953年，失业率下降至3%以下，这加强了人们对管理的关切）。


战略思想的崛起。
 除了对待员工更加开明的管理态度，战后的这段时期内，人们越发重视管理者所能取得的成就。在这方面，德鲁克再次引领了潮流。

今天每个公司都有自己的战略，每位高管都有一套明确的目标，因此从21世纪的角度出发，我们很难理解为什么“缺乏方向”被认为是早期管理者的特点之一。但德鲁克在《管理的实践》中指出：“早期的经济学者（实际上指的是当时的管理学者）认为商务人士和他们的行为是完全被动的：商业的成功只能依靠公司对外界事件进行快速明智的调整和适应。经济完全是由非人力的、客观的力量所塑造，商务人士无法对其进行控制，他们的应对措施也无法对其产生影响。”（当时真正的管理者是否也感到如此无力是值得商榷的。）

对德鲁克来说，显然这还远远不够。他说道：“管理者必须要进行管理。而管理绝不仅是被动的和适应性的行为。”管理者要掌握主动；要“尝试改变所处的经济环境，以企业的自由行动不断突破经济环境的限制”。为实现这些目的，他认为管理者应该设定目标，并按照这些目标进行管理。

在1964年出版的《成果管理》一书中，德鲁克将其理论推向更高处。他认为“商业存在的目的就是带来成果”，管理者应该系统性地扫描市场，以寻找机会来发展他们的企业。在1985年该书再版前言中，德鲁克表示他本来想采用商业“战略”这个词汇，但经别人劝说，他和出版人没有在书中使用，就此与发明“公司战略”一词失之交臂。

咨询顾问们显然没有这样的顾虑。布鲁斯亨德森（Bruce Henderson）曾担任西屋电气公司的高管，同时也是一位典型的美国创业家，他在1963年创立了波士顿咨询公司（BCG）。创立后不久，BCG就将塑造公司战略视为自己的使命。自此以后，BCG将管理咨询的福音传播给了无数企业，而在此之前，几乎没有人使用“公司战略”这个词汇。

这不仅是词汇上的转换，公司战略的崛起为“生产中的物”的信徒开辟了一条激动人心的新航道。BCG赖以成名的管理理论，如“经验曲线”和“波士顿矩阵”都极具影响力，但最重要的还是这些管理工具背后的一种对分析的热忱。咨询顾问自此将埋身于公司成本、客户和竞争对手背后的各种数字中，其深度是企业前所未及的。伴随战略的出现，泰勒主义以一种更广泛的形式重生（我将之称为泛泰勒主义），咨询顾问们再次拿起削尖的铅笔和滴答作响的秒表，只不过测量对象不再是战战兢兢的工人一天的劳动量，而是公司运营的方方面面。

当时的公司战略极具侵略性。取得详细数据的惟一目的就是为了找出公司在竞争关系中的位置，以及如何在竞争中取得优势。在各类图表的帮助下，BCG不停地向公司灌输：成为行业领头羊或者次席对公司的意义重大。

1967年，《新工业国家》出版，约翰肯尼思加尔布雷思（John Kenneth Galbraith）在书中担忧美国企业和它的领导阶层或许变得侵略性过强。企业变得如此巨大和成功。他在书中列举：到1974年，美国最大的200家制造企业控制了美国2/3的制造业资产以及3/5强的销售额、就业和利润。在这种状况下，社会目标已经慢慢被企业目标绑架。加尔布雷思的理论认为，一群隐藏在幕后的、信奉技术专家体制（Technostructure）的企业管理者甚至能够控制公众购买的商品，进而潜在地控制他们的生活方式。（技术专家体制即公司的管理者、技术专家和法务人员等在公司决策中有更大的权力和影响力。这种体制下，公司的目标常常不是为股东带来最大的利益，而是公司的存续、发展和尽可能大的公司规模。——译者
 ）



不安的海外探求

20年平稳发展的时期结束了，20世纪70年代的石油危机以及伴随的经济疲软，让管理主义的胜利烟消云散。1966年的哈里斯民调显示，55%的美国民众对大公司领导人有很强的信心；到1975年，这一比率陡降至15%。


变革的力量。
 这一时期，美国的公司管理者们要面对多种新生力量，这使得企业间的竞争越发激烈，并最终让企业、劳动者和政府之间的和睦关系戛然而止。

为遏制逐渐失控的通货膨胀，美国总统吉米卡特（Jimmy Carter）宣布放松对航空、铁路及公路货运的管制。他的继任者们更是迫不及待地将放松管制措施延伸至电信和金融领域。同时美国鼓励国际贸易的尝试大获成功，也许有些过于成功了。当进口汽车、钢铁和消费电子产品充斥着国内市场，人们不禁感到疑惑：“难道那些老外，尤其是日本人，比我们更清楚怎样管理？”

另一方面，科技，特别是计算机科技取得了多个里程碑式的进展——集成电路（20世纪50年代晚期）、小型计算机（20世纪70年代中期），微处理器（20世纪70年代早期）、微型计算机（20世纪70年代中期）以及最终无处不在的个人计算机。这些技术让管理中的“数字人”得到了突飞猛进的计算能力。泛泰勒主义者终于获得了比秒表更加强大的工具，这使他们有能力建立更加精确的商业运行模式。

1982年，道琼斯工业平均指数在历经10年低迷后艰难地回到了顶峰——1000点，股票市场开始回暖。在同一年，美国政府放松了对企业间并购活动的管制。自此防范恶意收购的围墙被彻底推倒，潜在的买家获得了新的资金来源（如垃圾债券），金融家们意识到：收购奄奄一息的企业再进行转卖也能获得不菲的利润。一个活跃的企业控制权市场就此出现。这导致1980年美国《财富》500强中超过25%的公司在1989年以前被收购。


股东凌驾于利益相关者之上。
 在这个激荡变革的阶段，公司战略和企业管理有了新的目标：为股东创造财富。实际上，这种理念并不新鲜，最早它可追溯到19世纪的海盗经济学家。在先前的管理黄金时代，公司管理的目标却更为广泛。《应许之地》是近期一部关于美国经济史的著作，作者迈克尔林德（Michael Lind）在书中写道：“1951年，标准石油公司的董事会主席宣布：‘管理的职责是要在公司直接影响的利益团体之间，保持一个公平、有效的平衡。’这些利益团体包括‘股东、员工、客户以及社会公众’。”这种更具包容性的“利益相关者资本主义”在这个阶段的经济环境下日趋式微，逐渐消失于企业治理目标的讨论之外，取而代之的正是“股东资本主义”。

企业面临新的、来自股东的压力，管理思想家对此的回应是：聚焦。在1980年出版的《竞争战略》中，迈克尔波特突破性地将学术的严谨注入到公司战略之中，这正是咨询顾问时常缺乏的。他的第二本著作《竞争优势》用价值链等概念将企业武装起来，让公司能将运营中的每个阶段分解为单元，以便于他们进行成本核算、行业评估和竞争力评估。

经济加速和华尔街每天上演的财富神话，让越来越多的人渴望加入管理者的行列，或者，至少取得入门的资格——MBA学位。投资银行和咨询公司的高薪也让MBA学位的吸引力大增。1970年，美国只有大约2.6万名MBA学位获得者。到1985年，该数字飙升至6.7万名。

在商学院，像波特这样的战略专家替换了那些传授“商业政策”的教师。金融学教授变得地位显赫。而那些让多纳姆和梅奥寄予厚望、被认为是管理教育未来希望的科目，如人类行为学和组织动力学，这些“较软”的科目则沦为了边缘学科。无论是在企业界还是在学术界，“数字人”看上去已稳操胜券，他们用数量精确征服了分工日益明确的各个管理专业领域。

尽管如此，他们并没有赢得更广泛管理人群的心。1982年，两位来自麦肯锡的咨询顾问，汤姆彼得斯（Tom Peters）和鲍勃沃特曼（Bob Waterman）发表了《追求卓越》。该书宣扬了企业文化的重要性，抨击了“数字人”的战略观——他们认为战略只是对数字的追求。两人在书中强调：公司要取得成功，人的因素起到了至关重要的作用。彼得斯在书中写道：“软实力就是硬实力。”

该书最终售出了超过600万册，让作者本人大吃一惊。出版业也开始意识到商业智慧竟有如此众多的受众。在此之前，除了日本人以外，所有人都已厌倦这个岛国所传授的先进管理方法。该书恰逢时宜地赞颂了美国企业及其实践。仿佛预言得到了实现，不久后美国总统罗纳德里根宣布：“美国的清晨再次来临。”这标志着美国经济复兴计划（里根新政）的开端。

此后的30年直至今日，两种管理思想——以数字为动力，追求利润最大化的“数字人”和为更多尊严呼喊的“人性人”——将会剑拔弩张地共存下去。管理理念、书籍、专家和学术界不停地相互攻讦以争取管理人士的注意。争论不只上演在管理思想的高地上。在现实中，在会议室和办公室里，在高管的脑海里，在面临艰难的抉择时，两种思想在激烈地博弈，而结果将会决定无数企业和员工的命运。

里根总统的税改和财政投入让美国经济在1982年后再次起飞。但和20世纪50年代不同，并不是所有的企业都抓住了经济上涨的大潮。在提高对外竞争力，完成（或避免）收购和服务股东利益的名义下，出售与公司战略不符的业务和大规模裁员变得让人司空见惯。最典型的当属杰克韦尔奇治下的通用电气公司，旧时代的雇主－雇员契约以及其隐含的终生雇佣制被撕得粉碎。股票市场却是一片人声沸腾，上涨的股价和让人眼花缭乱的、各种名目的共同基金、养老金和退休金投资计划，让沉寂多时的个人投资者纷纷重操旧业。

管理学界为这些新的商业活动提供了智力支持。尽管上个时代的管理思想家集体忽略了公司战略，但从20世纪60年代以来，战略家们就不断地呼吁企业需要了解他们的竞争状况。在工具（《信息自由法案》(1966)）和数据库（如律商联讯(Lexis-Nexis)）的帮助下，咨询顾问帮助客户分析每一个细节，检查他们的企业能否与波特及其他大师开发的管理框架一一对号入座。

20世纪80年代有两篇引人注目的《哈佛商业评论》文章。迈克尔简森（Michael Jensen）开创了代理理论，为公司收购活动提供了理论支持。代理理论认为：虽然公司存在的目的是为股东带来财富，但很多情况下管理者是为了自己的利益进行管理，尤其是他们在企业中没有足够的利害关系时。为了让管理者为股东服务，董事会要使用“大棒加胡萝卜”的政策：“大棒”是企业有被收购的可能性，“胡萝卜”是将管理者的激励措施与公司股价挂钩。

1993年，美国国会顺水推舟地更改了所得税结构，这有力地鼓励了企业将股票期权作为高管薪酬的组成部分。林德指出，到20世纪90年代末，在大多数《财富》500强高管的薪酬中，超过一半是以股票、期权的方式发放的。尽管如此，高管们的收入还是大幅度地提高了，管理者与底层员工的薪酬之比达到了天文数字。想想CEO创造的价值，这真的合理吗？至少，这与多纳姆院长的理念大相径庭，他对管理阶层寄予厚望，希望他们解决社会种种问题。但多纳姆早已驾鹤西归，他的声音也大多已被人忘却。

另一篇是迈克尔哈默（Michael Hammer）在1990年发表的《流程再造》，以此为基础，哈默和詹姆斯钱皮（James Champy）又合著了《企业再造》（Reengineering the Corporation）一书。两人呼吁企业完全抛弃现有的流程，利用新的电子通信技术为企业的终极客户设计新的流程。轰轰烈烈的流程再造运动自此开始了，人们希望利用最新的信息技术突破效率和竞争力的极限。众多公司纷纷高举流程再造的旗帜，但大多数情况下，“再造”沦为了公司裁员的幌子和借口。最终，许许多多无辜的公司员工因再造之名失去了生计。再造运动也完全失去了信用，后来成为错用管理理念的典型代表。


新航向是领导力和创新。
 同一时期，“生产中人”的倡导者还在迷雾中艰难探索着。在《追求卓越》出版仅仅几年后，《商业周刊》就报道，书中用来举例的公司中有1/3不再符合作者对卓越的要求。这样的尴尬让管理人本主义者狼狈不堪，它代表着人们普遍的迷茫——到底什么样的管理实践能将员工的潜力发挥到最大？公司如何衡量这些实践？这些管理实践对公司的价值如何计算？

公司战略至少有一套清晰的模型和框架，新一代的管理战略家们可以对其进行传承和发展。股东价值的拥护者也志得意满，他们用股价来衡量一切。相比之下，研究组织中人类行为的学者们则像一盘散沙，各自为战。对此该领域的学者并不承认，但杰弗里普费弗（Jeffrey Pfeffer）曾抨击自己的学科道：“模型发展水平极低。”实际上，连一些基本的问题，例如“哪些管理问题最亟需得到解决？”他们都无法达成一致。

这样的折中主义体现在畅销书上。学习型组织、团队智慧、员工忠诚度，核心竞争力、取悦客户、应对变革，所有这些主题的书籍都会混杂在同一个书架之上。

如果将“人性人”的思想全部集结在一起，那么其结果将会围绕两个主题：领导力和创新。在20世纪最后的20年里，商学院将目标从“培养管理者”转变为“发展领导者”。尽管有几篇具有启发性的文章阐述了领导者与管理者的区别，但不幸的是，在领导者需要具备什么素质，以及如何培养这些高贵的品质上，管理学者们还未能达成共识。（这引发了一系列疑问，人们开始质疑企业领导者权威的来源。）

另一方面，创新则不再是一个争议性话题。在这个时代，新竞争对手随时可能异军突起，行业领先位置可以在瞬息间易手，看似不可超越的竞争优势可能在数月之间消失殆尽，因此 “数字人”和“人性人”都意识到创新具有攸关存亡的重要性。理查德福斯特（Richard Foster）和克莱顿克里斯坦森（Clayton Christensen）的著作向广泛的管理群体展现：技术如何系统性地更替，以及在这个过程中使整个行业强弱次序的完全颠覆。

创新意识的觉醒让管理者们意识到，只有发挥出员工的最佳创意，才能满足市场对创新产品和服务的强劲需求，自此，“生产中的人”的地位达到了前所未有的高度。因为没有人能让创新自动化，也没有机器能替代人类想象力的火花。企业在21世纪面临的最重要的管理挑战，就是要克服组织的惯性，避免让员工进行重复性的工作，以释放隐藏在他们身上的创造力。


可以肯定的是，管理时代尚未结束。
 管理思想传播到了每一个资本主义和自由市场的栖息之地。在过去的20年间，随着苏联解体以及中国、印度的经济市场化和自由化，管理思想又获得了30亿新的听众。资本主义以及竭力让其更具生产力的管理思想，无可争辩地让世界更加富足，让人们的教育程度更高。管理不再是富人和精英们的专利，在过去的一年，有50万人获得了MBA和其同等学位；在过去的50年，生活在贫困线以下的世界人口大幅度减少，而识字率得到了稳步的提升。

在世界各地的办公室、工厂、商店、甚至在偏僻的农场，人们都希望得到公平的对待和尊重（尽管终身制的工作失去了保障）。虽然还未根除性别歧视、职场霸凌和粗暴的管理行为，但这些恶习已经得到了有效的遏制。

的确，管理主义无法解决商业世界的所有问题。最值得注意的是，它未能让每个有需要的人得到工作，尽管要达到这个目标需要社会的共识以及政府和经济学家的协助。管理主义的崛起还伴随着一丝讽刺和残酷的意味。就像德鲁克回忆的：在他童年生活过的维也纳，工作时间最长的人是经济地位最低的人——例如女仆在深夜等着女主人从歌剧院归来。今天，地位发生了戏剧性的逆转，管理精英们整日被来自世界各地的数以百计的邮件和电话所束缚，只能每天工作到深夜。

管理主义的工作尚未结束，因为归根结底，管理是为了让人类和人类的组织更加有效。也因为人类自身的天性，所以永远不会有“最好的方法”。但“更好的方法”是永远存在的，因此管理也将继续为之探求。
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请跟我一起读：大鱼吃小鱼，快鱼吃慢鱼！





现代管理学简史
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 重要管理思想
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 重要的哈佛商业评论文章





	
●经济指标

▲经济拐点


	
◆重大政府行动

■标志性公司


	
★决定性的政治事件








1910s


亨利劳伦斯甘特（Henry Laurence Gantt）
 发明了“甘特图”，这个经典的项目管理工具一直到今天还在广泛使用。
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1910

●世界原油价格
*

 ：14.67美元/桶




	

1911
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 科学管理理论：弗雷德里克泰勒
 的科学管理原理将工程设计中的严谨注入到商业运营中。
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弗雷德里克泰勒










1912

◆美国政府打破标准石油和美国烟草公司的垄断




1913

◆美国宪法第十六修正案允许美国政府征收所得税


◆美国政府颁布《联邦储备法案》




1914
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亨利福特
 将工人工资翻倍，并将工作时间缩短为8小时，使得工人也有钱购买福特汽车。

★第一次世界大战（1914年－1918年）


▲巴拿马运河通航
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 1916


亨利法约尔
 的《工业管理和一般管理》出版，他在书中强调了公司管理的分级制，职能的分割以及对规划的重视。








1917

★俄国十月革命爆发




1919

◆美国宪法第十八修正案颁布禁酒令




1920s

1920

哈佛商学院引入案例教学法。

●世界GDP总额
**

 ：17340亿美元


●世界原油价格：34.45美元/桶


◆美国宪法第十九修正案赋予妇女投票权




1921
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 分权：杜邦公司开创了多事业部的公司架构，以应对公司多元化的业务。
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▲德国爆发恶性通货膨胀（1921年－1924年）




1922


“培养和发展更多具有社会意识的商务人士是商业世界的核心问题。”——华莱士多纳姆





1923
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 阿伯特劳伦斯洛维尔（Abbott Lawrence Lowell）
 发表《商务的专业性》（The Profession of Business）。《哈佛商业评论》首次，但绝不是最后一次，讨论管理是否应被列为一个专业。



1924
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玛丽帕克
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 参与式管理：玛丽帕克福列特
 主张“平等的力量”而不是“凌驾于工人之上的力量”。
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研究工人生产率的霍桑实验开始，地点是西方电力公司在伊利诺伊西塞罗市的霍桑工厂。



	

1927

《哈佛商业评论》创刊。华莱士多纳姆
 院长在杂志的第一期便奠定了《哈佛商业评论》90年来一直坚持的愿景：探求成功的商业理论。
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华莱士多纳姆








▲世界首条跨洲商业航线——泛美航空公司建立




1929

▲美国股市崩盘


▲大萧条（1929年－1941年）




1930s

人际关系运动：埃尔顿梅奥
 和同事认为：群体动力以及管理者的尊重将会影响工人的表现。
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梅奥





1930
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 《想法的商品化》（The Merchandising of Ideas）发表。这是马文鲍尔（Marvin Bower）
 在《哈佛商业评论》上发表的第一篇文章。日后他把麦肯锡变成了一家领先的管理咨询公司。


	
[image: ]



马文鲍尔








●世界GDP总额：22540亿美元


●世界原油价格：16.02美元/桶




1933

◆罗斯福新政


◆美国联邦存款保险公司建立


★希特勒当选德国总理




1934

◆美国证券交易委员会建




1935

◆美国颁布《社会保险法案》


■《格拉斯－斯蒂格尔法案》出台，将摩根银行拆分为摩根士丹利和摩根大通




1936

在《就业、利息和货币通论》中，约翰梅纳德凯恩斯（John Maynard Keynes）
 认为在危机时期，政府必须通过干预经济来创造需求和就业。


戴尔卡耐基
 的《如何赢得朋友和影响他人》（又译为：《人性的弱点》）成为首部自我管理的畅销书。
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《如何赢得朋友和影响他人》




	

《管理者的职能》










1938


切斯特巴纳德（Chester Barnard）
 的《管理者的职能》出版，他认为公司是一个合作性的系统。


“组织治理方式的道德宽度和组织的寿命是成正比的。”——切斯特巴纳德





1939

★西班牙内战爆发


★第二次世界大战爆发（1939年－1945年）




1940s

[image: ]
 需求金字塔：亚伯拉罕马斯洛
 在杂志文章中讨论了人类生存以外的需求，即人类动机理论。
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需求金字塔




	

马斯洛










1940
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 约翰贝克尔（John Baker）
 发表《高管的股票期权》（Stock Options for Executives），提出了高管报酬的话题。日后哈佛商业评论又在不同时期对此话题进行了讨论。

●世界GDP总额：30010亿美元


●世界原油价格：16.35美元/桶




1943


马斯洛
 提出人类需求层次理论



1944

◆美国颁布《军人安置法案》




1945
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 罗伯特加尔金斯（Robert Calkins）
 在《商业教育的挑战》（A Challenge to Business Education）中提出了商业教育目的问题，至今这还是一个热门话题。

★乔治奥威尔（George Orwell）提出“冷战”一词




1946

▲婴儿潮开始
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 1947

在《管理行为》一书中，赫伯特西蒙斯（Herbert Simon）
 提出决策中的“有限理性”。








1948

◆马歇尔计划开始




1949
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 罗伯特伍德约翰逊二世（Robert Wood Johnson II）
 ，J&J公司董事会主席，提出“现代商业中人际关系”，将人力资源视为一个单独的职能。
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约翰逊








◆中华人民共和国成立




1950s

1950

●世界GDP总额：40820亿美元


●世界原油价格：15.97元/桶


★朝鲜战争爆发




1951
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 组织心理学家埃里奥特杰奎斯（Elliott Jaques）
 在《企业文化之变化》一书中建议：管理者决策带来的长期影响应作为对他们进行衡量的标准。








1952
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 卡尔罗杰斯（Carl Rogers）
 和F. J. 罗斯里斯伯格（F.J. Roethli sberger）
 的在文章《沟通中的通道和障碍》（Barriers and Gateways to Communication）中，将心理疗法的见解应用到管理工作中。
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卡尔罗杰斯










1954


“商业目的只有一个合理的定义：创造客户。”——彼得德鲁克




彼得德鲁克
 的《公司的概念》（1954年），《管理的实践》（1954年）和《成果管理》（1964年）让管理概念更加人性化。



	
[image: ]



	
[image: ]






	

彼得德鲁克




	

《管理的实践》
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劳伦斯
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 保罗劳伦斯（Paul Lawrence）
 发表《如何应对变革中的阻力》（How to Deal with Resistance to Change），首次提出组织的变革是一场充满艰辛的登高之战。






◆美国布朗案宣判，认定为黑人和白人分开建立公共学校的做法违反宪法


★越南战争爆发（1954年－1975年）




1955

■麦当劳第一家加盟分店开张




1957

▲前苏联发射第一颗人造卫星




1958

◆美国国家航空航天局建立




1959

★卡斯特罗成为古巴最高领袖




1960s



	
1960

[image: ]
 西奥多莱维特（Theodore Levitt）
 发表《营销近视》（Marketing Myopia），提出了至今仍被热烈讨论的问题：你的核心业务是什么？
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莱维特








●世界GDP总额：68550亿美元


●世界原油价格：14.42美元/桶
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 X理论和Y理论：“如果没有严密的监督，工人就会逃避工作。”道格拉斯麦格雷戈（Doug-las McGregor）
 对这种理论进行了挑战。
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麦格雷戈










1962

■沃尔玛公司成立，重新定义了折扣零售业




	

1963
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 《组织行为理论》出版，理查德西尔特（Richard Cyert）
 和詹姆斯马奇（James March）
 用超越经典经济学的方法来解释组织行为。






◆美国颁布《平等工资法案》




1964

▲美国《财政收入法案》降低了企业税率，增加了就业


◆美国《经济机会法案》颁布


◆美国《民权法案》颁布




1966

◆美国《信息自由》法案颁布




	

1967[image: ]


《新工业国家》出版，约翰肯尼思加尔布雷思（John Kenneth Galbraith）
 认为企业拥有的权力过大。








1968
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 弗雷德里克赫茨伯格（Frederick Herzberg）
 发表《再问一次：如何激励你的员工》（One More Time: How Do You Motivate Employees?）。他在文中提出潜在性报酬，例如具有挑战性的工作。

波士顿咨询公司创立成长－份额矩阵（下图），阐述了市场份额和市场增长之间的关系。
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1970s

1970

●世界GDP总额：121380亿美元


●世界原油价格：10.42元/桶


◆美国颁布《职业健康与安全法案》




	

1971
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 《企业战略的概念》出版，肯尼思安德鲁斯（Kenneth Andrews）
 认为制定公司战略是高管的主要工作。

★中国恢复联合国席位









1972
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 拉里格雷纳（Larry Greiner）
 发表《组织成长的进化与变革》（Evolution and Revolution as Organizations Grow）假定企业将经过可预测的发展阶段。

★水门事件（1972年－1974年）




1973

▲欧佩克石油禁运危机使得西方国家进入滞胀时代


▲电子信用卡授权投入使用




1975
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 亨利明茨伯格（Henry Mintzberg）
 发表《管理者的职责：经验和现实》（The Manager’s Job：Folklore and Fact），解释管理者如何在工作中使用直觉和领导力。



1976
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 代理理论：迈克尔简森（Michael Jensen）
 和威廉麦克林（William Meckling）
 认为公司的管理者和股东的利益应该协调一致。
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迈克尔简森










1977
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坎特




	

罗莎贝斯莫斯坎特（Rosabeth Moss Kanter）
 发表《企业中的男性和女性》（Men and Women of the Corporation）。本文是关于企业中女性作用的经典文章。






▲前苏联发射第一颗人造卫星


★伊朗人质危机




1978

◆美国颁布《航空公司放松管制法案》


◆中国允许外国直接投资




1979
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 迈克尔波特
 发表《竞争力如何塑造战略》，列出影响公司竞争的五种力量。
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1980s


“战略就是做选择、做权衡；战略就是有意识地让自己与众不同。”——迈克尔波特





	

迈克尔波特
 的《竞争战略》（1980）和《竞争优势》（1985）将学术的规范引入到公司战略研究中。
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迈克尔波特










1980

[image: ]
 罗伯特海斯（Robert Hayes）
 和威廉阿伯内西（William Abernathy）
 发表《一路管理到经济衰退》（Managing Our Way to Economic Decline）。两人尖锐地批判了美国公司管理者只注重企业的短期财务收入。

●世界GDP总额：188180亿美元


●世界原油价格：100.54美元/桶


★克莱斯勒因为获得大规模政府援助，实现扭亏为盈




1981

◆美国空中交通管制员大裁员
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 1982

《追求卓越》出版，汤姆彼得斯（Tom Peters）
 和小罗伯特沃特曼（Robert Waterman Jr）
 鼓励公司建立强大的企业文化。








1983
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大卫加文
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 大卫加文（David Garvin）
 发表《生产线上的质量》（Quality on the Line）。他公布了为期两年的研究结果，剖析了美日生产企业质量的差异。








1984

▲印度帕博尔发生联合碳化物公司毒气泄漏事件


◆美国电话电报公司（AT&T）被拆分




1985
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 彼得德鲁克
 发表《创新的纪律》（The Discipline of Innovation），提供了系统性的创新方法。



1986

◆美国里根经济政策出台（1986年《税改法案》）




1987

▲纽约证交所黑色星期一




1989

[image: ]
 费利斯施瓦茨（Felice Schwartz）
 发表《女性高管及其新生活》（Management Women and the New Facts of Life）。引发关于“母亲发展路线”的讨论，虽然这些词汇并没有出现在原文中。

◆S&L银行紧急救援


★推倒柏林墙




1990s

1990

●世界GDP总额：275400亿美元




	
●世界原油价格：40.83美元/桶


《第五项修炼》出版，彼得圣吉（Peter Senge）
 将系统性思维融入到“学习型组织”中。
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 迈克尔哈默
 发表《再造工作：不要自动化，要推倒重来》（Reengineering Work: Don’t Automate, Obliterate），并掀起了流程再造的热潮。
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普拉哈拉德
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 C.K.普拉哈拉德（C.K. Prahalad）
 、盖瑞哈默尔（Gary Hamel）
 发表《企业核心竞争力》（The Core Competence of the Corporation）。他们认为企业的能力与定位同等重要。








1991

▲苏联解体


★海湾战争爆发（1990年－1991年）


★印度进行经济自由化改革




1992

[image: ]
 罗伯特卡普兰（Robert Kaplan）
 、大卫诺顿（David Norton）
 发表《平衡计分卡》（The Balanced Scorecard），强调了非财务绩效指标的重要性。
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卡普兰



◆《马斯特里赫条约》签署，欧盟成立


◆北美自由贸易区成立




1995
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 约翰科特（John Kotter）
 发表《引领变革：转型为什么会失败》（Leading Change: Why Transformation Efforts Fail）。他描绘了劝说员工、组织进行变革的艺术。

▲墨西哥金融危机（1994年－1995年）


★亚马逊开创网络零售模式




1996

▲艾伦格林斯潘发明“非理性繁荣”（Irrational Exuberance）一词




1997

▲亚洲金融危机（1997年－1998年）


★香港回归中国




1998
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 丹尼尔戈尔曼（Daniel Goleman）
 发表《什么造就了领导者？》（What Makes aLeader?），讨论了工作场合中的情商。
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 特里萨阿马布勒（Teresa Amabile）
 发表《如何扼杀创造力》（How to Kill Creativity），解释了管理者如何系统地（但非有意地）摧毁员工的创新能力。C.K.普拉哈拉德和肯尼斯利伯索尔（Kenneth Lieberthal）发表《公司帝国主义的终结》（The End of Corporate Imperialism）。两人发现了市场金字塔底部隐藏的巨大商机。



1999

▲欧元转换开始




2000s

市场金字塔
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 颠覆式创新：克莱顿克里斯坦森（Clayton Christensen）
 揭示颠覆式科技如何让巨人倒下。


“如果你只会坚守过去成功的做法，那么某天醒来，你会发现自己已被超越。”——克莱顿克里斯坦森
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克莱顿克里斯坦森
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托马斯达文波特
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 数据分析学兴起：托马斯达文波特（Thomas Davenport）
 和其他学者认为，更好地分析数据将为公司带来新的竞争优势。








2000

●世界GDP总额：410170亿美元


●世界原油价格：37.22元/桶


▲纳斯达克达到峰值5046.86点后，网络经济泡沫破裂




2001
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 《创造性破坏》出版，理查德福斯特（Richard Foster）
 和莎拉卡普兰（Sarah Kaplan）
 认为如果公司能像市场一样运作，那么公司将会更好地保持它们的业绩。






★911恐怖袭击


★美国发动阿富汗战争


▲中国加入世贸组织




2003

★伊拉克战争爆发（2003年－2011年）




2004

■FaceBook建立，社交网络兴起




2007

▲全球金融危机爆发（2007年－2009年）




2008

▲丰田超越通用汽车成为世界第一大汽车制造商




2009
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 杰佛里伊梅尔特（Jeffrey Immelt）
 ，维贾伊戈文达拉扬（Vijay Govindarajan）
 和克里斯特里布尔（Chris Trimble）
 发表《GE如何颠覆自己》（How GE Is Disrupting Itself），介绍了“逆向创新”（Reverse Innovation）的概念。[image: ]




2010

▲中国超越日本成为世界第二大经济体


★阿拉伯之春在突尼斯兴起










*
 按2001年不变美元价格计算


**
 按1990年国际美元计算，国际美元是指在特定时间与美元有相同购买力的假设通货单位。
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管理有用！

管理“三招鲜”——直面最复杂的全球性问题





	



	
文　/　尼古拉斯布鲁姆（Nicholas Bloom）

瑞法艾拉萨丹（Rafaella Sadun）

约翰范雷南（John van Reenen）

译　/　鲁志娟

校　/　程明霞











时
 值《哈佛商业评论》创刊90周年之际，我们似乎可以借机反思一下，自问一个基本问题：那些管理更佳的组织，是否更容易成功？

过去10年我们一直在通过研究寻找答案。这种努力看似愚蠢，因为答案不是明摆着吗？当然是肯定的。但是作为科班出身的经济学家，我们相信，有必要对长期以来的假设进行再验证，看它是否经得起时间的考验。

至少从1911年弗雷德里克温斯洛泰勒（Frederick Winslow Taylor）发表《科学管理原理》以来，企业界一直在试图遵循各种正式的最佳管理实践。诸如复杂理论和权变理论等学术理论纷纷涌现，而管理实践方面的创新更是层出不穷，比如分权化预算法、业绩评估以及精益制造等。为了给研究找到一个可检验的假设，我们在对数千个组织进行研究时，主要考察它们是否遵循三条基本的管理实践，这三条普遍被认为是构成管理实践的核心要素。

目标：该组织是否基于严格且可行的短期业绩基准建立长期目标？

激励：该组织是否为表现优异者提供升迁机会和奖金，是否对业绩不佳者进行再培训或者调岗？

监控：该组织是否积极收集并分析业绩表现数据，从而找到改善的机会？

我们的研究人员询问经理人一组开放式的问题。通过这些精心设计的问题，我们希望挖掘出其组织是否实施这些管理实践及其实施细节。总体上，我们得到了三点结论。


首先，根据我们的标准，全世界很多组织的管理都非常糟糕。
 管理有效的公司会将生产效率及其他指标设为目标，基于这些目标来决定薪资调整和职位升迁，并不断考核结果，而很多公司上述这一点都没有做到。


第二，好管理和卓越业绩表现之间有很强相关性，这在生产率、资本回报以及公司存续等指标上可以体现。
 确实，根据我们为管理水平设定的五分制标准，管理水平每增加一分（相当于从后三名上升至前三名），相应的生产效率就会提高23%（见后文“好管理带来高回报”

 ）。


第三，管理水平可以影响一国国力。
 例如，我们的研究显示，美国和欧洲在生产效率方面的差距约为30%，其中将近1/4源于管理差别。
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好管理带来高回报

根据五分制的管理评分标准，当管理水平每提高一分，就会推动全球制造商业绩改善。研究者基于企业的三项基本管理实践的执行情况进行评分，即目标、激励和监控。


管理实践评分提高1



+23%


生产率


+14%


市值


+1.4


年销售增速



（
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在明确了好管理能带来实际业绩改善的结论后，我们再来回答一个更棘手的问题：这些简单原则是否适用于复杂的全球性问题，包括教育和医疗低效问题？显然，这是一个大大的问号。为了回答这个问题，我们沿用了对制造商的研究方法：试图在学校和医院里，找到管理三原则和业绩改善之间的相关性。基于对当地经理人的采访，我们发现，好管理确实能改善业绩表现，甚至是在私人行业以外。



制造商改头换面

在评估管理实践之初，我们主要关注中型制造商，既包括独立企业也包括跨国公司，员工人数从50人到5000人不等。我们的100多名研究人员收集了2004年以来的数据，收集的样本公司超过8000家，分布于20个国家，既有发达国家也有发展中国家。

糟糕管理的例子比比皆是。例如，在法国有一家约500人的私人制造企业，其经理人感到很无奈，因为公司无法调动起那些冷漠员工的积极性。在工会的压力以及劳动法规保护下，这些员工的工作实际上都成了铁饭碗。在平衡生产线方面，这位经理惟一能做的就是将差员工和明星员工调配在一起，但是这种做法导致明星员工不能获得小组奖金，最终选择了用脚投票。他说，公司变成了懒人收容所。

而在另一家公司，经理人的奖金制度过于复杂，形同虚设。该制度涵盖了利润率、销售增速、库存周转率和员工流失率在内的20多个指标，其中很多指标的考核周期不同，评估方法也前后不一致。经理人告诉我们，他们对这些指标视而不见，而“似乎是随机发放”的年度奖金根本没有什么激励作用。

借助我们和麦肯锡合伙人约翰道比（John Dowdy）及史蒂芬道根（Stephen Dorgan）一起开发的业务评估工具，我们密切关注18项管理实践。这些实践可归为三大类：目标，激励和监控（参见后文“诘问经理人”

 ）。在对经理人进行电话采访后，我们基于五分制对每家工厂每项管理实践的执行情况进行评分，然后每个工厂给出一个总平均分，低分最为常见。美国公司中，仅有15%的公司得分在4分以上，而美国以外的公司，这一比例还不足5%。超过30%的美国公司以及超过70%的巴西、中国和印度公司，得分在3分或3分以下。这些公司甚至连最基本的业绩表现数据都不收集，几乎没有激励措施。
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诘问经理人

在对20个国家8000多家制造商的工厂经理进行访谈后，我们掀开了一线经理人管理实践的面纱。下面是相关访谈话题及问题的举例。更多内容见网站

worldmanagementsurvey.org
 。



目标关联性

目标如何落实到每个员工？

目标明确性和可比性

是否有人抱怨目标过于复杂？

后果处理

如何处理某一业务领域不断出现的失误？

树立人才至上思维

高级经理如何体现吸引以及培养人才是重中之重？

末位淘汰

对于差员工，能容忍多久？

员工价值独特性

在你的公司工作有什么特别之处？

人才保留

当一位明星员工要离开时，公司会做什么？

持续改善

通常情况下如何发现并解决问题？

业绩追踪

通过哪些关键指标追踪业绩？

业绩对话

对于一个既有问题，如何找到问题根源？
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在一项相关研究中，我们与世界银行合作，在纺织业枢纽城市印度塔拉普进行了一项管理实践试验，我们向66家制造商发出邀请，其中有28家工厂（分属于17家公司）接受了邀请，我们将这些工厂随机分成干预组和控制组。分到干预组的14家工厂可以获得一位咨询师高质量的免费咨询建议，这位咨询师5个月中会有一半的时间在现场，诊断问题、指导经理人并协助贯彻管理实践。咨询建议来自最基本的精益制造理论，没有什么前沿或复杂理论。基本上，这些公司会学习之前提到的三原则：设立目标，建立激励机制以及业绩监控。作为后续跟踪，未来一年多的时间，每月我们都会对这28家工厂进行一天回访。

试验开始时，工厂设施多污浊不堪且生产效率低下。很多工人一天要工作12个小时，每天的报酬仅5美元，而且生产事故频发。例如，我们听说在一家纺织厂，由于一条抑制带有问题，导致一段横梁从车上掉下来，砸伤了一名工人的腿。由于没有病休工资，他和他的家庭出现了严重的财务困难。虽然工资水平很低，但这家公司利润微薄。在这个地区，贷款违约并陷入破产的公司屡见不鲜。

干预措施让那些接受帮助的工厂改头换面。平均来看，这些工厂的废品率下降了逾50%，库存水平降低了20%，产量增加了10%。另外，CEO们普遍感觉这些工厂更容易管理了，可以添置新设备，扩张产品线。前面提到的那家砸伤员工腿的工厂，生产率提高了近20%，据我们估计，其平均利润增加了约30%（在这些公司，利润水平通常是高度机密）。那家公司又开设了第二家工厂，从竞争对手那里挖来100名纺织工人，承诺的工资水平比对手高10%。生产安全方面也有所改善。例如，对工厂清洁状况进行日常检查，避免机油和棉花废料缠绕在机器上，以防止火灾。



试验走出工厂

看到好管理在制造业经营方面产生的效果之后，我们将研究扩大至其他组织。目前我们访问了美国、英国、德国、意大利、瑞典和印度的1000家学校，以及上述国家及法国的1300家医院，并遵循对制造商的做法，给每个组织评分。

我们对管理水平的评分结果显示，整体来看，学校和医院在管理上甚至比制造业企业还要糟糕。举一个典型例子，英国一位护士告诉我们，她所在的医院不是每层楼都放有床上用品，虽然这样做的好处是显而易见的。一天晚上，她到另外一层给一位患者取新床单，返回时发现另一位患者死于急症突发。院方并未建立监测或改正这类错误的流程，两年后，床上用品的相关政策还是老样子。

公共部门在赏罚方面同样糟糕。美国一位高中校长告诉我们，一位老师讲课声音非常小，以至于学生都听不清，学习成绩很差，如果哪位学生被安排到了后排，家长就会投诉。校长多次对这位教师进行培训，但是毫无效果。根据工会规定，解雇一个人几乎是不可能的，因此这种糟糕的教学状况年复一年继续着。

当然，一些教育机构会根据明确的目标定期对学生和教师进行评估，并提供适宜的激励措施。与之类似，很多医疗保险机构也会针对各类流程设定目标，比如订单输入和误差减少，并根据严格的监控对员工进行奖惩。将管理实践和结果比较之后发现，评分较高的学校考试成绩更加优异：管理评分每增加一分，学生的考试成绩就会跃升大约10%。医院的情况也类似，管理评分每增加一分，收入急诊室的心脏病患者的30天死亡率就会降低0.5%。

我们没有对所研究的学校和医院进行干预，但是其他研究这样做过。例如，哈佛的罗兰弗莱尔（Roland Fryer）在德州城市休斯顿的学校进行了管理试验。在一项研究中，让该市最差学区的9所学校采用一些简单的技术，比如收集和分析每周成绩数据（令人惊讶的是，这种做法并不常见），这样一来教师们可以迅速帮助落后的学生。在这些接受干预的学校，数学成绩、出勤率和毕业率等指标均远远好于仍沿用老方法的控制组的学校，不合格学生下降了逾70%。针对教师的现金激励举措在印度和肯尼亚等发展中国家取得了成功，大大提高了教师的教学成绩（美国的结果更加复杂）。

通过西雅图弗吉尼亚梅森医学中心（Virginia Mason Medical Center）的例子可以看出，当一家医疗机构齐心协力努力改善管理实践的话，会产生什么样的结果。受丰田生产系统启发，该医学中心2002年引入诸如大范围绩效监控和每周团队例会在内的一些措施。这些改变显著改善了医护水平。以胸部科室为例，从患者拨打第一次电话到出具诊断书，之间的间隔从3周缩短至3天。这些改变也提振了员工的士气，这家医院在连年亏损之后实现了盈利。



提高管理认知

在塔拉普，我们对一些公司实施干预后，轻而易举地证明了好管理的价值。但是，我们急需将这一结论告诉给世界上成千上万业绩落后的公司、学校和医院。好管理的认知率非常低：研究中，79%的组织声称自己的管理高于平均水平，这和我们的评分结果有很大出入，不论是在管理实践上还是在整体业绩表现上。

最有可能带来业务改善的是本地经理人。要想知道自己与别人的差距究竟有多大，这些组织必须严格评估自身的管理实践，并与其他组织进行比较。经理人可以通过我们在worldmanagementsurvey.org
 网站上的管理评分表，根据国家和行业迅速给自己把脉。

当然，认知仅仅是一个开始。在找到短板之后，经理人应该有条不紊地着手努力。我们看到一些组织有了良好的开端，它们从寻找需要改善的流程着手（例如，产品研发是否过于缓慢），然后设计一些规则，监控短期和长期进步。理想的情况下，每个人都对目标了然于心，比如，我们研究的一家公司就曾把目标贴到了CEO的门上。这些目标应该被转化为公司目标、组织目标和个人目标，并经常且有目的地去追踪它们。通过这一做法，公司能用涉及所有职能部门的、及时有效的行动计划取代同事之间的互相指摘。

不过，你不能奢求立竿见影的结果。通用电气、麦当劳、耐克和丰田都不是一夜之间就成为行业领头羊的。它们建立了明确的目标和有效的激励机制，并在以后的很多年持续监控业绩表现，总是在寻找改进的空间。小的改变有助于推动之后更大的变革。例如，在印度纺织工厂，我们通常先在工厂一角的几台机器上进行变革试点，通过这种方式可以克服他们对精益制造的抵触。试点项目产生的积极结果为变革整个工厂铺平了道路。

很多情况下，诸如产量限额和关税壁垒等国家政策（这些政策削弱了竞争）会强化糟糕的管理。例如，在印度，高关税壁垒使得低成本的中国纺织品无法进入印度市场，这就给印度国内的厂商提供了一把躲避国际竞争的保护伞。政府可以发挥积极作用，降低针对某类行业的补贴、取消对某些公司的税收减免以及降低贸易壁垒。

在教育和医疗行业，好管理实践往往需要更长时间才能带来翻天覆地的效果。例如，马士德瑞特许学校（Mastery Charter Schools）接管费城3所中学3年之后，这些学校的考试成绩提高了50%，暴力行为下降了80%。弗吉尼亚梅森医学中心CEO加里卡普兰（Gary Kaplan）和他的管理团队花了好几年的时间才改善了该医学中心的情况。经理人和一线员工一批一批前往日本学习丰田生产系统，回来后再与其他员工一道改善患者看护。

另外一个问题　在研究中，我们还要解决的另外一个问题是，为什么有些组织具有变革的动力，而有些组织没有。最终，我们发现了一种模式：领导者通常会先倡导变革以应对极具挑战性的情况。例如，由于地处地震活跃带，弗吉尼亚梅森医学中心不得不加固其老旧的建筑，使它们能抵御地震灾害。由于这一项目耗资巨大，医院领导层意识到首先需要实现扭亏为盈。这一动议加上经理人们希望改善医疗服务水平的迫切愿望，促使弗吉尼亚梅森医学中心实现了组织转型。

本轮全球经济衰退正是前文提到的那种极端挑战。毋庸置疑，经济衰退带来的严峻挑战至少能促使部分公司、学校和医院审视并大刀阔斧的调整管理实践。尽管“呼吁更好的管理”听起来有些平淡无奇，但是鉴于好管理实践对收入、生产率、在全球范围内提供急需的服务的潜在影响，这一口号实际上相当大胆且激进。



[image: ]



“哦，我终于有一个在角落的办公室了，算了，还是别说了。”







[image: ]






[image: ]






	
3


	
HBR90年：光荣的荆棘路

一本中庸的管理入门手册

如何进化为管理学的《圣经》
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“作
 为一本出版物，它几乎以一己之力定义了管理学争论的全部议题。”《经济学人》在新千年的首期杂志——2000年1月号上如此盛赞《哈佛商业评论》（HBR）。

哈佛商学院第二任院长华莱士多纳姆（Wallace B. Donham）听到这句话，想必会含笑九泉的。正是他在90年前创办了这本杂志。多纳姆先生一定没想到由他开启的这趟旅程能走得如此远，从最初的6000本到今天，它已经远远超越了为菜鸟管理者提供基本工具的层面。《经济学人》说得没错，几十年过去，《哈佛商业评论》之所以赢得权威，并不只是因为它在教商界领袖“怎样正确地做事”，同时它还在定义“什么是正确的事”。

1922年，多纳姆院长和同事一起在哈佛商学院创办这本杂志的时候，全球经济正从一战的创伤中缓慢恢复，“咆哮的20年代”刚刚起步。伴随经济腾飞，整个社会对商学院知识的狂热需求，大大超过了学校的容纳能力。当时的《哈佛商业评论》放在今天，也许会被叫做“穷人的MBA”。

这并不是说它是一本“穷人的杂志”。杰弗里克鲁克香克（Jeffrey Cruikshank）在《微妙的实验》——哈佛商学院40年简史（1908－1945年）一书中写道，关于《哈佛商业评论》最早的争论之一就是：它该卖多少钱？杂志的首任发行人邵阿奇（Arch Shaw）来自出版业，也曾执教于哈佛商学院，他希望确定一个能让这本杂志广为接受的价格——也就是说便宜点。但是多纳姆院长坚持杂志的年订阅价为5美元。

“以当时的物价来看，这个价格高得离谱”，他写道，“但并不比多纳姆院长心中的标杆——哈佛大学经济系的《经济学季刊》（Quarterly Journal of Economics）更贵”。作为出版人的邵阿奇“在宣称这价格会让他心碎之后”，还是让步了。

但没准儿邵阿奇是对的。这本杂志本来被指望能赚取利润，支持哈佛商学院羽翼未丰的案例研究，但在创办之后长达25年内，它的读者都没什么增长，还险些破产。惟一稳定增长的，是哈佛商学院教授们将丰硕研究转化为管理者实践读物的能力。到二战结束时，《哈佛商业评论》的盈利能力已经足够它在随后的经济繁荣中分一杯羹。哈佛商学院也收回了出版权，自己担负起杂志运营的重任。杂志发行量从此开始飙升，从1945年1.4万份的订阅量增长到1965年的8.3万份；随后的20年，又持续增长到24.3万份的订阅量。





HBR资料室 ｜
 简单真相？



任何跟美国经济相关的复杂领域，都没有“简单真相”可言。“简单真相”如今是个时髦说法，但它通常都是“部分真相”的委婉表达。


约翰加尔布雷思（John Kenneth Galbraith）

《为商业辩护：一个战略性评估》1954年3－4月刊







管理学流变

浏览《哈佛商业评论》几十年来的目录（这项工作相对简单，1940－2009年的目录直接出现在杂志封面上），就能把握几十年来管理学关注重点的变迁。从早期对产业结构的调研、关于金融管制的争论，以及在工业生产中对弗雷德里克温斯洛泰勒（Frederick Winslow Taylor）提出的“科学管理”的不懈追求，管理学的焦点逐渐转到“人际关系”与工人激励，后来转到“以客户为中心”与“消费者的力量”，再之后又聚焦于从管理层面抽离出的领导力。

多年以来，当年的一些新趋势已悄然成为潮流，甚至主流。《哈佛商业评论》第一次在劳动力的话题中提及女性是在1935年，它指出，那些雇佣大量女性的企业也许才是负责任的薪酬政策的样板。到1953年，终于有一篇完整的文章——弗朗西丝富勒（Frances M. Fuller）和玛丽巴切尔德（Mary B. Batchelder）的《女性在管理层的机会》（Opportunities for Women at the Administrative Level）——独立探讨这个问题。时光飞逝，到20世纪80年代，关于这个话题的讨论更加持久而激烈。同样的例子还有另一个如今相当热门的话题：社会企业（Social Enterprises），《哈佛商业评论》早在1983年的一篇文章就首次提出：非盈利组织应该经商吗？（Should Not-for-Profits Go into Business?）

正是诸如此类的话题多年来穿针引线地编织成了这本杂志，但《哈佛商业评论》并不只是及时提出问题以供思考，而是坚持多路径寻找答案。多纳姆院长对此最为了解，他在1932年就指出，“一种全新类型的商业高管”需要理解“有机文明的复杂性”（Complex Organism [of] Civilization）。但在1922年这本杂志的创刊章程里，他曾坚持《哈佛商业评论》关注的领域只有一个：经济学。他解释说：“《哈佛商业评论》应该作为一个中介，指出经济学家提出的经济学基础理论与商业高管日常实践之间的关系。”社会学家、心理学家迅速成为这个混搭编辑部的一部分，不仅如此，这个合唱团中历史学家、人类学家、神经学家与行为经济学家的声音也越来越大，包括——没错，多纳姆院长这样的复合型理论家（Complexity Theorists）。

《哈佛商业评论》的编辑们一直将杂志定位为融学术期刊与专业杂志于一身的混合体，他们将自己的工作视为提出那些令管理者焦头烂额的实践难题，同时帮他们找到基于分析研究的最佳答案。杂志的专家声音有时来自哈佛商学院的教员，但并非总是如此。尽管《哈佛商业评论》一直给人以哈佛商学院内刊的印象（至今很多人仍然有这种印象），但事实上，哈佛商学院的教授一直是这本杂志上的少数派。据克鲁克香克1931年的统计，那时为止，“共有63篇文章来自哈佛商学院教授，其他216篇文章的供稿者都来自外部。”之后的1955年，《哈佛商业评论》的编辑爱德华柏思库（Edward Burskue）又做了一次粗略统计：在近期文章里，来自哈佛商学院教授的文章最多不超过20%；还有20%来自其他商学院；40%来自商界高管；剩下20%来自律师、政府官员及劳工领袖。这个比例差不多一直持续到今天，但《哈佛商业评论》的编辑如今也非常关注来自管理咨询公司的声音——60年前它们几乎还不存在。
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 我们需要“重新来过”



帮助丈夫实现职业目标是妻子的职责之一。这就意味着妻子不仅要接受，甚至要鼓励丈夫为了职业生涯而频频出差、在办公室加班加点，以及举家搬迁。


劳埃德华纳（W. Lloyd Warner）

詹姆斯阿贝格林（James C. Abegglen）

《成功高管背后的成功太太》1956年3－4月刊







“观念领袖”的圣地

许多年过去，《哈佛商业评论》已经走上神坛。对那些思想型管理者而言，这本杂志是他们寻找启发性愿景和观点的必读物；对管理学者而言，如果希望影响商业实践（或者，用前任执行主编乔尔柯尔特兹曼(Joel Kurtzman)创造的说法，影响那些“观念领袖”），他的观点必须出现在这本杂志上。《哈佛商业评论》是彼得德鲁克（Peter Drucker）、彼得伯恩斯坦（Peter Bernstein）、沃伦本尼斯（Warren Bennis）、查尔斯汉迪（Charles Handy）等许多管理大师发表其观点的首选刊物。它已身处“大师产业”（Guru Industry）的中心地位。“大师产业”是由长期研究管理思想的学者斯图尔特克莱纳（Stuart Crainer）和德迪尔洛夫（Des Dearlove）提出的说法。

《哈佛商业评论》的权威不仅体现在它对工商界领军人物的指导，偶尔它也教训他们。1980年，罗伯特海斯（Robert Hayes）和威廉阿伯内西（William Abernathy）发表了《经济衰退的管理之道》（Managing Our Way to Economic Decline）一文，它要求商界高管们承担起美国竞争优势下滑的责任。克莱纳和迪尔洛夫注意到，《哈佛商业评论》的文章通常很少刺激公众、点燃争论，但这篇做到了。几年之后，时任执行主编大卫艾文（David Ewing）告诉一位记者，《哈佛商业评论》要做的事情很明确，就是回答“什么是领先优势”这个问题。但他禁不住又补充说：“我认为（这本杂志）最重要的角色，越来越重要的角色，是成为商业的良心。”

与此同时，《哈佛商业评论》也逐渐开始自我经营。1985年，当声名卓著的“现代营销学之父”——哈佛商学院营销学教授西奥多莱维特（Ted Levitt）接手编辑部之后，他看到这本杂志的品牌效应没有被释放，他要把它作为一件消费品来经营。他重新设计了杂志风格，甚至引入了漫画，而且鼓励一拨全新的编辑采用更多能引发论战的文章。他还提高了杂志价格，将订阅价几乎翻倍，而且将整版广告提价超过50%。
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 水晶球



过去十年来，一种全新的技术开始掌控美国的商业，它还太新以至于其重要性还难以估量……而且这种新技术还没有一个独立的名字，我们不妨把它叫做“信息技术”。


哈罗德莱维特（Harold. Leavitt）

汤姆森惠斯勒（Thomasl. Whisler）

《1980年的管理》1958年11－12月刊







成为“杂志”

接手杂志不久，莱维特与哈佛商学院的同事们见面，解释他如何看待这本杂志面临的挑战：《哈佛商业评论》的内容一直由专家教授们提供，行文干涩，充斥着学术性的注释。而它的读者基础是管理实践者——那些永远争分夺秒的行动者。“《哈佛商业评论》”，他总结说，“是一本不会写作的人写给不愿阅读的人的杂志！”

莱维特带来了振奋人心的改变。毫不夸张地说，是他永久地改变了《哈佛商业评论》——将一本受困在学术期刊和商业杂志之间长达60年的刊物，坚定地带向了商业杂志一边。他实际上坚持的是客户为王。

然而，对这本杂志惟一且永久的股东——哈佛商学院院长来说，振奋人心等同于惊惶失措：如果《哈佛商业评论》变成一本热门杂志，它还能否和哈佛商学院的身份保持和谐？这个问题颇引发了一串危机。

最初的危机来自1989年，莱维特决定发表《女性高管及其新生活》（Management Women and the New Facts of Life）一文。美国著名女作家菲利斯斯沃兹（Felice Schwartz）在这篇文中告诫企业，管理层中女性的不断增长给企业带来了一系列问题。斯沃兹发现，公司对女性职员的期待和对她们合理要求的回应，往往因其是不是母亲而差别巨大。这篇文章立即遭到女权主义者的咒骂，认为其观点阻止了“职场妈咪”追求事业与家庭的两全。

莱维特不会预见不到（他过世于2006年）那些由他点燃的战火，而且肯定乐于见到这样的局面。他早就显示出一种挑起论战的嗜好。迈克尔詹森（Michael Jensen）直到今天还在抱怨，他的名篇《上市公司的陨落》（Eclipse of the Public Corporation）是莱维特极力推动下的产物，其观点超出了作者本意。那时的莱维特其实已经踏入雷区了，虽然当时没人意识到那会是压垮他编辑方针的最后一根稻草。他于当年底离职。

《哈佛商业评论》的第二次危机是关于一篇文章出版前被撤下的故事。

传奇出版人乔治哈里斯（T. George Harris）是这本杂志第一位非哈佛商学院出身的主编（尽管版权页上看不出这一点），他是个杂志高手，将《今日心理学》（Psychology Today）这样的专业期刊做成了畅销杂志。加盟《哈佛商业评论》不久的1992年，他许可刊登一位科技行业分析员的文章，文中指责IBM已经迷失了方向，基本没救了。但这篇文章在付印前被紧急撤下，于是谣言四起，说文章被毙是因为IBM是哈佛商学院最大的资助者。哈里斯为撤稿的决定负起了全责，但他发现自己很快就被哈佛商学院炒鱿鱼了——在接手这本杂志仅4个月之后。
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 他们在看着我们



美国目前是苏联特工的首要目标。历史上还从没有一个国家处于如此高度组织化、强有力的特工攻击之下。


埃德加胡佛（J. Edgar Hoover）（曾任美国中央情报局局长长达半个世纪——译者注）

《当美国商人遇到苏联特工》1964年1－2月刊







独立成长

状况似乎已经越来越清晰——类似的危机会一直持续，因为这本杂志的先天性痼疾就在于，它既被鼓励成长，又被限制不能冒险让商学院声誉受损。随之而来的解决方案既令人惊喜又显而易见（多少也有点后知后觉）：杂志被赋予更多的自由，而不是更多的限制。不仅编辑部不再受制于哈佛商学院教员之手，而且，由学院教授组成的编辑委员会也被解散了。1994年，《哈佛商业评论》正式作为哈佛大学的全资子公司而运营，它的利润像之前一样全部用来资助哈佛商学院的学术研究，但是跟学院保持着足够的体制距离，让它得以站在自己的立场，展翅翱翔。

1990年，大卫艾文出版了《在哈佛商学院的日子》一书，他对自己曾担任执行主编的这份杂志的评价非常诡异，称它为“短命而快乐的《哈佛商业评论》”。在颇为冷嘲热讽的第一段中，他写道：“就像很多人确信的那样，用极不称职来形容《哈佛商业评论》扮演的角色毫不为过……”艾文解释说，他被扫地出门是源于1986年的清理门户，“那是哈佛商学院一次慎重的官方决定：镇压一家有损学院荣耀的机构”。按照艾文的说法，哈佛商学院通过“让《哈佛商业评论》双膝跪地”来向全世界显示自己最看重的是什么。

对一些不明真相的读者来说，艾文的这些话大概会唤起他们对哥伦比亚大学教授华莱士赛尔（Wallace Sayre）的共鸣，赛尔教授对学术界的观察有一个很著名的说法：“大学里的政治气氛如此紧张，是因为那里的利益与责任都太少。”但事实是，那时的《哈佛商业评论》相当赚钱。不仅杂志赚钱，而且杂志编辑也越来越有权威。艾文错过了这一时刻，他扬言这本杂志即将寿终正寝也完全是危言耸听。在他卸任之后，这本杂志获得了显著的影响力和盈利能力。

正是在那些年里，迈克尔波特在这本杂志上发表了大量关于“竞争战略”的文章；卡普兰（Bob Kaplan）和诺顿（Dave Norton）发明了“平衡计分卡”；迈克尔哈默（Michael Hammer）发布了“企业再造”理论；达文波特（Tom Davenport）和普鲁萨克（Larry Prusak）开辟了“知识管理”的领域。如果说什么时候这本杂志的活力受到威胁的话，也不该怪罪哈佛商学院——它绝不是个专横的母公司——而是来自市场自身的不断进化。

即便被《经济学人》冠以“议程主导者”之名，《哈佛商业评论》也需要变革。2001年的一次改版，不仅在设计风格上焕然一新，而且提高了杂志的出版频率，从双月刊改为月刊，从而更适合零售发行。

但是，就像所有悠久而光鲜的品牌所面临的深层次挑战一样，这本杂志被前辈们创造的昔日辉煌（也许是负担）所羁绊，不懂得与年轻一代对话。当商业世界的中心地带被互联网型企业占据，这本杂志被看作是彻底的“旧经济”——是那些坐以待毙、前途无望的老牌经理人的首选读物。在一个被新兴经济体冲击的全球市场中，它听起来就是美国市场的代言人。与此同时，雨后春笋般冒出的新杂志、论坛、网站，都力争满足市场对管理理念前所未有的庞大胃口。
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 放松吧



杰出绩效需要长时间工作？对工作忠诚就意味着要做个工作狂？——是时候重思这些逻辑了。


娜恩斯通（Nan Stone）

《母亲的事业》1989年9－10月刊







面向21世纪

利润更多来自订阅量，而不是广告收入——长期依赖这样的商业模式，加之核心编辑更迭引发的混乱（这次与内容决定权无关），《哈佛商业评论》比起其他许多杂志，在网站建设上一度非常滞后。直到2004年，一位高级编辑还公开宣称：“《哈佛商业评论》不做博客”，因为博客内容的随意和简短，跟杂志品牌不一致。

然而，就在过去几年，《哈佛商业评论》开始了又一次显著的转型。2010年，杂志再一次改版，编辑部显然意识到了网络越来越强大的力量。虽然曾将重心放在追求“永不过时”，《哈佛商业评论》也开始拥抱“及时性”，既在网站发表最新评论，也在杂志上发表热门话题，比如沃尔特艾萨克森（Walter Isaacson）（《乔布斯传》作者——译者注
 ）的文章《你也可以是乔布斯——卓越领导力的14位密码》。读者们对此反应热烈，报刊亭零售量达到新高，利润也持续增长。

如今，新一代的管理者很多来自新兴市场，他们对通往成功的思想理念如饥似渴。全球企业都在面对美国企业在1920年代遭遇的人才短缺。思想型的管理者也渴望不断超越自我。在这种时刻，《哈佛商业评论》跟他们在一起，始终进步，一路成长。所以，值此90岁高龄之际，《哈佛商业评论》一头扎进了商业杂志的红海，带着它显赫的出身，独特的优势，以及它对管理学进程应当如何演进的深刻理解。
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 少说，多做



在解决问题的时候，那些表现出讨论问题、做出决定、拿出行动方案的人，和真正解决问题的其实是同一种人。


杰弗里普费弗（Jeffrey Pfeffer）

罗伯特萨顿（Robert I. Sutton）

《花言巧语的陷阱》1999年5－6月刊
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全新方式看世界

哈佛商学院现任院长回忆

与《哈佛商业评论》的第一次亲密接触





	



	
文　/　尼廷诺里亚（Nitin Nohria）

译　/　徐　明

校　/　李　钊











我
 还在印度读本科时，就曾在一些公司做暑期实习。由于是公司里级别最低的员工，我大多数时间都是在为工程项目做一些基础工作。公司里凡此种种都提醒我自己的身份，比如，每天下午茶饮车来的时候，会有人给公司高层奉上用瓷杯子冲沏的茶水，托盘上还有牛奶、糖果、饼干等甜点，中层干部则没有托盘，而像我这样的普通职员就只有普通杯子冲泡的简易茶了。当然，还有另一件刺激到我的事情，它通常以一本破烂杂志的形式出现在我的办公桌上。

在一家我曾工作过的公司，他们只订了一份HBR（《哈佛商业评论》），大家按规定时间传阅，就像图书馆的图书一样。当新一期杂志送来的时候，公司CEO享有优先阅读权，他通常会把杂志带回家悠闲地读两个星期。此后，直接向CEO汇报的高管们，每人能有几晚时间轮流阅读。再之后，再低一级别的经理们，每人只有一两天的时间轮流阅读。当我拿到这本皱皱巴巴、书角翻飞的杂志时，可能已经过了6个月之久，但我仍然很兴奋。

HBR让我第一次接触到管理思想。作为一名工程师，我对这些思想知之甚少，还记得当时自言自语道：“哇，这真是看世界的一种全新方式！”那是20世纪70年代末80年代初，关于日本全面质量管理（TQM）的概念，以及如何组织生产的理论红极一时。我就是在HBR上第一次读到了这些思想。更早一些时候，我也曾了解到迈克尔波特的五力分析，该理论迅即被视为一个极为重要的理论框架；同样，是在HBR上。

除了能读到HBR，暑期工作还让我亲眼看到HBR是如何影响公司实际运营的。我当时在一家电气设备制造公司工作，该公司的管理层阅读了HBR关于“蜂窝式生产”的文章后，立即从日本引进了咨询顾问，并全面重组了最大的生产工厂，生产效率获得了显著提高。该工厂雇佣了3000多名工人，如果不是那些新的生产力，它可能早已歇业停产。关于HBR的这些记忆，让我很生动地理解了这本杂志刊载的思想是如何对公司运营方式形成了直接的冲击。而这也正是该杂志的使命：“因应世界变化，改善管理实践”。

大约10年之后，我在麻省理工学院读完研究生，并成为哈佛商学院的一名年轻教员后，我为HBR写下了第一篇文章。我将此文视为给自己的成年礼。多年来我已经给许多出版物写过文章，但HBR的这篇文章，是我惟一一篇寄回家给父亲的。他很自豪地告诉我，我撰写的文章可能会影响全世界的管理者。这就是在他脑海中，对HBR影响力的界定。

事实上，当我还以工程师身份实习时，许多印度人就知道HBS（哈佛商学院），但很少有人能够入校深造。如今，尽管世界各地的学生更容易进入HBS学习，但是，我们仍然只能招收很小一部分对商业教育感兴趣的人：HBS每年仅有900名MBA毕业生，大约9000名经理参加我们的高管培训计划（EDP）。这些项目一般是互动性强的密集课程，因此维持较小的招生规模相对有益。当然，我们清楚，仍有很多人想到HBS学习。HBR正好有助于我们推广商业管理理念，完成教育使命，让世界各地的商界领袖获得更好的商业思想。

无论是促使管理高层改变他们工厂的经营方式，还是开阔了暑期实习生的眼界，让他进入可能更感兴趣的新领域，自从我第一次接触到HBR，我就意识到了其强大的工具性作用。展望HBR未来90年，我希望这种影响力和引导力能够远播内外、无远弗届。
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The Management Century

by Walter Kiechel III

Both the study and the practice of management have changed enormously since HBR was founded. A look at that history and at where the field is headed








If
 you want to pinpoint a place and time that the first glints of the Management Century appeared on the horizon, you could do worse than Chicago, May 1886. There, to the recently formed American Society of Mechanical Engineers, Henry R. Towne, a cofounder of the Yale Lock Manufacturing Company, delivered an address titled “The Engineer as an Economist.”

Towne argued that there were good engineers and good businessmen, but seldom were they one and the same. He went on to assert that “the management of works has become a matter of such great and far-reaching importance as perhaps to justify its classification also as one of the modern arts.”

Towne’s speech heralded a new reality in at least three respects. Call the first consciousness raising: Management was to be viewed as a set of practices that could be studied and improved. It was to be rooted in economics, which to this crowd meant achieving maximum efficiency with the resources provided. And the members of the audience were engineers. In the decades to come, such masters of the material universe, from Frederick Winslow Taylor to Michael Porter, Tom Peters, and Michael Hammer, would have a disproportionate effect on management’s history.

Towne was catching a wave. During the century that followed, management as we know it would come into being and shape the world in which we work. Three eras punctuate the period from the 1880s until today. In the first, the years until World War II, aspirations to scientific exactitude gave wings to the ambitions of a new, self-proclaimed managerial elite. The second, from the late 1940s until about 1980, was managerialism’s era of good feelings, its apogee of self-confidence and widespread public support. The third and ongoing era has been marked by a kind of retreat—into specialization, servitude to market forces, and declining moral ambitions. But it has also been an era of global triumph, measured by agreement on certain key ideas, steadily improving productivity, the worldwide march of the MBA degree, and a general elevation of expectations about how workers should be treated.

Americans and a few other Anglophones dominated management’s early history, in the sense that their ideas on the subject gained the greatest currency. There were exceptions: In 1908 Henri Fayol, an engineer who had run one of France’s largest mining companies, enumerated a list of management principles, which included a hierarchical chain of command, a separation of functions, and an emphasis on planning and budgeting. Still, his 1916 magnum opus, Administration Industrielle et Gnrale, took decades to be translated and to have much effect beyond France. Although globalization promises more-diverse sources of thinking on management, most of our story so far takes place in the United States.



The Age of “Scientific Management”

In the last two decades of the 19th century, the U.S. was shifting—uneasily—from a loosely connected world of small towns, small businesses, and agriculture to an industrialized network of cities, factories, and large companies linked by rail. A rising middle class was professionalizing—early incarnations of the American Medical Association and the American Bar Association date from this era—and mounting a progressive push against corrupt political bosses and the finance capitalists, who were busy consolidating industries such as oil and steel in the best robber-baron style.

Progressives claimed special wisdom rooted in science and captured in processes. Frederick Taylor, who wrote that “the best management is a true science, resting upon clearly defined laws, rules, and principles,” clearly counted himself in their camp (fans such as Louis Brandeis and Ida Tarbell agreed). His stated goal was the “maximum prosperity for the employer, coupled with the maximum prosperity for each employee,” through “a far more equal division of the responsibility between the management and the workmen.” Translation (lest the reader overestimate Taylor’s respect for workers’ potential contributions): The laborer should work according to a process analyzed and designed by management for optimum efficiency, “the one best way,” allowing him to do as much as humanly possible within a specific time period.

The publication, in 1911, of Taylor’s Principles of Scientific Management—originally a paper presented to that same American Society of Mechanical Engineers—set off a century-long quest for the right balance between the “things of production” and the “humanity of production,” as the Englishman Oliver Sheldon put it in 1923. Or, as some would have it, between the “numbers people” and the “people people.” It’s the key tension that has defined management thinking.

The cartoon version of management history depicts the human relations movement, begun in the 1920s and 1930s, as a reaction to Taylor’s relentless, reductive emphasis on the quantifiable. A better view regards the two as complementary. As evidence, consider the research of Elton Mayo and the other men behind the pathbreaking Hawthorne studies. Their work shares Taylor’s overarching ambition to improve productivity and cooperation with management through the application of science, though in this case the science was psychology and, to a lesser extent, sociology.

The studies, which were mostly conducted at Western Electric’s Hawthorne plant in Cicero, Illinois, began in 1924 and ran through 1932; eventually they involved other factories and other companies. The analysis was largely done at Harvard Business School, including outposts such as its Fatigue Lab. (If tired workers were the problem, how to design operations to lessen exhaustion but still achieve maximum output?) The Hawthorne studies were easily the most important social science research ever done on industry. The project is worth unpacking a bit, if only to dispel the popular myth about what was learned. (“They turned the lights up, productivity improved. They turned the lights down, same thing. Any sign of attention from management was enough to improve productivity.”) Essentially the studies progressed through a succession of hypotheses, dismantling each one. Neither changes in physical conditions (better illumination), nor in work schedules (more rest breaks), nor even in incentive systems could fully explain why productivity steadily improved among a set of young women—always labeled “the girls”—assembling parts in a test room.

After years of experiments it began to dawn on Mayo, an Australian psychologist who had joined the HBS faculty, that at least two factors were driving the results. First, the women had forged themselves into a group, and group dynamics—members encouraging one another—were proving a strong determinant of output. Second, “the girls” had been consulted by the researchers at every step of the way: The intention of the experiment had been explained to them, and their suggestions had been solicited. From such heady stuff were distilled the basic insights of the human relations school—that workers were not mere automatons to be measured and goosed with a stopwatch; that it was probably helpful to inquire after what they knew and felt; and that a group had substantial control over how much it was prepared to produce.

Those insights sound humane, and they were. Still, the aim of the experiments was always to discover how psychology could be used to raise productivity, resist unionization, and increase workers’ cooperation with management. Behind the effort of Taylor and the so-called “Harvard Circle” was an elitism, a class arrogance, almost incomprehensible by today’s standards. Dean Wallace B. Donham, who founded HBR, ardently believed that an educated managerial cadre—a “new managing class”—was the answer to the nation’s problems: to the Depression, to inept government, to social upheaval. He and others on the banks of the Charles looked down on the typical worker as a lesser being, one to be manipulated in service of higher purposes (or as Taylor said of the type of man best suited to load pig iron, “so stupid and so phlegmatic that he more nearly resembles in his mental make-up the ox”).



Management Triumphant

Then into these stuffy rooms blew a blast of fresh, cleansing air. Call it Hurricane Drucker. Personal confession: Although I, like every other right-thinking student of management, have long tugged my forelock in ritual homage to the great man, I never fully appreciated what a revolutionary thinker he was until I steeped myself in the work of his predecessors.


The application of humanistic psychology to social institutions.
 Beginning with Concept of the Corporation (1946) and continuing through The Practice of Management (1954) and Managing for Results (1964), Peter Drucker laid out a vision of the corporation as a social institution—indeed, a social network—in which the capacity and potential of everyone involved were to be respected. Out with the vocabulary (and mind-set) of “boss,” “foreman,” and “worker”; in with “manager” and “employee.” If Drucker didn’t invent the concept of “management,” he did more than anyone else to introduce the “m” word and all its iterations into how we think about running organizations.

Drucker didn’t foment the managerial revolution alone. Fritz Roethlisberger, in his masterly 1937 summation of the Hawthorne experiments, described organizations as “social systems.” Management’s job, he stated, was to maintain their equilibrium. In the 1950s Drucker began to revive interest in the work of Mary Parker Follett, a largely forgotten figure from the 1920s whose ideas about management—“power with” rather than “power over,” “constructive confrontation,” and the pursuit of “win-win” solutions—found new resonance in the postwar era.

Others chimed in. Douglas McGregor, first as a management professor at MIT’s Sloan School, then as the president of Antioch College, drew on the humanistic psychology of Abraham Maslow—he of the hierarchy of human needs—to propound the famous Theory X (people are inherently lazy and will shirk their duties if they aren’t closely policed) and Theory Y (people want to find meaning in their work and will contribute in positive ways if the work is well designed). X and Y, McGregor took pains to assert, were “different cosmologies [that is, beliefs about the nature of man]…but not managerial strategies.” To his dismay, nobody much listened to him on that detail.

The overall thrust of the postwar managerial thinkers was to elevate the “humanity of production.” Workers will be most productive, the reasoning went, if they’re respected and if managers rely on them to motivate themselves and solve problems on their own.

Not that the old order went down without a fight. After researching General Motors for Concept of the Corporation, Drucker persuaded rising GM executive Charlie Wilson to propose a set of reforms including greater autonomy for plant managers and what we’d call “worker empowerment” today. Two forces killed the idea. One was the rest of GM management, including CEO Alfred P. Sloan. The other was the United Auto Workers, in the person of Walter Reuther, who wanted no blurring of the line between management and labor.

More-enlightened managerial attitudes combined with other forces—a democratization of American society following World War II; an explosion of deferred demand for economic goods—to usher in two decades of good spirits and seeming contentment with corporations and their conduct. The number of strikes and other job actions dropped precipitously from the nasty levels seen just after the war; union membership, as a percentage of the workforce, peaked and then began the long, slow decline that continues to this day. (Managerial solicitude was probably stimulated by an unemployment rate that fell below 3% in 1953.)


The rise of strategic thinking.
 In addition to its more-enlightened attitudes toward employees, the postwar period brought a heightened sense of what managers could accomplish. Here again Drucker led the way.

From our perch in the 21st century, when every company has a strategy and every executive a set of key objectives, it’s difficult to comprehend the lack of direction that is said to have characterized earlier generations. But, as Drucker pointed out in The Practice of Management, “the early economist”—and, by implication, other students of management—“conceived of the businessman and his behavior as purely passive: success in business meant rapid and intelligent adaptation to events occurring outside, in an economy shaped by impersonal, objective forces that were neither controlled by the businessman nor influenced by his reaction to them.” (Whether real-live businesspeople felt quite that powerless is debatable.)

This was not good enough, Drucker proclaimed. “[M]anagement has to manage. And managing is not just passive, adaptive behaviour.” Managers had to take charge; they should be “attempting to change the economic environment…constantly pushing back the limitations of economic circumstances on the enterprise’s freedom of action.” To aid in the effort, he argued, managers should have objectives and should manage according to them.

Drucker’s 1964 book, Managing for Results, set the bar higher, arguing that “businesses exist to produce results” and that managers should systematically scan their markets for opportunities to grow the enterprise. In a 1985 preface to a new edition, the author would claim that the book was the first one on business “strategy” but also recall that he and his publisher had been dissuaded from using that word.

Consultants felt no such hesitation. In 1963 Bruce Henderson, a former Westinghouse executive and a true American original, started what was to become the Boston Consulting Group. In short order the firm would take as its mission defining corporate strategy—before then the term had barely been used—and bringing the light of its gospel to corporations.

This was no mere shift in vocabulary. The rise of corporate strategy represented a bold new reach by those concerned with the “things of production.” BCG’s building-block concepts—the experience curve, the growth-share matrix—were enormously influential, but even more important was the analytical passion that lay underneath. The consultants insisted on delving into the numbers behind costs, customers, and competitors to a depth that few companies had plumbed before. Strategy’s constant companion and facilitator was what I’ve elsewhere called Greater Taylorism—the imperative to take a sharp pencil and a stopwatch not just to some poor schlub’s daily labor but to every aspect of the company’s operations.

Strategy was aggressive. The point of gathering all those numbers was to figure out where you stood in relation to competitors and how you might seize advantage over them. With graphs and diagrams, BCG relentlessly brought home the importance of being number one or number two in your line of business.

By 1967, when John Kenneth Galbraith published The New Industrial State, some had begun to worry that American companies and their leadership had perhaps become too aggressive. Galbraith decried the fact that firms had grown so large and successful—by 1974 the 200 largest U.S. manufacturing companies controlled two-thirds of the country’s manufacturing assets and more than three-fifths of its sales, employment, and income. He argued that social goals increasingly were adapted to corporate goals. A largely anonymous “technostructure” of business leaders could dictate to consumers what to buy and, implicitly, how to live—or so the theory went.



The Era of Nervous Globalism

After two decades without serious recession, the oil shocks of the 1970s and an accompanying economic malaise put paid to the notion of managerialism triumphant. A 1966 Harris poll had found 55% of Americans voicing “a great deal of confidence” in the leaders of large companies. By 1975 the percentage had dropped to 15.


Forces for change.
 Multiple new forces confronted American executives, unleashing heightened competition and eventually disrupting the relative amity that had prevailed among business, labor, and government.

In an attempt to fight runaway inflation, U.S. President Jimmy Carter launched efforts to deregulate airlines, railroads, and trucking. His successors would leap onto the deregulatory bandwagon, turning their attention to telecommunications and finance. Meanwhile, U.S. attempts to encourage global trade were succeeding all too well. As imported cars, steel, and consumer electronics piled into domestic markets, doubts snuck in, too: “Could it be that a bunch of foreigners, particularly the Japanese, know more about management than we do?”

Technology, especially computer technology, steadily increased the calculating power available to the numbers people, in the form of the integrated circuit (late 1950s), the minicomputer (mid 1960s), the microprocessor (early 1970s), and then the microcomputer (mid 1970s), soon to morph into the ubiquitous PC. Greater Taylorism, launched in the era of slide rules, had found the means to create ever more precise models of how a business should perform.

As stocks began to heat up again in 1982—it had taken the Dow Jones Industrial Average 10 years to crawl back to its 1972 high of 1,000—a lively market for corporate control developed. Old constraints against hostile takeovers fell away, new sources of funds became available to potential acquirers (think junk bonds), and financiers realized there was money to be made in buying up companies that had a dog’s breakfast of businesses and selling off the parts. More than 25% of the firms on the Fortune 500 list in 1980 were acquired by 1989.


Shareholder capitalism’s ascent over stakeholder capitalism.
 During this period of intense change, the purpose of strategy, and indeed of corporate management, took on new clarity: It was to create wealth for shareholders. To be sure, that idea had always been around, dating back to the buccaneering financiers of the 19th century. But during management’s era of good feelings, a more inclusive notion had taken root in some quarters. As Michael Lind notes in Land of Promise, his recent economic history of the United States, in 1951 the chairman of Standard Oil of New Jersey had proclaimed, “The job of management is to maintain an equitable and working balance among the claims of the various directly affected interest groups…stockholders, employees, customers, and the public at large.” Sometimes labeled “stakeholder capitalism,” this broader-minded conception would be steadily chipped away at by partisans of “shareholder capitalism,” to the point that it almost disappeared from discussions of corporate purpose.

Management thinkers responded to the new pressures besetting corporations by sharpening their focus. With his 1980 book, Competitive Strategy, Michael Porter did more than anyone else to give strategy an academic rigor it sometimes lacked among consultants. His next book, Competitive Advantage (1985), would arm companies with concepts such as the value chain, enabling them to break down every stage of their operations into units that could be costed out, benchmarked, and measured for competitiveness.

As the economy quickened and the deal making and excitement on Wall Street mounted, more people sought to join the ranks of management—or at least to obtain the entry credential, the MBA, whose luster was burnished by the salaries paid degree-holders by investment banks and management consulting firms. Some 26,000 MBAs had been awarded in the United States in 1970; by 1985 the number was up to 67,000.

At business schools, strategy experts such as Porter displaced the faculty who had been teaching “business policy.” Professors of finance assumed greater pride of place, shoving toward the periphery teachers of the “softer” subjects—human behavior, organizational dynamics—once central to Donham’s and Mayo’s visions of management education. Across the board, both in the corporate world and in academics, the numbers people seemed to be winning, bringing greater quantitative precision to increasingly specialized domains of expertise.

But they weren’t necessarily winning the hearts of the wider managerial population. In 1982 two McKinsey consultants, Tom Peters and Bob Waterman, published In Search of Excellence. It was a paean to the importance of culture in organizations, an attack on strategy as a merely quantitative exercise, and a celebration of the human element in making companies successful. “Soft is hard,” Peters observed. The book sold more than 6 million copies, astonishing its authors and alerting the publishing industry to the existence of a huge audience for books on managerial wisdom. It didn’t hurt that Excellence extolled U.S. companies and their practices, this shortly before President Ronald Reagan would announce “It’s morning again in America” and well after everyone outside Japan had grown tired of being lectured on the superiority of that country’s management methods.

For the next 30 years, right down to our own day, the two strains of thought—the numbers-driven push for greater profitability, and the cry for more respect for the “humanity of production”—would coexist in uneasy tension. And not just on the commanding heights of management thought, where ideas, books, gurus, and academics battle for attention. The debate has also taken place in conference rooms and offices—and in the minds of executives deliberating tough choices—where the fates of businesses, and people, are decided.

Fueled by tax cuts and deficit spending under President Reagan, the U.S. economy surged ahead after 1982. But, unlike in the 1950s, this rising tide didn’t lift all boats. In the name of beating foreign competition, completing (or avoiding) takeovers, and serving the interests of shareholders, it became acceptable to sell off businesses that didn’t fit the new corporate strategy and to lay off battalions of workers. Most famously at General Electric under Jack Welch, the old employer-employee contract, with its implicit assurance of something like lifetime employment, was ripped up. And the stock market cheered, as did many an individual investor lured back into the action by rising share prices and a dazzling variety of mutual funds, 401(k) plans, and individual retirement accounts.

Management literature provided the intellectual undergirding for the new aggressiveness. Since the 1960s, strategists had sounded a wake-up call about the need to know your competition, an adjuration almost totally neglected by the big thinkers of the prior era. Exploiting tools such as the Freedom of Information Act (1966) and databases such as Lexis­Nexis (1970s), consultants helped clients fill in the details to see how their situations fit the frameworks devised by Porter and others.

In two notable HBR articles in the 1980s, Michael Jensen resurrected agency theory, providing a rationale for takeover activity. The idea held that although companies existed to enrich shareholders, too often their managers developed interests of their own, particularly if they didn’t have a sufficiently large ownership stake in the enterprise. To keep their eyes on the prize, they needed both the stick of potentially being acquired and the carrot of incentives linked to stock price.

Conveniently, in 1993 the U.S. Congress changed the tax code to encourage the grant of stock options as executive compensation. As Lind points out, by the end of the decade more than half the payout to the typical Fortune 500 executive took that form. So what if the ratio of CEO pay to that of the humble cubicle worker was climbing to Olympian heights? Think of all the value the CEO was creating. OK, perhaps this wasn’t the kind of moral leadership that Wallace Donham had had in mind for the managerial class, but he was long dead, his voice largely forgotten.

With the reengineering movement, the imperative to exploit the latest information technology turbocharged the push for efficiency and competitiveness. Obliterate your existing processes, admonished Michael Hammer in a celebrated 1990 HBR article and then with coauthor James Champy in a best-selling book. Redesign them with your ultimate customer in view, the sight line provided by the wonders of new electronic communications. Companies flocked to reengineering’s banner, but too often merely as a lofty-sounding justification for layoffs. Eventually so many corporate innocents had been slaughtered in its name that the movement was discredited, to be held up later as a chief example of a management fad gone horribly wrong.


The shift toward leadership and innovation.
 Advocates for the humanity of production, meanwhile, pursued a blurrier line. Within a couple of years of the publication of In Search of Excellence, BusinessWeek reported that a third of the companies held up in the book no longer met the authors’ criteria for superiority. This embarrassment suggested a more general confusion that was to dog the humanists—namely, just what were the managerial practices that would bring out the best from employees, and how were they to be measured and their value to the company calculated?

Strategy at least had a fairly clear paradigm and set of frameworks for successive generations of thinkers to build on. Champions of shareholder value gloried in their single yardstick, the stock price, as the measure of all things. By comparison, students of human behavior in organizations were all over the landscape. Scholars in the field decried what one of them, Jeffrey Pfeffer, called its “fairly low level of paradigm development” and the fact that they couldn’t agree among themselves about which problems most needed to be addressed.

Such eclecticism, to put it charitably, was mirrored on the list of business best sellers. Books on how to be a learning organization jostled with ones on the wisdom of teams, the power of corporate loyalty, the necessity of core competences, the importance of delighting customers, and the imperative to navigate change, as in figuring out who’d moved your cheese.

If the thinking on the human side coalesced at all, it was around two themes: leadership and innovation. Over the last two decades of the 20th century, business schools revised their mission from “educating general managers” to “helping leaders develop.” Unfortunately, despite some inspiring writing on how leaders differ from managers, no consensus has formed on exactly what constitutes a leader or how those exalted beings come to exist. (The current downturn has raised questions about corporate leaders’ sources of authority as well. )

Innovation invites less controversy. Both humanists and numbers people recognize its critical, company-saving importance in an era when new rivals can emerge suddenly from nowhere, industry leadership can change hands in a trice, and competitive advantages once thought unassailable are eroded in months. Books by Richard Foster and Clayton Christensen demonstrated to a wide managerial audience how new technologies systematically displace old ones, in the process overthrowing the pecking order of entire industries.

Innovation is where satisfying the fierce demands of the market depends, as never before, on eliciting the best from the humanity of production. No one yet appears to have been able to automate the invention of the new or to come up with machine-replicable substitutes for the spark of human imagination. Perhaps the biggest managerial challenge facing the 21st-century company will be finding ways to free that spark, resident in employees, from the organization’s tidal pull to keep doing the same old things.


The age of Management isn’t over, of course.
 Management thought is spreading to wherever capitalism and more-or-less free markets find a home. By some counts that home has welcomed 3 billion new inhabitants over the past two decades, with the fall of Soviet communism and the economic liberalization of China and India. Capitalism and the managerial ideas that struggle to make it more productive have indisputably rendered the world richer and better educated. And not just the capitalist and managerial elite, including the estimated half million people awarded an MBA or its foreign equivalent last year: The percentage of people worldwide living below the poverty line has dropped dramatically in the past 50 years, while literacy rates have steadily climbed.

In the world of offices, factories, stores, and even cubicle farms, particularly those of large organizations, people expect to be treated with fairness and respect (even if their long-term job security is less assured). Blatant sexism, naked bullying, and outrageous managerial behavior are more likely to be called out, even if they haven’t been totally eliminated. Upon going through the front door of a company almost anywhere in the capitalist world, a visitor can typically assume that certain rules will be followed, certain procedures observed.

True, managerialism hasn’t solved all the problems in the workplace. Most notably, it hasn’t figured out a way to employ everyone who wants a job, though achieving that goal probably requires the efforts of government and economists as well, along with a public consensus. Ironies, occasionally cruel, have accompanied managerialism’s rise. As Peter Drucker observed, when he was a boy growing up in Vienna the people who put in the longest hours were those at the bottom of the economic ladder—the lady’s maid expected to wait up for her mistress to return home from the opera. Nowadays it’s the executive elite, fielding 300 e-mails a day and calls from around the world, who toil into the night.

And managerialism’s work is not finished. Because management is, finally, about how to make humans and their organizations more effective—and because humans stubbornly cling to their propensity to be, well, human—there will never be “the one best way.” But there’s almost always a better way. Management will keep looking for it. 
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Does Management Really Work?

by Nicholas Bloom, Raffaella Sadun and John Van Reenen

How three essential practices can address even the most complex global problems








H
 BR’s 90th anniversary seems like a good time to back up and ask a basic question: Are organizations more likely to succeed if they adopt good management practices? For a decade we’ve been conducting research to find out. That may seem like a foolish endeavor—isn’t the obvious answer yes? But as classically trained economists, we believe in reexamining long-held assumptions to see whether they stand the test of time.

At least since Frederick Winslow Taylor published The Principles of Scientific Management in 1911, businesses have been trying to follow formalized sets of best practices. Academic disciplines such as complexity and contingency theory have sprung up, as have numerous practical innovations, from decentralized budgets to performance reviews to lean manufacturing. To formulate a testable hypothesis for our research effort, we asked whether or not the thousands of organizations we studied adhere to three practices that are generally considered to be the essential elements of good management:

Targets: Does the organization support long-term goals with tough but achievable short-term performance benchmarks?

Incentives: Does the organization reward high performers with promotions and bonuses while re-training or moving underperformers?

Monitoring: Does the organization rigorously collect and analyze performance data to identify opportunities for improvement?

Our teams of researchers asked managers a targeted list of open-ended questions, designed to ferret out details about how their companies were—or were not—implementing these practices. Overall, we learned three things. First,
 according to our criteria, many organizations throughout the world are very badly managed. Well-run companies set stretch targets on productivity and other parameters, base the compensation and promotions they offer on meeting those targets, and constantly measure results—but many firms do none of those things. Second,
 our indicators of better management and superior performance are strongly correlated with measures such as productivity, return on capital employed, and firm survival. Indeed, a one-point increment in a five-point management score that we created—the equivalent of going from the bottom third to the top third of the group—was associated with 23% greater productivity. Third,
 management makes a difference in shaping national performance. Our analysis shows, for example, that variation in management accounts for nearly a quarter of the roughly 30% productivity gap between the U.S. and Europe.

Having established that good management can yield practical improvements, we turned to a tougher question: Can these simple principles be applied to complex worldwide problems, including deficiencies in education and health care? A huge question, obviously. To approach it, we did what we had done with manufacturers: We looked at whether or not schools and hospitals showed a correlation between performance and implementation of the three basic management principles. On the basis of interviews conducted in local managers’ own languages, we found that effective management can indeed improve performance, even beyond the private sector.



Transforming Manufacturers

When we began assessing management practices, we focused on medium-sized manufacturers, both independent and multinational-owned companies that had 50 to 5,000 workers. With more than 100 researchers accumulating data since 2004, our sample has come to include more than 8,000 firms in 20 countries in the developed and developing worlds.

Examples of bad management were all too easy to find. A manager at a privately held manufacturer in France, with about 500 workers, was hamstrung by his firm’s inability to motivate apathetic employees. Union pressure and labor regulations meant that workers effectively had jobs for life. The only way he could balance his production line was to team up poor employees with star performers, but this practice prevented stars from earning team bonuses and eventually drove them out of the company. He said his firm was turning into an asylum for the chronically lazy. At another company, the bonus scheme for managers was so complex that it was nearly useless. There were more than 20 targets—including profit margins, sales growth, inventory turns, and employee turnover—with many measured over different time periods and weighted inconsistently. Managers told us that they ignored the targets and felt unmotivated by “seemingly random” annual bonuses.

Using a business-assessment tool we developed with McKinsey partners John Dowdy and Stephen Dorgan, we looked closely at 18 practices that fall into the three broad categories: targets, incentives, and monitoring. After interviewing managers by telephone, we rated each plant’s implementation of each practice on our five-point scale and determined an average overall score for each organization. Low management scores abounded. Only 15% of U.S. companies—and fewer than 5% outside the U.S.—scored above a four. More than 30% of U.S. firms and more than 70% in Brazil, China, and India scored a three or lower. These firms fail to collect even the most basic performance data and offer few employee incentives.

In a related initiative, we partnered with the World Bank to offer 66 manufacturers in the textile-hub city of Tarapur, India, the opportunity to participate in an experiment involving management practices. Twenty-eight plants (at 17 firms) accepted the invitation, and we randomly assigned them to either an intervention group or a control group. The 14 plants in the intervention group got free, high-quality advice from a consultant who was on site half-time for five months to diagnose problems, teach managers, and implement practices. The advice focused on the basics of lean manufacturing—nothing cutting-edge or sophisticated. Essentially, the companies were taught the three aforementioned fundamentals: setting targets, establishing incentives, and monitoring performance. For follow-up, all 28 factories were visited one day each month for more than a year.

When we started, facilities were often dirty and unproductive. Many workers received $5 a day for brutal 12-hour shifts, and accidents were common. At one textile plant, we heard that a worker had broken his leg when a faulty restraining strap allowed a beam to fall off a trolley. With no sick pay, he and his family experienced severe financial hardship. Even though wages were low, the company’s profits were meager. It was common for companies in the area to default on their loans and go out of business.

The intervention transformed the plants that had received help. On average, they cut defects by more than 50%, reduced inventory by 20%, and raised output by 10%. They also became far easier for their CEOs to manage, which allowed for the addition of new facilities and the expansion of product lines. Productivity at the factory where the worker had broken his leg increased by almost 20%, and average profits rose by what we estimate to be roughly 30% (profit is often a closely guarded secret at these companies). That company is opening a second factory and hiring 100 more weavers, after attracting them away from rival firms with the promise of 10% higher pay. Safety also improved: For example, daily monitoring of cleanliness at the factory avoided the buildup of oil and cotton waste around weaving machines, thereby preventing life-threatening fires.



Beyond the Factory Floor

Having seen the effect on manufacturing operations, we expanded our research to other kinds of organizations. So far we have conducted interviews at 1,000 schools in the U.S., UK, Germany, Italy, Sweden, and India, and at 1,300 hospitals in those countries and in France, ranking each of the organizations in much the same way as we ranked the manufacturers.

Our management scores showed that, overall, schools and hospitals are even more poorly managed than manufacturing companies. In one illustrative example, a nurse in the UK told us that her hospital didn’t store bed linens on each floor, despite the obvious advantages of such a policy. One evening, when she was overseeing a ward, she went to a different floor to get new linens for a patient; upon returning, she found that another patient had died from a seizure. With no process for monitoring or correcting problems like this, the linens policy persisted two years later.

The public sector is also strikingly bad at rewarding good employees and dealing with underperformers. One U.S. high school principal confided to us about a teacher who spoke so quietly that her pupils struggled to hear her. According to the principal, grades were often poor, and parents complained if their kids were seated at the back of the class. The principal had repeatedly offered training to help the teacher, to no avail. Removing the individual was impossible under union rules, so the poor teaching continued year after year.

Of course, some educational organizations regularly evaluate pupils and teachers against clear goals and provide appropriate incentives. Similarly, many health care institutions establish targets for various kinds of processes, such as order entry and error reduction, and compensate employees on the basis of rigorous monitoring. Comparing management practices with outcomes, we found that high-scoring schools have better exam results: A one-point improvement in the management score is associated with about a 10% jump in student test performance. Similarly, at hospitals, a one-point management-score increase is associated with a 0.5% lower 30-day mortality rate for heart attack victims who are admitted to emergency rooms.

We didn’t conduct interventions in the schools and hospitals we studied, but other researchers have. For example, Harvard’s Roland Fryer ran management experiments in schools in Houston, Texas. In one study, nine schools in the city’s worst-performing district adopted simple techniques such as collecting and analyzing weekly grading data—a surprisingly uncommon practice—so that teachers could rapidly assist underperforming students. Target measures such as math grades, attendance, and graduation rates soared past those of a control group of schools that stuck to their old ways, and the percentage of failing students dropped by more than 70%. Monetary incentives for teachers have been successful at increasing achievement in developing countries such as India and Kenya (results in the U.S. have been more mixed).

The example of Virginia Mason Medical Center, in Seattle, illustrates what can happen when a health care organization makes a concerted effort to improve management practices. In 2002 it introduced procedures, such as extensive performance monitoring and weekly team meetings, inspired by the Toyota Production System. These changes dramatically improved patient care. In the breast clinic, for example, the average elapsed time between a patient’s first call and a diagnosis dropped from three weeks to three days. The changes also bolstered employee morale and returned the hospital to profitability after years of losses.



Raising Consciousness

At the companies in Tarapur where we conducted interventions, we easily made a convincing case for the value of good management. But the need to spread the word to the thousands of other underperforming companies, schools, and hospitals worldwide is urgent. Awareness is very low: 79% of the organizations in our study claimed to have above-average management practices, yet no correlation existed between our scores and the institutions’ self-scores, either in management practices or in overall performance.

Much of the opportunity for improvement is in the hands of local managers. To see how far behind their organizations are, they must rigorously evaluate their own practices and compare themselves with others’. Managers can quickly benchmark themselves by country and industry on our management scoring grid at worldmanagementsurvey.org
 .

Awareness is only the beginning, of course. Having seen where they need to improve, managers should begin working toward slow but steady progress. We’ve seen organizations make a good start by identifying which processes they need to change (for example, is product development too slow?) and then devising metrics for monitoring progress over the short and long terms. Ideally, goals should be visible to everyone—one company we studied posted its goals on the CEO’s door—and should be translated into companywide, group, and individual targets that are tracked frequently and meaningfully. That approach helps companies replace finger-pointing with timely, effective action plans across all organizational functions.

But you shouldn’t expect immediate results. GE, McDonald’s, Nike, and Toyota didn’t become top performers overnight. They established well-focused targets and powerful incentives, and they continuously monitored performance for many years, always seeking to improve. Small changes can be very effective in driving larger shifts later. In the Indian textile factories we studied, for example, we typically overcame resistance to lean manufacturing by piloting changes on a few machines in one corner of the factory. The positive results then opened the way for overhauling the whole plant.

In many instances, poor management is reinforced by national policies such as production quotas and tariff barriers, which reduce competition. In India, for example, hefty tariffs keep low-cost Chinese textiles out of the market and shelter domestic firms from international competition. Governments can play a positive role by reducing subsidies for certain sectors, eliminating tax breaks for favored companies, and lowering barriers to trade.

In education and health care, better management practices usually take especially long to have transformational effects. After Mastery Charter Schools took over three middle schools in Philadelphia, for instance, test scores increased by 50% and violence declined by 80% over three years. And Virginia Mason’s CEO Gary Kaplan and his management team spent several years turning around that health center’s performance. Teams of managers and frontline workers traveled to Japan to study the Toyota Production System; when they returned, they worked with other staff people to transform patient care.

Another question we addressed in our research is why some organizations are motivated to change and others aren’t. We eventually found a pattern: Leaders often initiate transformations in response to extremely challenging conditions. For example, because of its location in a seismically active zone, Virginia Mason had to upgrade its outdated buildings to make them safe against earthquakes. Facing huge costs for this overhaul, the hospital’s leaders realized they needed to turn their losses into profits. That initiative, combined with managers’ desire to improve the hospital’s delivery of health care, led Virginia Mason to embark on the management initiatives that transformed the organization.

The recent global recession is just that kind of extreme challenge. It has generated tough conditions that will undoubtedly spur at least some companies, schools, and hospitals to examine and overhaul their management practices. A call for “better management” may sound prosaic, but given the potential effect on incomes, productivity, and delivery of critically needed services worldwide, it’s actually quite radical. 
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Inventing HBR

by Julia Kirby

How a modest guide for new managers morphed into an agenda-setting institution








In
 its first issue of the new millennium, the Economist in January 2000 paid a high compliment to Harvard Business Review, calling it “a publication which almost single-handedly defines the agenda for management debate.” That description would surely have surprised the Harvard Business School dean who launched the Review precisely 90 years ago. Wallace B. Donham never envisioned that his journal, with its initial print run of 6,000 copies, would go very far beyond equipping managers-in-training with better tools of the trade. But the Economist's words rightly describe a magazine that, all these decades later, has earned the authority not only to teach business leaders how to do things right but also to define the right things to do.

In 1922, when Donham and his colleagues at HBS started the magazine, economies were bouncing back after the Great War, and the Roaring Twenties were under way. With businesses growing fast, demand for the school's expanding body of knowledge went well beyond the few hundred students who could enroll there. Harvard Business Review provided what we might today call a poor man's MBA.

That's not to say it was a poor man's subscription. Jeffrey Cruikshank writes in A Delicate Experiment, his history of the first four decades of HBS, that one of the early points of contention about the dean's project was the question of what to charge. The Review's outside publisher, Arch Shaw, had been an instructor at the school and had in mind a price point that would make HBR broadly accessible. Donham, however, insisted on an annual subscription rate of $5. “This was very high by the standards of the time,” Cruikshank writes, “but no higher than the model Donham had in mind: the economics department's Quarterly Journal of Economics.” Shaw finally conceded, “but only after declaring that it would ‘break [his] heart.' ”

Perhaps Shaw was right. The Review, intended as a source of revenue to fund the school's fledgling case method research, failed to grow its audience and barely broke even for the next 25 years. What was steadily growing, however, was the faculty's competence at translating rigorous research into relevant reading for practicing managers. By the time World War II had ended, HBR was poised to capitalize on the ensuing boom. The school itself took over the task of publishing the Review. Circulation shot from 14,000 subscribers in 1945 to 83,000 by 1965—and 20 years after that, to 243,000.



Currents of Managerial Concern

To scan HBR's tables of contents over the decades (a relatively easy task, because they constituted almost every cover from 1940 through 2009) is to gain an impression of the changing concerns of the managerial class. From early surveys of evolving industry structures, debates over financial regulation, and the ongoing pursuit of what Frederick Winslow Taylor termed “scientific management” in production, the focus began to shift toward “human relations” and the motivation of workers, then to the centrality of the customer and the power of the consumer, and later to a focus on leadership as distinct from management.

Over the years, new currents have entered the flow quietly, in some cases steadily gathering force. A first mention of women in the workforce, in 1935, noted that companies employing them “in large numbers” might be models of responsible wage policies. By 1953 they merited a full feature (Frances M. Fuller and Mary B. Batchelder's “Opportunities for Women at the Administrative Level”). Fast-forward to the 1980s, and the voices discussing the issue had become persistent and powerful. Likewise, consider the now-popular topic of managing social enterprises, which HBR first addressed in a 1983 article, “Should Not-for-Profits Go into Business?”

The threads being woven into HBR's fabric as the years passed were not just timely topics for consideration but also distinct approaches to studying them. From the beginning, management has been a synthetic discipline that draws on all the social sciences. Dean Donham knew this well: In 1932 he noted that a “new type of business executive” would understand the “complex organism [of] civilization.” But in his 1922 prospectus for the magazine, he kept the focus on just one discipline: economics. “The Review should serve as a medium,” he explained, “for pointing out the relation between fundamental economic theory as it is worked out by the economist and the everyday experience and problems of the executive in business.” Sociologists and psychologists quickly became part of the editorial mix, however, and the chorus of voices would grow to include historians, anthropologists, neuroscientists, behavioral economists, and—yes, Dean Donham—complexity theorists.

HBR's editors, always capitalizing on its unique positioning as a hybrid of scholarly journal and trade magazine, have seen their job as picking up on the most pressing, practical questions confronting managers and finding the best research-based answers to them. Sometimes the magazine's expert voices are found on the Harvard Business School faculty, but certainly not always. Despite the impression (still held by some) that HBR is a “house organ” for its institution, HBS professors have consistently been a minority in its pages. Cruikshank reports that a 1931 tally “showed that 63 Review articles to that date had been written by HBS professors, while 216 had been contributed by outside sources.” Later, in 1955, HBR editor Edward Bursk reported recent articles as coming approximately 20% from HBS, 20% from other schools, 40% from business executives, and 20% from lawyers, government officials, and labor leaders. A similar mix endures today, although the magazine's current editors also draw on management consultants—a category that scarcely existed 60 years ago.



Where Thought Leaders Convene

Over time, Harvard Business Review came to own a niche. For thoughtful managers seeking stimulating perspectives and ideas, it was a must-read. For management researchers hoping to affect practice (or, to use the later coinage of Joel Kurtzman, a former managing editor at HBR, “thought leaders”), it was the place where one's ideas must appear. HBR was where Peter Drucker, Peter Bernstein, Warren Bennis, Charles Handy, and many more chose to publish their work. It became the epicenter of what Stuart Crainer and Des Dearlove, longtime students of management thinking, call the “guru industry.”

The publication had gained the authority not only to teach captains of industry but occasionally to lecture them. Consider the 1980 piece by Robert Hayes and Bill Abernathy, “Managing Our Way to Economic Decline.” It took American business leaders to task for the country's declining competitiveness. As Crainer and Dearlove have observed, “An article buried in the Harvard Business Review does not usually excite or ignite debate. This one did.” A few years later HBR's managing editor, David Ewing, told a reporter that the question Harvard Business Review answers is “What's the leading edge?”—but he couldn't resist adding, “I think [the magazine's] most important role, more and more, is to be a kind of a conscience for business.”

Meanwhile, HBR was growing as a business itself. When the renowned HBS marketing professor Ted Levitt assumed the editorship, in 1985, he saw the magazine as an underleveraged brand that he could manage like a consumer product. He gave it a design makeover, even introducing cartoons, and encouraged a new slate of editors to push more articles to the point that they would ignite debate. He also jacked up the price, nearly doubling the subscription rate, and increased the cost of a full-page ad by more than 50%.



A Shove Toward the Magazine Side

Soon after taking over, Levitt met with HBS colleagues to explain how he saw the challenge. The Review's content had always been supplied by experts like them, he noted, whose prose was the desiccated, reference-riddled stuff of scholars. Its customer base, meanwhile, was made up of action-oriented managers who were perpetually pressed for time. HBR, he is said to have concluded, was “a magazine written by people who can't write for people who won't read.”

The changes he introduced were exciting. It's probably fair to say that he altered the course of HBR forever, by taking a publication that had sat on the fence between journal and magazine for six decades and giving it a decisive shove toward the magazine side. He essentially declared the customer king. But for a publication owned by a dignified institution of higher learning—HBR's sole shareholder was and still is the dean of the business school—excitement can spell consternation. A couple of small crises forced the question of whether HBR's growth as a popular magazine could be reconciled with its Harvard Business School ties.

The first challenge was Levitt's decision in 1989 to publish “Management Women and the New Facts of Life,” in which Felice Schwartz cautioned companies not to see the growing presence of women in their managerial ranks as presenting just one set of issues. Schwartz noted that expectations and appropriate responses were quite different according to whether or not a woman was also a mother. The article was quickly damned by feminists for advocating a separate “mommy track” that would preclude women from “having it all.”

It is unlikely that Levitt (who died in 2006) failed to anticipate the firestorm he would set off. No doubt he welcomed it. He had shown a penchant for courting controversy. (Michael Jensen complains to this day that Levitt pushed the thesis of his most famous article, “Eclipse of the Public Corporation,” past the point he himself believed.) But this time Levitt had touched a third rail. Although no one claimed at the time that it was the last straw for his tumultuous editorship, he was gone by the end of the year.

The second crisis involved a story that was pulled before publication. T. George Harris, HBR's first nonfaculty editor in chief (though he was never so recognized on the masthead), was a magazine maker who had built Psychology Today into a hot title. Immediately after joining HBR, in August 1992, he approved an article by a technology-sector analyst in which IBM was chided for having lost its way, perhaps beyond rescue. When the article was killed just before the issue went to press, rumors flew that it was because of IBM's status as a major donor and friend to the school. Harris took public responsibility for the decision, but found himself out of a job only four months after accepting it.



Growing Independence

Perhaps it was already becoming evident that such crises would continue, and indeed were endemic to a magazine that was encouraged to grow but forbidden to take risks that might upset any of its parent's applecarts. The solution that emerged was as surprising as it is (in hindsight) obvious. HBR was given more freedom, not less. Not only has the editorship never reverted to faculty hands, but the entire faculty editorial advisory board was disbanded. And in 1994 HBR was established as a wholly owned subsidiary of Harvard University. Its profits would still go to fund HBS research, as they always had. But the magazine now had enough institutional distance to take its own stands and fight its own fights.

In 1990 David Ewing published Inside the Harvard Business School. The brief section he devotes to the magazine he had served as managing editor is a strange one, called “The Short, Happy Life of HBR.” Its first paragraph is a study in backhandedness: “The HBR story dramatizes not ineptitude, as many believe.…” Rather, Ewing claims, the housecleaning that led to his departure, in 1986, was “a careful decision of the administration to put down an organization that was threatening to eclipse the school.” HBS showed the world what its priorities were, he said, “by cutting HBR off at the knees.”

For some bemused readers, Ewing's words might evoke the Columbia University professor Wallace Sayre's famous observation about academia: “The politics of the university are so intense because the stakes are so low.” But the truth is that the stakes were quite high by that point. HBR was very profitable, and its editor held a position of growing authority. Ewing missed the mark; his rumors of HBR's death were greatly exaggerated. After his tenure, the magazine made further gains in influence and profitability. These were the years when Michael Porter published much of his work on competitive strategy; when Bob Kaplan and Dave Norton introduced their balanced scorecard; when Michael Hammer launched the juggernaut that was reengineering; when Tom Davenport and Larry Prusak developed the field of knowledge management. And when HBR's vitality did come under threat, it wasn't a domineering parent that was to blame. It was an evolving market.

Even as the Economist was giving HBR its due as a management agenda setter, HBR was due for change. A makeover in 2001 freshened up the design again and increased the magazine's frequency from bimonthly to a more newsstand-friendly monthly. But on a deeper level HBR had encountered the kind of challenge that many iconic brands do. Associated with the successes—and perhaps the excesses—of the previous generation, it didn't seem to speak to the new one. In the midst of a business world being overturned by web-based enterprises, it seemed strictly “old economy”—the preferred reading of the sitting-duck incumbent. In a global marketplace being rushed by emerging economies, it sounded like the voice of America. Meanwhile, a spate of new magazines, conferences, and websites were jockeying to serve an unprecedented appetite for management ideas.



An HBR for the 21st Century

Caught up in a business model that pulled more revenue from subscriptions than from advertising, and perhaps distracted by turmoil in its top editor ranks (this time having nothing to do with mere content decisions), HBR for a while lagged many magazines in bringing content to the web. As late as 2004 one of its top editors declared that “HBR will not blog,” believing such casual, ephemeral content to be inconsistent with the brand. But in the past few years HBR has undergone another dramatic transformation. In 2010 the magazine was again redesigned, and the editorial team was reorganized to recognize the growing power of the web. Where once the emphasis had been squarely on “timeless,” HBR began to embrace “timely” as well, publishing newsy analysis online and magazine articles such as Walter Isaacson's “The Real Leadership Lessons of Steve Jobs.” HBR's readers have responded positively. Newsstand sales are at record levels, and ad revenue continues to grow.

Today a whole new generation of managers, many of them in the emerging economies, hunger for the insights that will enable them to succeed. Global companies face the same talent shortages that U.S. enterprises faced in the 1920s. Thoughtful managers feel the same eagerness to be the best professionals they can be. And HBR is there with them, still evolving, still growing.

Now entering its 90s, it is also fully entering the red ocean of business magazines. But it's doing so with a special provenance, some special strengths, and a deeply informed notion of what the management agenda should be. 
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A Whole New Way of Looking At the World

by Nitin Nohria

The dean of Harvard Business School recalls his first impressions of HBR








D
 uring my undergraduate years in India, I spent summers interning at several companies. I was mostly doing basic engineering projects, and I was definitely the lowest person in the pecking order. I got constant reminders of my status, such as when the tea cart came around each afternoon: High-ranking officers were served tea in a porcelain cup on a tray with milk, sugar, and biscuits or other snacks; midlevel managers received no tray; and workers like me were given premixed tea in an ordinary cup. But there was another gauge of where I ranked in the corporate hierarchy, and it had a big impact on me. It came in the form of a tattered magazine that arrived on my desk one day.

One of the companies where I worked had a single subscription to Harvard Business Review, which executives passed around for set periods, like a library book. When a new issue arrived, the CEO got first crack at it: He would take it home for two weeks to read at his leisure. After his turn, each of his direct reports took the magazine for a few nights. Next came a lower-level group of managers, who got HBR for a day or two each. By the time a wrinkled, dog-eared copy reached me, it had probably been out for six months. Still, I was thrilled to have it.

Reading HBR was my first exposure to management thinking. As an engineer, I was unfamiliar with these ideas, and I remember saying to myself, “Wow, this is a whole new way of looking at the world.” This was in the late 1970s and early 1980s, when Japanese theories about total quality management and how to organize manufacturing were just taking hold. I first read about them—and about Michael Porter’s five forces analysis, introduced only a couple of years earlier and instantly recognized as a profoundly important conceptual framework—in HBR.

Beyond just exposing me to the magazine, that summer job gave me a chance to see the impact HBR could have on a real-world company. I was working at an electrical equipment manufacturer, and after managers there read an HBR article about cell-based manufacturing, they brought in some consultants from Japan and completely reorganized their largest plant, dramatically improving its efficiency. The plant employed more than 3,000 workers, and if not for those newfound productivity gains, it might have gone out of business. So from my earliest experience with HBR, I could vividly appreciate how an idea launched in the magazine’s pages can have an immediate and striking effect on the way a company is managed. In fact, that is exactly the mission of the magazine: to “improve the practice of management in a changing world.”

About a decade later, after attending graduate school at MIT and becoming a junior faculty member at Harvard Business School, I wrote my first HBR article. I looked at it as a rite of passage. I’ve written articles for many publications over the years, but that first HBR article was the only one I ever mailed home to my father. He was very proud and told me that I had written something that might influence managers all around the world. Such was the power and reach, in his mind, of HBR.

When I was an engineering intern, many people in India were aware of Harvard Business School, but very few managers were able to attend. Today the school is more accessible to people outside the United States, but we can still welcome to our campus only a small fraction of those who are interested in business education: Each year we graduate 900 new MBAs, and about 9,000 managers enroll in our executive education programs. These are intensive, “high-touch” programs, and there are many benefits to keeping them relatively small. But we know that the demand to learn from HBS is much broader. This magazine helps us fulfill our larger mission of educating many more business leaders around the globe.

Since my first exposure to HBR, I’ve remained aware of just how powerful a tool it can be—whether it’s motivating top managers to change the way they run a factory, or opening the eyes of a summer intern to a new field he might want to study. As I look ahead to HBR’s next 90 years, I hope its influence and impact will only continue to grow.
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