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“"Global strategy” and its
impact on local operations:
Lessons from Gillette
Singapore

Rosabeth Moss Kanter and Thomas D. Dretler

Executive Overview

Among the myths about global strategy is the assumption that it means integration
across international operations that causes a loss of country identity and dissociation of
product lines from their local context, as they report to global product managers. This
article advances a different view, in which global strategy is synonymous with holistic
approaches—not necessarily international ones—that can tighten local integration in the
interest of global goals. The experience of Gillette after the acquisition of Parker Pen
shows that mergers and acquisitions by global companies can involve local integration
across divisions in order to create within-country synergies. It also shows that tapping the
power of global brands often requires acknowledging country differences and respecting
local norms—thus strengthening., rather than weakening, the local country unit and
enhancing relationships across functions and divisions within it.

........................................................................................................................................................................

“Global” is among the most overused and least
understood words in business today. The phrase
“going global” is used to refer to everything from
opening a firm's first international sales office
to taking a trip outside the United States. Scott
McNealy, CEO of Sun Microsystems, received al-
most full page coverage in the New York Times a
few years ago just because he traveled personally
to Southeast Asia. And the uses of “global” are
often imprecise. One company with operations in
Mexico and Brazil calls itself “global” when it is
really “"hemispheric.” An Asian consumer products
company has been pursuing what it calls “global-
ization” by moving from its Philippine and Hong
Kong bases into Indonesia, Singapore, and Malay-
sia, a strategy that was at best regional. An in-
creasingly global economy is clearly important to
businesses today, and understanding of global
strategy is a critical element in any leader’s rep-
ertoire. Information technology and trade that link
the world have made export markets a vital part of
the sales growth plan for manufacturing and, in-
creasingly, service companies of all sizes. Even
companies with a low percentage of international
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sales have international suppliers, compete with
international companies in their home markets,
and must meet world class quality standards in
order to hold their local business.!

Myths and Misunderstandings

What does global strategy really mean? Examina-
tion of the use of the words global and globaliza-
tion by business executives and by the media in-
dicate the prevalence of six major myths or
misunderstandings. Uncritical acceptance of these
myths prevents companies from taking full advan-
tage of global opportunities.

Myth #1: That global is synonymous with inter-
national, meaning simply having a presence in
other countries whether or not there is any connec-
tion among activities across countries. Having a
sales office, a factory, or a representative in other
countries does not by itself make a company
global, especially if country operations run inde-
pendently, with few ties between them, and all
power and influence resides at U.S. headquarters.
Nortel’s Turkish subsidiary, Netas, won Nortel's in-
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ternational quality award a few years ago; but few,
if any, American and Canadian managers subse-
quently traveled to Turkey to learn best practices
from Netas. Quaker Oats had a gem in its Euro-
pean pet food operations but sold the pet food
division because of aspirations to be a beverage
giant in the U.S.—and then later worried about
insufficient international reach. Failing to include
international outposts as key company resources
prevents companies from crafting effective global
strategies.

Failing to include international outposts
as key company resources prevents
companies from crafting effective global
strategies.

The second misunderstanding is the flip side of the
first. If global implies something more than inter-
national activities, then it involves homogeniza-
tion. Thus, myth #2: That global strategy means
doing everything the same way everywhere. Coca-
Cola is one of the world’'s great universal global
brands, made with virtually a world formula and
with a logo and brand identity known even in
remote villages of underdeveloped countries. But
the global product is handled very differently in
each market. Local variations include ditferent lo-
cal bottling and distribution partners (such as the
Coca-Cola-Schweppes joint venture in the UK. or
the San Miguel partnership in the Philippines),
different container sizes, ditferent names ("Coca-
Cola Light” instead of "Diet Coke” in Europe), and
different product forms (fewer dispensing ma-
chines outside the U.S. means less demand for just
the syrup).

The third confusion is about the identity of so-
called global companies, as contained in myth #3:
That globalizing means becoming a stateless cor-
poration with no national or community ties. This
myth is increasingly refuted by the rise of corpo-
rate citizenship. Indeed, one could argue that the
more global the scope of business operations, the
greater the need to make local connections in order
to gain good will from customers, employees, and
politicians who care about their local roots.? Com-
panies must become insiders in all their markets
in order to be globally effective—which is why
Percy Barnevik, CEO of Asea Brown Boveri, prefers
to call ABB a multilocal rather than a global com-
pany. At Kanter’s suggestion, Novartis, the phar-
maceutical giant created by the merger of Sandoz
and Ciba, announced its new global identity with
a day of local community service throughout the
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world. Becoming great local citizens can pay off
within domestic as well as foreign markets. When
entire blocks of businesses were burned and
looted during 1992 riots in Los Angeles, residents
protected McDonald's stores because of commu-
nity service projects such as the Ronald McDonald
House for sick children.

A corollary is myth #4: That globalization re-
quires abandoning country images and values. On
the contrary, global products sometimes derive
identity from their place of origin, like the famous
Marlboro man, who once sold American culture as
part of the cigarette. Indeed, country images can
be so strong that some companies borrow ones that
aren't even theirs to create an international brand,
like Haagen-Daz ice cream, an American brand
that suggests Scandinavia, or Au Bon Pain, an
American chain of French bakery-style cafes that
is exporting frozen French-style bread dough to
Latin America from its Boston factory.

The process of globalization is also misunder-
stood by some companies. Myth #5: That globaliz-
ing means tacking on acquisitions or alliances in
other countries, without much integration or
change. Just because a company has a partner or
even a subsidiary outside its home country doesn't
make it global, unless there is some value-added
in every market because of the international ties.
Pharmacia & Upjohn, the troubled drugmaker, re-
portedly stumbled because it never melded its
Swedish and American operations and cultures—
nor those of the Italian company that Pharmacia
had purchased betore the merger. Without syner-
gies, there is no global strategy. Similarly, it re-
mains to be seen whether international airline
agreements such as the Lufthansa/United Airlines
alliance (now expanding to encompass SAS and
Thai Air) confer more benefits than smooth trans-
fers among flights. Ilf all United does is help trav-
elers book a Lufthansa flight at its ticket counters
and share lounges and frequent flyer points,
United is no more global than it was before the
alliance.

Finally, there is a common assumption that
global strategy involves activities outside the
home country, as in myth #6: that to qualify as
global, a strategy must involve sales or operations
in another country. Union Pacific Resources of Fort
Worth, Texas, grew aggressively by pursuing what
it calls a "home alone” strategy—concentrating on
oil and gas exploration in the western United
States while its competitors roam the world. But
unlike myopic, parochial, domestic companies of
the past, UPR scanned the world for opportunities,
noted where its competition was strong, and con-
sidered all the areas in which it could best deploy
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new technology.? In short, global thinking is what's
important for companies, not just counting interna-
tional sales. That thought process, in turn, will
expand opportunities in any market the company
pursues.

If global strategy doesn’t necessarily equate
with international, universal, and unconnected
to country identity, what does it mean? This is
the question we sought to explore in our work
with Gillette, especially in the Asia-Pacific re-
gion.

Global connotes holistic, integrated activity.
Global strategy involves thinking in an integrated
way about all aspects of a business—its suppliers,
production sites, markets, and competition. It in-
volves assessing every product or service from the
perspective of both domestic and international
market standards. It means embedding interna-
tional perspectives in product formulations at the
point of design, not as afterthoughts. It means
meeting world standards even before seeking
world markets and being world class even in local
markets. [t means deepening the company’s under-
standing of local and cultural differences in order
to become truly global.

Global success rests on the ability to listen and
learn in locations far from the home base. Search-
ing internationally for concepts as well as custom-
ers and suppliers can stimulate innovation and
ease eventual entry into new markets. Consider
how one Japanese auto company used an alliance
with a car-leasing company in China to learn
about use and repair of cars in that emerging mar-
ket long before it considered manufacturing in
China or even exporting its own cars there. Inter-
national contacts suggest new ideas to bring to
strategic discussions.

Global success rests on the ability to
listen and learn in locations far from the
home base.

Global strategy involves focusing on areas of
excellence against a backdrop of worldwide pos-
sibilities, determining the synergies that exist
across markets and alliance partners as well as
the differences that must be taken into account in
various locations. What we discovered in the case
of Gillette was that effective globalization re-
quired strong local integration across functions
and divisions in every place the company oper-
ated.

The Gillette Company and Its International
Organization

The Gillette Company is the world leader in male
grooming products. Founded in 1901, the company
has consistently led a category that includes
blades and razors, shaving preparations, and elec-
tric shavers. Gillette also holds the number one
position worldwide in various female grooming
products such as wet shavers and hair epilation
devices. The company is the world’s top seller of
writing instruments, correction products, tooth-
brushes and oral care appliances. Gillette's lead-
ership in over 200 countries and territories is fueled
by 50 manufacturing facilities in 24 nations.

Gillette has long demonstrated a commitment to
international markets. Between 1905 and 1909, the
company established manufacturing facilities in
Canada, England, France, and Germany. By 1919,
branch offices or companies were started in
Copenhagen, Madrid, Milan, Istanbul, Calcutta,
Sydney, Brussels, Geneva, Buenos Aires, Singa-
pore, and Shanghai. Gillette's traditional multina-
tional strategy was to market and distribute its
latest and most technologically advanced products
in only the world's most developed regions. Emerg-
ing markets were valued and deemed important to
the company's continued growth, but the products
available there may have been launched five, 10,
or 15 years earlier in countries like the United
States. This “Stone Age theory” according to Gil-
lette CEO Alfred Zeien, survived until the late
1980s, when Gillette discovered that the forces of
change had made such an approach obsolete. Be-
ginning with the worldwide launch of Sensor in
1990, Gillette became one of the first truly global
companies. Today, the latest and most technolog-
ically advanced Gillette products and manufactur-
ing systems can be found almost anywhere in the
world.4

To support Gillette's increasingly global focus,
the company went through a restructuring in 1988,
creating three principal divisions. The North Atlan-
tic Group manufactures and markets the compa-
ny's traditional shaving and personal care prod-
ucts in North America and Western Europe. The
Diversified Group comprises the Stationery divi-
sion's North Atlantic arm; as well as the Braun,
Oral-B, and Jafra companies, each organized on a
worldwide product line basis. The International
Group produces and sells the company’s Shaving,
Personal Care, and Stationery products in all mar-
kets except North America and Western Europe.

The International Group is divided into three
regions: Latin America; Africa, Middle East, and
Eastern Europe (AMEE); and Asia-Pacific. Each
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area has a Group Vice President that oversees
Gillette's sales of Shaving, Personal Care, and Sta-
tionery products in that region. The Asia-Pacific
group markets are Japan, Hong Kong, China, Aus-
tralia, Singapore, Korea, Indonesia, Thailand, Tai-
wan, Malaysia, the Philippines, New Zealand,
South Pacific, South Korea, and Indochina.

Gillette's global strategy includes a clear under-
standing of local differences—that each market
presents unique challenges, requirements, and op-
portunities. In the rapid growth Asia-Pacific re-
gion, for example, Gillette has used merger inte-
gration as a vehicle for developing a wholly
integrated approach to individual markets. In Sin-
gapore, the acquisition of Parker Pen in 1993 trig-
gered the establishment of a new organizational
structure that has allowed Gillette to show one
face to the customer and act as a single, integrated
entity to suppliers in the region. While the integra-
tion reflects a global strategy, the ability to pull it
off required a local sensitivity and orientation. In-
deed, the story of Gillette Singapore’s merger with
Parker Pen illuminates the link between global
strategy and local mastery. It demonstrates how
managing local integration is key to unleashing
the power of global brands.

Gillette Singapore and the Search for Global
Integration in the Asia-Pacific Region

In the 1960s, Gillette established an Asia-Pacific
manufacturing presence with a blades, toiletries,
and liquid paper facility in Australia. In 1970, it
added a small, old-style, double-edged blade plant
in Malaysia. Over time, the company began con-
structing larger factories in areas such as the Phil-
ippines, Indonesia, and Thailand. By the early
1980s, Gillette had gradually put together Asian
sales forces and an infrastructure in the region.

In June 1984, Gillette announced the $188.5 mil-
lion purchase of Oral-B Laboratories, the leading
marketer of toothbrushes in the United States. A
profitable and well-managed company, Oral-B
manufactured top-quality products that were dis-
tributed through many of the same channels that
already existed within the Gillette network. As Gil-
lette’s technological expertise was in metals and
other shaving-related raw materials, it saw no rea-
son to disrupt the Palo Alto-based Oral-B operation
with a heavy-handed management takeover. On
the contrary, the value of the Oral-B acquisition
was in benefiting from distribution channel syner-
gies. Keeping Oral-B managers focused on o prod-
uct-line basis was key to making the acquisition a
success.

While the Oral-B management and reporting

structure remained intact, managers at estab-
lished Gillette operations in developing regions
like Asia-Pacitic were tapped to assist with sales
and share with Oral-B such back-room services as
finance and operations. This concept was a diffi-
cult one for many Gillette employees to accept. The
Gillette Company culture was one where perfor-
mance reigned supreme. Managers were pushed
to set and consistently meet aggressive growth
numbers in all of their markets. Gillette managers
viewed the first Oral-B employees to arrive in Ma-
laysia as nuisances and threats to their liveli-
hoods. Gillette sales people were paid and evalu-
ated relative to how much product they sold. As far
as they were concerned, any time spent on Oral-B
was time lost on a Gillette-managed product. The
company incentive structure was such that sales
people had nothing to gain and everything to lose
by helping Oral-B.

To remedy this situation, Corporate Controller
Chuck Cramb introduced the concept of notional
accounting. This double counting procedure al-
lowed both Oral-B and Gillette managers to take
credit for the same sales. Still, implementation of
this concept was not easy. According to Norman
Roberts, former Asia-Pacific Group VP and a cham-
pion of local integration, “Managers had to learn
how to cooperate with people that they had no
direct authority over.”

The Gillette Company culture was one
where performance reigned supreme.
Managers were pushed to set and
consistently meet aggressive growth
numbers in all of their markets.

Over the next several years, employees through-
out Asia-Pacific became introduced to the notional
accounting concept and the prospect of shared ser-
vices. While each market was different, an initial
display of resistance and turf-guarding was the
norm. One issue that proved particularly disrup-
tive in the company’s effort to build cohesion was
Gillette's strong shaving affiliation. In a company
identified the world over for its shaving domi-
nance, Oral-B managers couldn't help but feel like
second class citizens. At the same time, managers
on the shaving side were wary of spending their
time on Oral-B for fear of losing ground on the core
business. For headquarters, the challenge was to
convince employees that Gillette was more than a
shaving company. This was easier said than done.
Still, despite the difficulties, Roberts felt strongly
that a collaborative environment was necessary to
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take advantage of Gillette's established infrastruc-
ture in developing markets.

As Group VP, Roberts had the latitude to orga-
nize Asia-Pacific operations in a way that he felt
would best maximize current and future perfor-
mance. In 1992, he drafted and distributed to gen-
eral managers in all AP markets a simple, one-
page document called the Campus Charter. In it he
wrote, “the campus concept is simply that in Asia-
Pacific it is more efficient for the various divisions
of the Gillette Company (Shaving, Stationery, Oral
Care, Braun) to operate under the same roof shar-
ing common services.”

Essentially, the Campus Charter asked business
unit managers to maintain their reporting auton-
omy while sharing support services such as fi-
nance, information technology, human resources,
and, in some instances, sales. The new structure
was designed to not only exploit synergies and
avoid duplication but also to advance Gillette's
global integration strategy by showing one face to
the customer and allowing the company to act as a
single entity to suppliers in developing markets.

In May 1993, Gillette acquired Parker Pen Hold-
ings Limited of the U.K. for 285 million British
pounds (equivalent to $460 million U.S. dollars on
the date of purchase). Originally a division of a
Wisconsin-based firm, Parker was sold to UK. in-
vestors as part of $100 million management buyout
in 1985. As a British company, it battled aggres-
sively with Waterman, located just across the En-
glish Channel. When Gillette bought the French
company in 1987, it was buoyed by Gillette's deep
pockets and strong distribution network. Through
Waterman, Gillette enjoyed a 21 percent share of
the luxury segment of the world pen market. With
the 1993 addition of Parker to the company's Paper
Mate and Waterman brands, Gillette would own 40
percent of that market and become the clear world-
wide leader in writing instruments.

Despite its strong market position, Parker main-
tained a close-knit and familial corporate culture.
Perhaps because of its origins as a family-owned
company, Parker had a flat organizational struc-
ture and prospered in an informal environment. It
had a single-brand, high-end product line of which
members of the company were extremely proud.

With the Parker Pen integration on the immedi-
ate horizon, Norman Roberts decided that now was
the time for Asia-Pacific markets to embrace a
tull-fledged campus approach. Although already
operating within a system of shared services and
notional accounting, the prospect of physical relo-
cation presented the opportunity for an organiza-
tional restructuring in the region.

The Four Lessons of Gillette Singapore

At the urging of Norman Roberts, Gillette Singa-
pore would be the first Asia-Pacific market to fully
integrate Parker Pen and establish formal campus
operations. Gillette Singapore is the marketing
and distribution arm for the Gillette Company in
the 633-square mile, Southeast Asian nation-state
of Singapore. Originally established in 1919, Gil-
lette's modern-day Singapore operation came into
being during the mid-1970s. Consistently the most
profitable market (on a per capita basis) in the
Asia-Pacific region, Gillette Singapore’s 1993 sales
were nearly $3 million in an area containing only
three million people. Gillette-managed businesses
(Shaving, Oral Care, and Personal Care) ac-
counted for 57 percent, 31 percent and less than 1
percent of profits respectively. Non-Gillette-man-
aged Stationery was responsible for 12 percent of
earnings. Braun (another non-Gillette managed
business) did not do business out of Gillette Sin-
gapore at the time.

The new organizational structure called for the
current GM of Shaving and Personal Care in Sin-
gapore to assume the additional role of campus
dean. In this capacity he would be responsible for
overseeing all integration activities.

At the new Gillette Singapore campus, Shaving
and Personal Care would be a division of nearly 20
people, including a 10-person sales force reporting
directly to the GM. Also depending on this sales
team would be the Oral Care division, which
would have a staff of only four, along with a busi-
ness manager. The Gillette Stationery division,
naturally, would experience a complete shake-up.
Formally a seven-person group that relied heavily
on the Shaving sales force, this department would
expand to over 20, in part because Parker's Singa-
pore office housed its regional general manage-
ment, as well. As a result, the Singapore Campus
would contain a regional GM for Stationery in ad-
dition to a person in charge of the local operation.
Under these people, would be Marketing and Pro-
motion departments, as well as an exclusive eight-
person Singapore sales team. If the Stationery di-
vision was to be dominated by Parker people, the
support functions would split right down the mid-
dle. The financial controllers of each office would
be teamed up to head Finance. Under them would
be clerks and various support staff numbering
close to 20. Also greatly expanded would be the
Materials Management office, whose five-person
statt would triple and handle warehouse and other
operations-related activities for the entire Cam-
pus. Initially there would be no Information Tech-
nology (IT) or Human Resources (HR) function but,

|
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permissionyaw\w.manaraa.com




1998 Kanter and Dretler 65

once established, all four support areas (Finance,
Materials Management, IT, and HR) would report
directly to the campus dean.

The integration of Parker Pen and establishment
of Campus operations in Singapore was both a
tremendous challenge and an unqualified success.
For Gillette headquarters in Boston, local integra-
tion of International Group operations was key to
implementing its global corporate strategy. For
those on the ground in Singapore, the experience
provided several practical lessons that could be
useful to other global players.

The Need for Integration Across Functions and
Divisions

Tapping the power of global brands and the econ-
omies of global production requires greater inte-
gration across functions and divisions at the local
level—and thus, strong local management. Even
though Gillette was organized around worldwide
or superregional product groups and functional
groups, managers on the ground in various coun-
tries did not report to international bosses outside
of their local territory, thus losing connection with
their local base. The campus concept was born
from the vision of showing one face to the cus-
tomer. Without coordinated activities, the total ef-
fectiveness of Gillette’s operations in Singapore
would have been nothing more than the sum of its
parts. Instead, the global synergies that Gillette
sought were manifested through local relation-
ships.

In Singapore, Personal care, Oral care—and
eventually, the newest acquisition, Duracell—all
benefited from Shaving's relationships and clout
with local distribution channels. The new Statio-
nery sales force—responsible for both Parker and
Waterman stocks—also has considerably en-
hanced leverage. Indeed, when operational syner-
gies are the motivation for an acquisition, the need
for links between the combining organizations is
high.5 Housing all business units under one roof
allows the relevant stakeholders—customers, sup-
pliers, employees, and community members—to
view Gillette Singapore as one company with one
vision and one way of operating. Employees are
better able to understand, exchange ideas with,
and transfer into other divisions. The strong oper-
ational integration required by the campus creates
a new and universally-accepted culture—one that
can be consistently displayed to those outside the
organization.® Besides the obvious benefits of cost-
cutting, the Campus approach delivers bottom-line
value by strengthening Gillette’s brand identity in
Singapore. Individual product lines are more eas-

ily associated with the Gillette name—thus elevat-
ing their perceived value in the marketplace. Like
other successtul integrators, Gillette understands
that well conceived acquisitions ensure that valu-
able customers win too.” The emphasis on local
integration in international markets is one reason
the Gillette Company has developed such power-
ful global brands. Indeed, as the actual amount of
resource sharing between two firms increases, and
the years since the merger increase, so do perfor-
mance benefits from the merger.®

The Need to Manage Change

Managing globalization means managing change,
and handling a variety of human issues connected
with local settings. Defining global strategy is a
high-level corporate function that can be done for
the whole corporation with a single plan. But
operationalizing it means managing multiple
changes in multiple places. Creating the Gillette
Singapore Campus and integrating Parker Pen
was identified by Singapore managers as the most
difficult change management challenge in recent
memory. For all its strategic importance and
global significance, successful integration was
about dealing with people and managing resis-
tance to change—and the nitty-gritty basics mat-
tered.

For example, when the word got out that a new
office location for the campus would have to be
found, ex-Parker employees (who had been work-
ing at Parker headquarters on the east side of the
island) threatened to quit if a new location was
chosen in the west. Long-time Gillette employees,
on the other hand, had grown accustomed to the
west and were reluctant to commute the ten to
twenty extra miles east. This posed a significant
dilemma—especially since high-turnover at a tar-
get company has proved to be negatively corre-
lated with successtul integration.® Eventually, the
Gillette Singapore GM plotted on a map the homes
of every campus employee, then chose a new site
on the side of the island inhabited by the greatest
number of employees. When a new space in the
east finally was found, employees and managers
from all business units jockeyed for position re-
garding office space and transition responsibili-
ties. While Gillette headquarters did have some
standard guidelines regarding the size and type of
office for various management levels, senior Asia-
Pacific executives from different divisions lobbied
the Gillette Singapore GM for extra space to house
and support their particular business unit activi-
ties.

Furthermore, while the new structure was still
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being shaped, several managers tried to position
themselves for greater power and authority in the
new regime. Managers who weren't involved in the
initial integration planning were particularly de-
manding and more likely to view the merger as a
threat.!9 At Gillette, where the razor-and-blade di-
vision had long been dominant, the people not
assigned to Shaving had power issues, and either
wanted to change divisions or get some assurance
(usually financial) that their contributions were
valued. For those that weren't as vocal, it was by
no means a sign of contentment. Individuals on
both the Gillette and Parker sides were nervous
about the proposed integration. For better or
worse, they had established a routine in their old
jobs; they knew what to expect and they knew
what was expected of them. In the new environ-
ment, there would be new opportunities, chal-
lenges, and conditions. There also would be new
rivalries and jealousies. Bringing together differ-
ent units under one roof meant bringing together
people with different wage scales and benefits
packages. It didn't matter to an ex-Parker finance
person in Singapore that his counterpart in Taiwan
or Brussels or the United States was making the
same money. He wanted to be paid on an equitable
basis with the person sitting next to him. Indeed,
the issue of pay-equity is critical—and successful
acquirers will craft a new compensation system
that fosters cooperation and the creation of a
merged corporate culture.!! That Gillette had his-
torically paid higher salaries than Parker was no
longer relevant. Parker had become part of Gil-
lette—and Parker people wanted be paid the same
money as their coworkers doing the same job.

The Need to Respect Local Cultures

Global processes must be tailored to local cul-
tures. Many M&A experts in the U.S. have cited
speed as a key element of successtul integration.
Two such experts write that "fast track integration
ensures that anticipated gains are realized as soon
as possible. Shaving one month oif the integration
timetable can generate millions of dollars for the
bottom line of the combined organization.”!? De-
spite this widely held belief, Gillette wisely gave
Singapore time to handle relationships and action
steps in a way that was respectiul of the norms and
customs of the area.

Soon after the acquisition was announced in
May 1993, the Gillette Singapore GM (a Singa-
porean in his mid thirties) paid a visit to the GM of
Parker, a Chinese gentleman in his early sixties.
As is customary in Asia, the two men discussed the
merger in a pleasant, courtecus manner. Although

soon to be campus dean, and in many ways senior
to his Parker counterpart, the younger GM was
careful to lay out transition steps that would be
amenable to the Parker side—and to defer to his
elder in many subtle ways that would communi-
cate the proper respect. Of course, the Parker GM
and his employees had many questions about how
the new organization would be shaped. In this part
of the world, time was needed to feel out a new
relationship. Various meetings and get-ac-
quainted sessions were organized between Parker
and Gillette over the next several months. Of
course, time was important—but the Gillette Sin-
gapore GM knew that rushing things could have
disastrous results. A December 1, 1993, joint report-
ing deadline was pushed back to March 1, 1994,
Gillette could haove demanded that Singapore
move faster, but imposing one-size-fits-all policies
without reevaluating for cultural appropriateness
can be a costly mistake.!'® Even the Singapore
Campus’ eventual move-in date had cultural sig-
nificance. In Chinese society, it is very important to
choose an auspicious day for such a significant
event. Both Gillette and Parker employees helped
select a date in late February that they all telt was
worthy of commemorating this organizational mazr-
riage. Recognizing that different cultures require
different rules of conduct and administrative pro-
cedures, Gillette is able to solidity its presence
around the globe.!* Its sensitivity to local consid-
erations improves the chances for global success.

Recognizing that different cultures
require different rules of conduct and
administrative procedures, Gillette is
able to solidify its presence around the
globe.

The Need to Understand a Corporation’s Culture

In global companies, business cultures can be
even stronger than country cultures. During the
Parker integration, Gillette Singapore’s campus
dean, a native of the area, was promoted and re-
placed by an American expatriot. The move was
seen as positive by many, and the new GM was a
powerful force in helping to bridge the cultural gap
between the two organizations. Why was an Amer-
ican effective in this role? Because the integration
issues had less to do with country culture and race
than they did standard business practices and phi-
losophies. Parker and Gillette were very different
types of companies. Gillette was performance-
driven, relatively centralized and formal, and pro-
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moted mass-market products throughout the
world. Parker, on the other hand, was familial,
informal, and identified itself as producer of a
prestigious pen. Research has shown that some
cultural problems associated with combining or-
ganizations are more amplified in domestic, rather
than cross-national settings.!®

Indeed, the challenge in melding Parker and Gil-
lette’'s operations in Singapore was not about
country origin—in fact, the majority of employees
on both sides were from Asia— but about corporate
culture. For ex-Parker people, the Gillette Singa-
pore campus was located not two miles from where
they had previously worked. Former Parker em-
ployees even outnumbered Gillette statf in the new
organization. The biggest adjustment was in com-
bating the feelings of lost autonomy. Regardless of
the circumstances, most cases show that people at
the acquired company are likely to have higher
anxiety levels than those at the buying firm.16

Despite Gillette's obvious sensitivities, several
Parker employees likened their experiences to a
new form of colonization—an imperialistic take-
over that left no ambiguity between conqueror and
conqueree. For Parker employees, the Gillette ac-
quisition meant that they could no longer operate
in the congenial atmosphere that many of them felt
made the company unigque. According to one par-
ticularly reluctant Gillette Singapore employee,
"At the old Parker, coming to work was enjoyable
and fun. After the move, [ would wake up and say,
'‘Oh no, another day.” ” Does this reaction suggest a
heavy-handed takeover by Gillette? Probably not.
What it does reflect, however, is the difficulty
many people have adjusting to new business en-
vironments. The absorption of an organization
characterized by very different value systems, ex-
pectations, and world views will tend to be asso-
ciated with massive value destruction by acquired
employees.!” In fact, the Parker veteran said he
spent several years working for the firm in Europe
and enjoyed the experience just as much as he did
in his home country of Singapore. For him and
many others, stress and uneasiness about global-
ization comes not from entering new markets, but
from integrating with other corporate cultures at
home.

The Real Meaning of Global Strategy

We initially began our exploration of Gillette's
Asia-Pacific operations with an eye toward under-
standing how global strategy redefined country
operations, reducing the power of countries as ac-
tivities fell under international groups that man-
aged them uniformly across wide geographic ter-

’
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ritories and attempted to wipe out local
differences. In short, we too had been influenced
by the prevalent myths and misunderstandings
about globalization.

What we found instead when we examined
global strategy in one of the world’s most global
companies was that local integration and local
relationships became even more important as Gil-
lette sought to gain the power of global brands. We
saw that global strategy required a great deal of
local coordination, across divisions and products
as well as across functions. This local coordina-
tion, in turn, lett room for incorporating local dif-
ferences and variations into global thinking—in-
cluding variations in consumer preferences,
infrastructure, and employee expectations.

This case study reinforces our conclusion that
the best definition of “global” is “integrated,” not
“international.” Companies with international ac-
tivities have greater need for multiple forms of
integration, but they do not always build the link-
ages across countries or products or functions that
allow them to think about all of their resources
simultaneously and therefore to tap the power of
the whole. The key to success in the global econ-
omy is for companies to behave in a more inte-
grated fashion—to tap the collaborative advan-
tage that comes from being able to use all their
resources and being able to work across bound-
aries.!® That means becoming knowledgable about
local needs, skillful at managing local changes,
and expert at forging cross-boundary relation-
ships—and doing this in many places at the same
time with a global, or holistic, strategy in mind.
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