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Foreword

Marvin Bower was a great leader and a great teacher. He did not believe
leadership could be taught, but he did believe it could be learned. I had the
opportunity to observe his deep personal influence on legions of business-
people and colleagues one by one. For that was his way. One by one.

What I learned from Marvin Bower I brought to Harvard when I led
the business school. It was very much about the need to invest in people
and ideas—to become an intellectual venture capitalist. It was about creat-
ing an environment and a community that is so vital, so rich and fertile,
and humane, that each of us will end up far better off than if we selfishly
pursued our own interests. As Marvin would say, “If people are working at
the things that really interest them, they are going to perform the best,
make the greatest contribution, be the best family. . . .”

When Marvin joined McKinsey in 1933, it wasn’t clear what was
going to happen in the profession of management consulting. Business is
not like science. Experiments cannot be conducted in 48 hours, or even in
five years. Marvin created an industry when he defined the profession and
identity of McKinsey in the way he did, and then he recreated it when he
had the insight and courage to hire young people from Harvard and other
universities and have them work with business leaders. He demonstrated
that it is not necessary to send in a retired CEO to advise senior executives:
Young, highly intelligent, and well-trained young men and women of great
integrity can get the job done, and do it very effectively. That was a huge
leap.

In January 2003, we lost a great teacher and a pioneer. Marvin’s ideas
were founded in basic human attributes of respect for others as well as pro-
motion of self-esteem and courage. What made him a pioneer was that he
took basic values into the business world—a fairly novel approach—to
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help leaders create value-based compasses for their own leadership. He
valued the imagination of youth and understood the power of new ideas.
He had passionate convictions and he cared deeply about his “students.”
He never stopped innovating, learning, or teaching.

As with all great teachers, his teaching continues far beyond his 991⁄2

years of life. Each of Marvin’s students is living some of those lessons,
telling “Marvin stories,” and teaching others. I, for one, am persuaded that
his story deserves a full telling. His ideas and insights and human values
are as applicable today as they were on the day he was born, a century ago.
Time has shown how well they work.

—John H. McArthur
Dean of the Harvard 

Business School,
1980–1995

x Foreword
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P A R T  I

Translating
a Vision into Reality

Ideas are not enough. They do not last. Something

practical must be done with them.

—Marvin Bower, 20011
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C H A P T E R  1

Marvin Bower
1903—Harvard University had no business school. The
New York Times cost one cent. Women could vote in 2 of
the 45 states. The Wright brothers made their first flight.
Thomas A. Edison’s light bulb was already 24 years old.

2003—9,000 applicants competed for 900 places at the
Harvard Business School. The New York Times cost $1.
The majority of registered voters were women in 42 of the
50 states. British Air decommissioned the first supersonic
commercial airplane, the Concorde, after 24 years of active
use. The light bulb, after 124 years, was fundamentally
unchanged.

3

Born in 1903, Marvin Bower lived in one of the few houses in this
country that had electric light. When Marvin died in Florida

almost 100 years later, he had become to the world of business and man-
agement what Thomas Edison was to technology. Both men were elected
to the Business Hall of Fame. When notified of the honor being conferred
on him, Bower said, “It must be a mistake. I’m not a businessman. I am a
professional.”1

His profession was one that he virtually invented: top management
consulting. As the person who transformed McKinsey & Co. from a nearly
defunct accounting and engineering firm into a preeminent adviser to
senior executives throughout business and, on occasion, government, his
term of service was a remarkable 59 years, from 1933 to formal retirement
in 1992 at the age of 89.

What distinguished Marvin Bower was his dedication to values and
his personal integrity. As John Byrne noted in an article in Business Week
after Marvin’s death in January 2003:
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Bower was McKinsey’s high priest, the man who made the part-
nership the gold standard in its industry. . . . He strongly believed
that, like the best doctors and lawyers, consultants should always
put the interests of their clients first, conduct themselves ethically
at all times, and always tell clients the truth—rather than what
they wanted to hear.2

Bower’s ethical sense and values can be traced directly to his early
years. The firstborn child of Carlotta and William Bower, Marvin Bower
grew up in a family of modest means in Cleveland, Ohio. While the Bow-
ers were not poor, they valued integrity and respect over money. Two years
after Marvin’s birth, his brother, Bill, was born.

The Bower family’s emphasis on learning was a major element of
Marvin’s childhood. Required reading included stories and poetry, with
William Bower keeping track of the books Marvin and his brother read.
Marvin read every Mark Twain story twice; as he completed one, he would
initial it.

His father was the ideal role model because his work on complex mat-
ters of land title transfers had both intellectual and practical hands-on
aspects. It involved both technology and law, and required business acu-
men and very high ethical standards. William achieved national recogni-
tion in his field, just as his son would in later years. William Bower
regularly took Marvin and his brother on tours of different kinds of indus-
trial plants in Cleveland so they could experience firsthand what each
plant was like. Marvin remembered these plant tours as fun and absolutely
special because his father sometimes even took off a day from work to tour
a plant with Marvin and Bill.3 It is a fair guess that Marvin’s desire to learn
something useful and important from any and every experience was
inspired by his father. As they would leave each plant, his father would ask,
“What did you learn?”

While ostensibly a conservative midwestern family, the Bowers did
not emulate the patriarchal structure typical of the time. More demo-
cratic in his approach, William Bower sought the opinion of all family
members when it came to important decisions. Marvin clearly remem-
bered being included in the discussion when his family was considering
a move to the other side of Cleveland. In fact, the discussion itself over-
shadowed Marvin’s memories of the actual move. As Marvin recalled,

4 McKinsey’s Marvin Bower
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“[It was] remarkable [that my father] continued to involve his sons in
family decisions. Of course, my input did not necessarily influence the
family decision—I can’t even remember what I said—but I did speak up
on that and other occasions when I was invited to participate.”4 Such
events would have been Marvin’s first introduction to a non-hierarchical
management structure.

Marvin demonstrated his independent way of thinking early on. In
high school he met Helen McLaughlin, the woman who would become
his wife. He recalled that his father did not approve of his going steady
with Helen: “Dad and I had a real struggle until he learned that I would
not give in about going steady.”5 His memories of that time also included
an influential English teacher, editing a school newspaper, and holding
down a wide variety of summer jobs.

Laura Edwards was Marvin Bower’s English teacher in high school.
Even at the age of 99, Marvin continued to retain strong memories of her
and the effect she had on him and Helen:

Laura Edwards made learning fun. We came to like her, and soon
she asked that we all get on a first-name basis. . . . No other
teacher did that. In a funny way, simply doing that made us feel
closer to Laura. . . . She lectured us all in a pleasant manner about
getting good grades so we could get into colleges, as we all
intended to do. I think we all took it to heart. She was an out-
standing teacher and influenced Helen to go into teaching. Helen
and I visited her when we returned to Cleveland after moving
away, and wrote to her over many years.6

Marvin adopted this practice of dealing with people on a first-name
basis and made it an integral part of his relationships with others, col-
leagues and clients alike. He was known to everybody simply as Marvin,
and if someone called him Mr. Bower he would correct him or her.

His ability to communicate clearly and effectively was evident in his
high school years, when he launched a school newspaper entitled Home
Brew.7 The school administration did not like the title (this was during
Prohibition), but the first-rate quality of the reporting convinced them to
allow the name chosen by Marvin, providing him with an early lesson in
how powerful good communication skills could be.

Marvin Bower 5
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Each summer Marvin would work at jobs obtained with his father’s
help. He worked as a surveyor’s helper, an ice deliverer, a factory worker,
and a Boy Scout camp counselor during World War I when there was a
shortage of help. As Marvin recalled, “It was a good experience. I had
some real responsibility and I had excellent teachers, so I learned a great
deal [despite being only 15 years old]. I collected a tidy sum of money and
Father taught me how to save.”8 In years to come, Marvin Bower would
prove to be frugal not only with his own money but with the money of
clients as well.

An industrious young man, he was also adventurous. One summer, he
and a friend, John Hamilton, set out to take a bike trip to Buffalo and
back.9 They thought it would be good training for football. They rapidly
found the trip boring—more hills and mosquitoes than expected. After
about three days of boredom, they grabbed onto a slow-moving truck. The
truck driver did not know they had hitched on and began going faster and
faster. Marvin and John let go and smashed into the pavement, fortunately
without injuring themselves. A few days later, they reached Erie, Pennsyl-
vania and turned around. The next summer the tenacious Marvin and
John again set out for Buffalo, this time using William Bower’s outboard
motor on a rowboat they had built. A storm set in over Lake Erie, the
motor died, and Marvin and John were washed up on an island. They
managed to swim to the mainland, call home, and alert the Coast Guard.
That ended the boating adventure for the two high school students. The
following year, still set on visiting Buffalo, Marvin came up with a more
practical approach: He asked his father if they could go to Buffalo for their
summer vacation.

After high school, Marvin Bower attended Brown from 1921 through
1925 at his grandfather’s suggestion. When Marvin reflected on his time
at Brown, he mentioned one of the few regrets in his life: “I isolated myself
in my fraternity too much. I didn’t take advantage and get to know the full
campus of people.”10 At Brown he met Malcolm Smith, who became a
close friend for life, and studied philosophy and economics, the latter
being a relatively new academic field at the time.

Two of Marvin’s college professors made a lasting impression on
him: One was an economics professor named Patton who used the out-
standing text by Marshall to teach principles of economics so they could
be remembered. The other was the psychology professor who was very

6 McKinsey’s Marvin Bower
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good in dealing with people, and from whom he learned a lot about lis-
tening and people.11

Following Brown, on the advice of his father, Marvin went to Harvard
Law School, while his friend Malcolm Smith went on to Harvard Busi-
ness School. Marvin recalled:

It wasn’t hard to get in . . . I had an adequate but undistinguished
record scholastically, but one didn’t have to have top grades to get
into Harvard Law in those days. The big problem at Harvard Law
at that time was staying in, because they flunked people out.12

Marvin was able to self-fund his law school education—he had saved
earnings from his many summer jobs, and by 1925 he had made enough
successful investments in the stock market to pay for his schooling.13

Almost everyone made money in the stock market in the 1920s, but it was
very unusual for a 22-year-old to have been such a careful investor.

For four summers, starting in 1925, Marvin worked for the Cleve-
land law firm of Thompson, Hine and Flory (TH&F).14 During the first
summer, his assignment was to collect debts for clients of the firm, prin-
cipally wholesale hardware companies in Cleveland. First the clients’
salesmen tried to get the retailers to pay up, then the wholesalers wrote
letters to the retailers; if this proved unsuccessful, they turned the bad
debts over to TH&F. When Marvin went to see the retailers—“dun-
ning” them, it was called—he found he had more punch in person than
through a letter: His style was so effective that he could persuade many
of the retailers to pay up. TH&F continued to use him in that role for the
next three summers.

In 1927, in the summer before Marvin’s last year at law school, he
married his longtime sweetheart, Helen.15 Over 70 years later, Marvin still
remembered the details of that day—what it cost to rent an awning for the
church, the problems of renting a formal suit, the dress Helen was wear-
ing, and of course his friends who attended. The Cleveland News coverage
singled it out as the “Wedding Event of the Week.”16

Their honeymoon was by car—a “new” (secondhand) car.17 In typical
Marvin fashion, this trip was going to be an adventure, and there was no
detailed itinerary. The couple started out late, ending up in Erie the first
night. (There were no interstate highways back then, although most of the
roads in highly populated areas had some sort of paving.) They had

Marvin Bower 7
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planned to tour Nova Scotia, but instead meandered around, visited many
interesting places, and met a variety of people. After two weeks, they
arrived in Cambridge, Massachusetts, just in time for Marvin to go back
to school.

When he finished law school, Marvin was determined to work for a
firm he knew he could be proud of. He targeted Jones, Day, Reavis &
Pogue, a highly respected Cleveland law firm. As he told the story, he had
not done well enough in law school for Jones, Day to make him an offer,
so he decided to go first to the then fledgling Harvard Business School to
strengthen his record. His friend Malcolm Smith had found business
thoroughly absorbing and was convinced that business was more creative
than law.

Once he entered business school in 1928, Marvin confirmed what he
had already suspected—that he really enjoyed business. A member of The
Harvard Business Review, he was particularly interested in marketing, sta-
tistics, finance, and public utility management.

While Marvin was in business school, Helen worked as a teacher (ulti-
mately becoming a principal in Medfield, Massachusetts) to cover their
living expenses, with schooling paid for by their stock market earnings. In
the summer between his two business school years, Marvin worked for the
law firm of Davis Polk in New York, staying in Malcolm Smith’s apart-
ment in Bronxville while Malcolm was away. Marvin’s strategy paid off.
After graduating from the business school in 1930, he joined Jones, Day in
their corporate law practice.

In 1933, after three years with Jones, Day, Marvin left the firm, plung-
ing headfirst into the business world after he consulted his friend George
Dively, a Harvard Business School classmate of Malcolm Smith and a fel-
low Clevelander, who agreed that such a move was wise. Marvin joined
what was then James O. McKinsey’s accounting and engineering firm. Six
years later he bought it, and oversaw its transformation into the premier
firm in a new profession—management consulting.

Marvin Bower’s foray into the business world would have far-reaching
effects on business management throughout the world. He successfully
built an eminent institution—and through it a profession—and simultane-
ously influenced thousands of leaders. His professional life was marked by
his commitment to people, his caring about the success of client institutions

8 McKinsey’s Marvin Bower
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and promulgation of important ideas, and his absolute integrity. During his
almost 100-year lifetime, business went from a second-class profession (for
those who even deigned to consider it as a profession) to the engine driving
a global economy. Throughout this transition, Marvin was there, anticipat-
ing and envisioning the future and recognizing and serving the needs of
senior business executives who were faced with huge challenges in a quickly
changing world.

As he moved into consulting, Marvin had the opportunity to work with
and advise many of the leaders of companies who would lead the charge
into less hierarchical structures: Alfred Sloan, chairman of General Motors;
Charles Mortimer, chairman of General Foods; Crawford Greenwalt,
chairman of DuPont; Ralph Cordiner, CEO of General Electric; John
Loudon, chairman of Royal Dutch Shell; Thomas J. Watson Jr., chairman
of IBM; and even President Dwight D. Eisenhower, who, with Marvin’s
help, dramatically reduced the size of the White House staff and gave his
key people an unusual degree of autonomy.18 At that time, no Republican
had been in the White House for 20 years.The Republican National Com-
mittee felt that a complete examination of staff functions was necessary, so
Eisenhower did something unprecedented: He called in an “outsider” from
management consulting to study the problems he and his staff members
would encounter as his new administration took over. Eisenhower’s deci-
sion to bring in Marvin’s McKinsey team reflected the esteem in which
Marvin was held by business leaders to whom the president turned for
advice. By the 1950s, Marvin had firmly established his position as a pro-
fessional who represented the gold standard in consulting—someone who
merited unreserved trust and respect for his dedication to the needs of
McKinsey clients. (See Figure 1.1.)

Marvin never believed in making money just for the sake of making
money to keep score. His commitment to his clients, his partners, and his
values was exceptional. He believed that a great service institution was
built not only on skills and experience, but most importantly on the behav-
ior and conduct of its people. He was well ahead of his and our time. In
1935, as a two-year associate, he wrote a note to James O. McKinsey stat-
ing that he did not believe consulting and accounting could be performed
by the same firm without posing a conflict of interest.19 In the late 1950s
and 1960s, Marvin sacrificed a significant increase in personal wealth by

Marvin Bower 9
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FIGURE 1.1 SURVEY HELPED EISENHOWER TO FILL U.S. JOBS

(The New York Times, January 1, 1953 © The New York Times Company)

10
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Marvin Bower 11

selling his shares to his partners at book value when other service firms
were going public and their partners taking a lucrative payday. He did not
believe that a service firm could consistently place its clients’ interests first
if it were a public firm also answering to shareholders. Marvin decided that
in order for the firm to grow and survive, ownership should be broad.
Because of his adherence to high standards, he was a model for four gen-
erations of leaders. In addition to his one-on-one working relationship
with senior managers, he used his superb communication skills to reach
out to managers throughout the world.

In 1966, Marvin wrote his first book, The Will to Manage, in which he
discussed the practical application of his many revolutionary ideas for
helping management exercise meaningful leadership in a changing world.
In 1975, a letter from the book’s publisher, McGraw-Hill, informed him
that The Will to Manage was one of the best selling business books the firm
had ever published.20 In 2002, the book was cited as one of the 100 most
important business books ever written in the reference book Business: The
Ultimate Resource.21

Marvin’s unwavering commitment to enhancing the welfare of business
and the world in general included his involvement in a variety of business
and community services. In 1955, he agreed to be president of the Joint
Council on Economic Education. Marvin believed that the U.S. school sys-
tem, including colleges, was woefully inadequate when it came to teaching
economics, and that every citizen needed to have some understanding of
economics. The council, founded six years earlier, provided state-of-the-art
economic education through state councils and university-based centers.
Marvin’s impact in this role was not soon forgotten: Lou Gerstner, who
assumed the council’s presidency three terms later, was continually asked,
“How’s Marvin doing?”22

Marvin was also an active adviser to the Harvard Business School and
was president and board chairman of the Harvard Business School alumni
association. His Harvard-related services included close associations with
five of the school’s deans, spanning a 50-year period. Marvin provided
advice to Dean Donald K. David on setting up a joint program with the
law school. For Dean Stanley F. Teele, who had been an HBS classmate,
Marvin was an informal adviser. For Dean George Baker, Marvin studied
the school’s organization. For Dean Lawrence Fouraker, Marvin served on
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the advisory board. For Dean John McArthur, Marvin was a key adviser
and counselor. In addition, Marvin was quite active on the board of Case
Western Reserve, and was one of the leaders in merging Case and West-
ern Reserve into a single institution.

Marvin also felt he had an obligation to help improve education in
the United States at the local level. While a member of the Bronxville
school board, he decided that it was important for an outsider to chal-
lenge some long-established school practices.23 Marvin and Helen estab-
lished an organization in Bronxville with the mission of educating young
people on the dangers of drugs—a pioneering version of the now wide-
spread Drug Abuse Resistance Education (DARE) program. Marvin also
encouraged others to give back to their larger and smaller communities.
He was active in and supportive of the Volunteer Consulting Group, an
organization of consultants providing pro bono help to nonprofit organi-
zations. Finally, in his seventies, Marvin became an elder at the Bronxville
Reformed Church.24

Marvin and Helen had three sons: Peter, born while they were still in
Boston; Richard, born in Marvin’s first year with McKinsey & Co.; and
James, born three years later. While his sons were growing up, much of
Marvin Bower’s time was consumed by McKinsey & Co. Perhaps that
contributed to his particular intensity when he did focus on his family. For
example, when it came time to plan the family summer vacation, Marvin
would ask one of his sons what he wanted to do. When Jim answered, “a
trip to the Grand Canyon,” that is what they did, donkey riding through
the canyon.25 When Dick hot-wired the family Cadillac, Marvin recog-
nized the yen for adventure, perhaps recalling his own youthful mishaps in
his quest to reach Buffalo, and grounded his son for two weeks. And Mar-
vin was nothing if not loyal: After Peter joined Campbell’s Soup in 1956,
Marvin never touched a competitor’s soup.

Marvin had six grandchildren and nine great-grandchildren. His
grandchildren remember a wonderful grandfather who carried a dollhouse
home on the train for Christmas, enjoyed watching The Munsters with
them, and was an inspiration for their work and their lives, always sending
them articles he thought might interest them.

Helen died in 1985 at the age of 81. As Marvin wrote to his family fol-
lowing her death:

12 McKinsey’s Marvin Bower
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She respected everyone. . . . Perhaps you can gain some meaning
by understanding better the qualities that Helen had—from
which you benefit by genes and blood or just from example. The
large number of letters I received (perhaps 250) were a great trib-
ute to her, and many were quite specific in describing her qualities
from which you have benefited and still can benefit. . . . Let me
share [one in particular] with you. Years ago when I was chairman
of the Joint Council on Economic Education, the president [of
the council] and I went to Washington with our wives. He writes:

“My most memorable recollection of Helen stamped her as a
rare person and one I was privileged to know. You will recall one
of our Annual Meetings in Washington when the students
marched on the White House. Helen and Lois left the hotel and
marched along with the students. Helen’s response to ‘why’ was
‘my son was in the parade.’ Courage and forcefulness went along
with her protectiveness for her family. She portrayed for me the
model of American womanhood.”26

Marvin continued: “Clearly you are all loved and have inherited from
her, in one way or another, outstanding qualities and have high standards
to live up to. It’s hard to imagine a better role model. We share a sorrow we
will never get completely over. But Helen would want us all to adjust to it
in the spirit she would bring to that task.”

In 1989, Marvin married Cleo Stewart, a neighbor in Bronxville and a
longtime family friend. Together they moved to Delray Beach, Florida. In
2001, Cleo died on Marvin’s 98th birthday, but not before she had set him
up with round-the-clock care and a project—writing his memoirs.

As Marvin’s 99th birthday was approaching, his son Dick called me to
say that he felt it was important that Marvin have a quiet birthday dinner
with a few family members. Two days later, Marvin’s secretary called to
invite 21 people to the 99th birthday party Marvin was throwing for him-
self. It was quite a party. Attendees included Fran Allen, the widow of Jim
Allen (from Booz•Allen & Hamilton); Juliette Dively, George Dively’s
widow; Jack Bennington, the inventor of the Bennington electrical joint,
and Marvin’s Sunday breakfast partner; Mac Stewart; Suzanne and Bill
Bower, Marvin’s great niece and nephew; friends from McKinsey; and

Marvin Bower 13
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Marvin’s son Dick and his wife Neely. At the age of 99, Marvin continued
to be in charge of his life: He was going to celebrate what turned out to be
his last birthday in the manner he wanted.

Looking back on Marvin’s long life, a quote from Thomas A. Edison
seems appropriate:

“I am long on ideas but short on time. I expect to live only about a
hundred years.”

14 McKinsey’s Marvin Bower
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15

C H A P T E R  2

The Vision
Man is a problem-solving, skill-using, social animal. Once
he has satisfied his hunger, two main types of experiences
are significant to him. One of the deepest needs is to apply
his skills, wherever they may be, to challenging tasks—
to feel the exhilaration of the well-struck ball or the well-
solved problem. The other need is to find meaningful and
warm relations with a few other human beings—to love
and be loved, to share experience, to respect and be
respected, to work in common tasks.

—Herbert Simon, 19651

Marvin Bower built and led the management consulting firm of
McKinsey & Co. from a staff of 18 to a sustainable firm of over

500 consultants at the time he stepped aside as managing partner in 1967,
and 2,500 by the time of his retirement in 1992.2 Over these same years,
management consulting as a distinct profession grew from a handful of
pioneers to a wide spectrum of firms employing over 500,000 people with
an aggregate revenue in the billions of dollars. During this same period,
Marvin Bower boldly took on powerful individuals, such as Derek Bok,
president of Harvard, over the Harvard Business School’s mission; and
Royal Little, president of Colgate, over the necessity to listen to the com-
pany’s employees. What enabled Marvin’s professional success, and the
financial success of his firm, was an undeterrable will to lead coupled with
a base of business values, strong leadership skills, and unemotional, ab-
solute logic.

Marvin Bower’s vision of and passion for what he later termed man-
agement consulting began during his career as a lawyer between 1930 and
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1933 at Jones, Day, Reavis & Pogue in Cleveland. In 1930, the firm found
its practice had largely turned to the cleanup of Depression-ravaged com-
panies. Having done the legal work related to the issuing of industrial
bonds by its banking clients, the firm inherited the chore of untangling the
obligations of defaulters. Saddled with de facto company ownership
through bondholders’ and creditors’ committees, the bankers called upon
Jones, Day to help reorganize these companies, or at least wring some
value out of the remnants.

Having much more to do with business management than law, these
assignments were outside the usual range of a law firm’s work. The 
27-year-old Marvin Bower was among the first to hold both a master’s
degree in business and a law degree from Harvard, so the law firm put him
in charge of these cleanup assignments.

Marvin’s business degree paid off for both him and his employer. Over
the next three years, he served as secretary to 11 bondholders’ committees,
including those of Thompson Products, Inc. (later TRW), Midland Steel
Products Company, Otis & Company, and the Studebaker Company.3 The
committees took over the power of defaulting companies’ boards of direc-
tors, and Marvin’s role as secretary gave him considerable power.

In this capacity, Marvin investigated potential earning power and sug-
gested recapitalization structures to the bankers and investment bankers. He
typically began his search by interviewing the chief executive of the failed
company, and then followed up by talking with any other staff members who
might have insight into the causes of failure and the company’s ability to
recover from disaster. As amateurish and superficial as he later considered
this early work, it nevertheless produced meaningful results.The fundamen-
tal problem, Marvin learned, was not that the presidents of the failed com-
panies were stupid; in fact, all 11 of them were very smart men.The problem
was that they lacked the information necessary for informed decisions.

From his front-row view of 11 business tragedies, Marvin was con-
vinced that the chief executives had been shielded from information that
could have saved them. He firmly believed that had the right anecdotes
and data flowed to the top and been properly analyzed, 10 of the 11 com-
panies would still have been operating and healthy despite the Depression.

The culprit, Marvin believed, was deference to hierarchy. Employees
simply didn’t dare tell the boss what was really going on. The isolation of
the CEO, and Marvin’s anger at its disastrous results, kept Marvin and
Helen up many nights talking. This experience also strengthened Marvin’s
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belief in the value of information from a frontline employee—the person
selling in the field or building the product on the factory floor—and the
value of that person’s knowledge. More often than not, the critical facts
that needed to flow to the CEO could be found at the front line.

Armed with this insight, Marvin set out on a mission to help CEOs
become more effective by showing them the necessity of eliminating the
barriers erected by corporate hierarchy that so severely constrained locat-
ing and mining the knowledge inside a company. He recognized that
CEOs of companies concerned about basic policy or strategy had no inde-
pendent, objective advisers to turn to. For legal problems, they could go to
a law firm; to raise capital, they could go to an investment bank; but when
it came to advice on organizing and running a company, there was no pro-
fessional firm of the necessary stature.

Marvin gave a name to this needed professional discipline: manage-
ment consulting. (He later said he wished he had called it “consulting on
managing” since he felt that was a more descriptive name.)4 In 1933, there
were only two types of business advisers: the accounting and engineering
firms and individual experts. Although the oldest firms in the field had
already been founded—Edwin Booz & Company (now Booz�Allen &
Hamilton) in 1914; McKinsey in 1926; and Stevenson, Jordan and Harri-
son (now out of existence) in about 19185—their practices were still in rel-
ative infancy, and they considered themselves accounting and management
engineering firms.6 At that time, the only professional top management
consulting was provided by individual experts (primarily academics like
Frederick Taylor), not by institutions. In fact, it wasn’t until 1950 that
Booz�Allen & Hamilton modified the title on its marketing materials to
management consultants, and later, in the 1950s, that Arthur D. Little
began calling what they were doing consulting.7 And it wasn’t until the
1960s that Boston Consulting Group was founded, and the 1970s that
Bain & Company, Monitor Group, and CSC Index were founded.

Marvin Bower 
Meets James O. McKinsey

As Marvin was searching for a place to practice this new profession, the
dean of Harvard Business School, Wallace Brett Donham, suggested that
he talk with James O. McKinsey. McKinsey had seen a paper Marvin had
written while at Harvard Business School and had called Donham to
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inquire about it. In a conversation with Steve Walleck, a partner in the
Cleveland office at the time, and me in 1983, Helen Bower remembered
the events leading up to her husband’s move to McKinsey:

Marvin and I were living right off Shaker Square, in a cold-water,
third-floor walk-up. He had graduated from business school the
year before and had come to Cleveland to work for Jones, Day, a
law firm he very much respected.

It was 1931, right in the middle of the Great Depression, and
Marvin was working mostly on bankruptcies and reorganizations.
Somehow, a paper he wrote for one of his clients, a clothing man-
ufacturer, fell into Mac’s [ James O. McKinsey’s] hands. Maybe it
was through the Marshall Field connection, since that was Mac’s
largest client. Mac wrote to Marvin and offered to interview him
for a position, if he would come to Chicago.

Anyway, I didn’t want to go to Chicago. I had read about the
gangsters there, and I had been told the weather was worse than
Cleveland’s. So Marvin put Mac’s letter away—I suppose he wrote
him a polite “No, thanks.”

We were just about scraping by on Marvin’s salary as a junior
associate and what I was earning as a new teacher, when we
received notice from Jones, Day that all salaries would be cut 25
percent the next month—I believe it was September. We worked
it out, and figured that we could barely make ends meet. Marvin
was a little bored with law and thrilled with helping businesspeo-
ple with their needs.

So we went to a little ice cream parlor right around the corner
from Shaker Square—we couldn’t afford a restaurant—and talked
about what we could do. I still remember the wrought-iron chairs
and the printed paper tablecloths.

This was a turning point for both Marvin and Helen, but, as Helen
recalled, the crucial decision was postponed. The world of management
consulting might look considerably different today if Marvin Bower had
ultimately not decided to take McKinsey’s offer.

Two years later, Marvin pulled out Mac’s letter, and said he wanted
to go to Chicago to meet Mac and see what his firm had to offer.
I was afraid to let Marvin go alone. In addition to gangsters in
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Chicago, our Cleveland Plain Dealer was reporting that bubonic
plague had broken out, and people were dying on the streets.
When we got there we didn’t see any bodies, though.

The problem was we didn’t have money enough for two tick-
ets. And I told Marvin he wasn’t going to go without me.

We solved that problem by sharing one Pullman berth. That
kind of thing was frowned upon in those days, even for married
people. But Marvin always was a good problem solver.

When we got to Chicago, Marvin parked me at a hotel near
the train station and went off to see Mac. He told me he would be
back in an hour or two.

Two hours passed. Then four, then six. I was about to go out
on the street to look for Marvin’s body when he came back to the
room, all smiles.

“We got a job!” he shouted.
“You got an offer,” I responded. “Let’s talk about it.” So, back

to Cleveland in the single berth. But we were getting better at it.
And then back to the ice cream parlor around the corner from

Shaker Square. Marvin was full of ideas and excitement. He said
there was room in business for a professional firm, laid out along
the lines of Jones, Day, that advised business leaders on their busi-
ness problems, much as Jones, Day advised them on their legal dif-
ficulties. He said that working with Mac would enable him to use
his Harvard Business School training as well as his legal degree.

He said there were some things about his legal job he liked
and some things he didn’t. He emphasized that Mac had said,
“Why don’t you join us and enjoy your work completely.” The
offer was fair, and even though it wasn’t an increase over what he
had been making, at least it wasn’t a cut. So we agreed. We were
going to Chicago.8

Looking back, Helen wondered, “what would the young people at
McKinsey think if they knew this critical decision was made in an ice
cream parlor!” “And I wonder how many would join,” Steve Walleck
responded, “if they had to pay their own airfare to come for a job interview,
and, instead of wining and dining them, we offered them banana splits.”
For a moment, I doubted whether Helen heard Steve, since her eyes were
closed. Then she opened her eyes and gave me a full smile. “Nothing
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wrong with banana splits,” she said. “And I still prefer trains to air travel,
especially in the right company, and with improper accommodations.”

As it turned out, Helen’s fears about Chicago proved to be needless,
because Marvin went to Chicago only to be told that he was going to be
located in the New York office.9 A year later, he was running the New York
office.

The McKinsey that Marvin joined in 1933 had been founded by James
O. McKinsey, who had once been a professor of accounting at the Univer-
sity of Chicago and was a leading thinker in the importance of linking
accounting to management. Founded in either 1926 or 1927 (there are con-
flicting reports), the original firm was opened in Chicago, with the addition
of a New York office in 1932.10 Self-defining his new business as an
“accounting and management engineering firm,” McKinsey offered advice
to clients on how to use financial facts as an effective management tool and
support for management decisions. McKinsey’s initial staff included two
industrial engineers and no one with explicit training in management.

In 1935, James O. McKinsey decided to join Marshall Field briefly 
to help implement some of his suggestions, and “temporarily” merged
McKinsey with an accounting firm called Scoville, Wellington. From
Marvin’s perspective, the merger was not successful:

The most important lesson of the McKinsey, Wellington period—
and one for which we paid a high price—is that no personal ser-
vice firm can long endure dissension among the partners; that it is
never any stronger than the commitment of the partners to the
firm and to each other. Differences of opinion are healthy because
their resolution among people of goodwill leads to sounder deci-
sions. But when the guiding principles, the fundamental purposes,
philosophies, policies, values, and attitudes cannot be reconciled
rationally and emotionally, the majority had better force the
prompt resignation of the dissenters.11

Soon thereafter, in late 1937, James O. McKinsey died unexpectedly of
pneumonia (see Figure 2.1). Marvin reflected on James McKinsey’s death in
his memoirs:

In October 1937, he made an exhausting tour of the Marshall
Field mills and returned with a severe cold, which turned into
pneumonia. Since there were then no specific antibiotics for his
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FIGURE 2.1 JAMES O. MCKINSEY DEAD AT 48
(The Herald Tribune, December 1, 1937)
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type of pneumonia, he died ten days later, in November. Everyone
was stunned. Certainly I was. My hero was gone. The degree of
my admiration and affection for Mac is best reflected in the fact
that Helen and I named our third son, born the following January,
James McKinsey Bower. My personal loss was that the man I
admired most was gone; my career loss was that I had had less
than two years to learn from my mentor.12

Almost simultaneously with McKinsey’s death, the firm’s largest en-
gagement, the U.S. Steel study, came to an end, and McKinsey, Wellington,
went into a no-profit situation. That is when Marvin led a group in buy-
ing back McKinsey & Co. from the merged entity. (See Figure 2.2.)

Marvin and His Partners 
Buy McKinsey & Co.

In 1939, a mere six years after joining McKinsey & Co. as a new associ-
ate, Marvin Bower and his three partners—Guy Crockett, Dick Fletcher,
and Ewing “Zip” Reilley—bought the then 18-person accounting and
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FIGURE 2.2 CHRONOLOGY OF MARVIN BOWER’S PURCHASE OF MCKINSEY & CO.
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engineering management firm with a regional presence (primarily in the
East), a 13-year history with now problematic economics, and limited use
of the McKinsey name. Marvin continued to lead McKinsey & Co. until
1967,13 and was active in protecting and syndicating ownership of his
vision until his death in 2003.

How did the 35-year-old Marvin Bower, the distinctly junior member
of this new partnership, convince his three co-investors14 (two over 60
years old)15 to leave their careers in established institutions, invest their
money, and risk their personal assets,16 and embark on a journey to not
only build an institution but also create the heretofore unknown profession
of management consulting? Marvin was able to persuade his partners to
join him on this potentially perilous journey by articulating a clear vision
of a management consulting profession and the institution that would play
this professional role. Marvin’s concept included elements of James O.
McKinsey’s vision (e.g., bringing the facts to management, the importance
of training, the desire to work for prestigious clients), but went well
beyond Mac’s original idea and was based on experience, values, and logic
that were both convincing and transferable to others. From the moment of
acquiring ownership until his formal retirement in 1992, Marvin lived and
breathed that vision, always leading by example but never afraid to listen
to and test new ideas.

Some 12 years after Marvin’s departure from McKinsey, it is fair to say
that the story of Marvin Bower as an institution creator, profession
builder, and leader’s leader can provide valuable lessons applicable to a
variety of professions—lessons as relevant today as they were in 1939.
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C H A P T E R  3

The Profession and the Institution
Our optimism about the future was based on a solid belief
in the need for our type of service and our capacity to
deliver it. We had seen the value of our work and had
observed that client executives recognized it. . . . Although
we made no formal declaration of our goal, we did discuss
these lofty ambitions almost constantly among ourselves.
Indeed, if we had not been ambitious, optimistic, and some-
what visionary, we would never have had the courage to go
ahead at all.

—Marvin Bower, 19571

With a high level of optimism and a clear vision of the target pro-
fession and target institutional vehicle for conducting manage-

ment consulting, the four partners began their journey. (See Figure 3.1.)

The Profession: 
Management Consulting

From the outset, Marvin and his three partners had a clear vision of the
profession that would be management consulting and of the independent
and unbiased posture that would be required to create the reputation
needed to attract CEOs to their services. It was a revolutionary vision in
all regards.

The notion of management consulting was virtually unheard of at the
time. Ruth Neukom, the wife of one of the original 15 members of the
firm, remembers the challenge faced by this firm and profession:
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You must realize in the ’30s and ’40s, the term “management con-
sultant” was unknown. There were many years when it was almost
looked on as something slightly nefarious. They would say, “oh, an
efficiency expert” and that was the word that made all the men in
McKinsey draw up in horror.2

Furthermore, many people in the United States regarded business
itself as a job that was less desirable than working in professions like law or
medicine—a bias that came up in a famous discussion between Marvin
Bower and Adrian Cadbury of Cadbury Schweppes, during a lunch in
New York in the late 1950s. Cadbury remarked, “I got into business
because the legitimate careers were not open to a Quaker or third sons. I,
like most of the explorers, am a third son. The first went into the military,
the second into the ministry, and the third had nothing to do so he became
an explorer. Exploration is no longer being funded by royalty, so I became
a businessman. The more respected professions were not open to me.”3

Marvin laughed and disagreed, responding that “Business properly con-
ducted could be as high a calling as anything.”

As if those challenges weren’t enough, how likely was it that CEOs
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The Target Profession: 
Management Consulting

The provision of highly 
respected, independent, 
unbiased advice to CEOs 
of all types of businesses 
and on all types of major 
management problems
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Syndicated ownership of a strong firm 
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● Common problem-solving philosophy
● Action orientation

High-caliber, committed people

Sensitivity to external factors/aversion to
complacency

Regenerating leadership

The Target Enduring Institution: 
McKinsey & Co.

FIGURE 3.1 BUILDING AN INSTITUTION: BOWER’S TARGET VISION
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would open up to an outsider? At that time, it was rare for senior manage-
ment to discuss their most critical business issues with third parties; when
they did, they were usually faced with a disastrous business event or a spe-
cific problem that called for focused expertise—an accountant, an engi-
neer, or a lawyer.

But Marvin had a passionate belief that CEOs in America had a real
and unmet need for advice on policy and management and would be
receptive to assistance from outsiders who understood issues from their
perspective and who maintained high professional standards.

At Jones, Day, and during Marvin’s six years at McKinsey prior to buy-
ing the firm, he had various experiences that validated the value of and
respect for an outside professional adviser who could take an independent,
unbiased view of the full business. Marvin often talked about an incident
from his time at Jones, Day that illustrates the value and power of inde-
pendence and the lesson it taught him. The head of a leading local invest-
ment banking firm requested that Jones, Day assist with a merger he
wanted to bring about between Bethlehem Steel and Youngstown Iron
and Steel. He expected antitrust action by the government and wanted the
firm’s help in defending the action. Mr. Ginn (the managing director of
Jones, Day) studied the case and declined the assignment, convinced that
the merger would violate the antitrust laws. The investment banker
pointed out that fees might run to $1 million, that he was prepared to risk
losing the case, and that he would take the case to another leading Cleve-
land firm if Jones, Day turned it down. Mr. Ginn still declined.

As Marvin put it, “The news swept through the firm. It made an espe-
cially deep impression on us young associates who were expecting our
salaries to be cut (and they soon were). Our impression was further deep-
ened when the law firm that took the case and fought it long, lost it. That
news spread like wildfire through the business community. If the indepen-
dence and professional stature of Jones, Day had not been established up
to this point, Mr. Ginn’s one brilliant and courageous professional decision
established it then.”4

Marvin also remembered James O. McKinsey as a role model for tak-
ing an unbiased, independent posture at clients:

In client studies, Mac was always sensitive to the situations and
viewpoints of the people in the client organization. He realized that
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recommendations are neither accepted nor implemented on the
basis of rational factors alone. But the trait that appealed to me most
was Mac’s independence with clients. He told them the truth as he
saw it, even though it risked continuance of the relationship, and I
noticed that clients appreciated his candor. This independence was
important to me because it squared with my concept that a consult-
ing firm should show the same independence that I had seen exer-
cised at Jones, Day. I had observed how valuable that independence
was to law clients, and I knew that it would also be valuable to con-
sulting clients. I had expected Mac to be an independent person,
and I was reassured to see that independence in action.5

Marvin firmly believed that the relationship with the client required
working directly with the CEO. If the CEO were not involved in the
issue, it was not important enough. If the client were not the CEO, the key
messages might not get to the critical decision maker: “The chief executive
is the integrative force in organizations; if we take his point of view, then
we are solving problems with an integrating point of view.” This philoso-
phy stayed with Marvin throughout his consulting life, and he never feared
the repercussions of holding to this requirement. John Stewart, a director
who has been with McKinsey since 1961, relates an incident from 1982:

General Motors did not like consultants. They did not use consul-
tants, and they thought they were better than consultants or any
other firm for that matter. It was just an institutional arrogance.
Although the people themselves were not arrogant, they did have
an institutional arrogance. They began to worry a little bit, so
Roger Smith asked Marvin to come out and talk to him. Marvin
interviewed 64 people on his reconnaissance of General Motors
and reported to Roger Smith that when he had asked about Gen-
eral Motors’ strategy to deal with the imports, the Japanese cars in
particular . . . 63 of the 64 people said General Motors had no
strategy. The only person who believed that General Motors did
have a strategy was Roger Smith himself. It certainly wasn’t clear
to the next 63 people in the corporation. Concerned by this com-
munication gap, Roger asked Marvin to start work on reorganiza-
tion of North American operations. Not the corporate staff, not
overseas, not R&D, but North American operations. . . .
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North American operations reported to Jim McDonald, the
president. So when Marvin went to talk to Jim and explain how he
would go about doing such a piece of work, Jim said, “Of course,
you’ll report to me on this.” Marvin said, “No, we won’t. We only
work for the chief executive and you are the president. We will
work for Roger Smith.” Later, Jim McDonald used to shake his
head and say, “So many people have wandered through here who
are more than happy to work for the president of General Motors,
yet that man said he wouldn’t work for me. He had to work for the
chief executive.” It did not diminish Jim’s respect for Marvin. He
had a way of doing it so earnestly that even those whom he might
have otherwise affronted had respect for him.

That story about Marvin and Jim made it easier for us to work
with the hierarchy in General Motors. . . .They did not resist help
and really gave us a much easier time than they otherwise would
have. Later they told us that.6

This is but one of many instances of Marvin’s unwavering commit-
ment throughout the years to the basic premise of management consulting
that he and his partners had envisioned in 1939. As Marvin later confided
to me, “I was not about to let the General Motors effort start without the
CEO’s commitment and involvement.”7

During his early years at McKinsey, Marvin had also witnessed the
downside of failing to address strategic problems. For example, as a sub-
contractor to another third party at U.S. Steel, McKinsey had large teams
solving tactical problems and thus was unable to address the more pressing
CEO-level concerns.8

By insisting that McKinsey work with CEOs, Marvin felt he would
greatly enhance the likelihood that the firm was focused on solving “major
problems,” a critical dimension of his vision of a professional firm. How-
ever, as he pointed out in his annual speech to the firm in 1953, this was a
challenging, ongoing goal:

When I joined the firm in 1933, we were devoting most of our
time to helping executives solve major management problems;
auditing made up only a small part of our practice. In fact, nearly
all of our engagements during the middle thirties were general
surveys for banks, bondholders’ committees, and directors to
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determine what could be done to put the company on a profitable
basis.

It was during this period that we learned the basic importance
of industry trends, competitive position, and other external eco-
nomic factors. These studies gave us the raw material out of which
we later fashioned the “top-management” approach.

The start of the European war in 1939 and the later entry of
the United States into World War II gave our practice a definite
stamp of techniques. For during this period, we naturally dedicated
our efforts to solving production problems of any type at any level.

For these and other reasons, we are less positively dedicated to
devoting our time chiefly to the solution of major management
problems. . . . We have a long way to go in putting all of our man
hours on major problems. Within twenty years—and probably
within ten—we should have developed a reputation that will put
us in a position, income-wise, to pass over all assignments that do
not involve major problems.

That goal can be achieved, I believe, only as part of the over-
all development of our firm personality. It calls for our developing
increased conviction, determination, courage, and skill in identify-
ing and not accepting routine or non-major problems.9

Marvin did not just talk the talk. There are many anecdotes about how
he took definitive steps to maintain independence and ensure that the
firm’s work primarily entailed solving major management problems. For
example, he refused to work for Howard Hughes because the problem set
forth by Mr. Hughes was not, in Marvin’s opinion, the pressing problem
for Hughes’ business at the time.10 And he did not believe that Hughes
was willing to address what Marvin felt was the critical issue. All was not
lost, however; Howard Hughes was looking for a financial adviser, and
Marvin suggested that he talk to Malcolm Smith, his fraternity friend
from Brown. Malcolm worked with the Hughes organization for the next
15 years.

In 1963, Marvin sent a strong signal to his firm that solving major
business problems was at the heart of McKinsey’s professional makeup
when he fired an ostensibly successful partner in Chicago who worked
often with Mead Johnson.11 In fact, one of the primary reasons the partner
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was fired was for doing an excessive amount of work for Mead Johnson,
much of which did not meet the “major problem” standard. Everyone in
the firm knew about the firing almost immediately and knew the reasons
behind the decision. How unusual was this type of action? Typically, in a
service firm, firings would occur for the opposite reason—namely, failure
to bring in enough business or revenue. As Marvin’s action demonstrated,
protecting the vision and reputation of McKinsey & Co. meant that the
firm would resist temptation to seek business or revenue at any cost.

In communicating his vision of the profession, Marvin was precise in
his use of language. Marvin made a point of articulating this precision. In
a 1953 presentation, Marvin said:

We are what we speak—it defines us—it is our image. We don’t
have customers, we have clients. We don’t serve within an indus-
try, we are a profession. We are not a company, we are not a busi-
ness. We are a firm. We don’t have employees, we have firm
members and colleagues who have individual dignity. We don’t
have business plans, we have aspirations. We don’t have rules, we
have values. We are management consultants only. We are not
managers, promoters, or constructors. And we are no longer exec-
utive recruiters. The big development in concentrating our efforts
in our own field came in 1939 when we severed our affiliations
with Scovell, Wellington & Company, then exclusively an audit-
ing firm. At that time, we gave up calling ourselves “management
engineers” and pioneered in using the designation “management
consultants.” Over the years, since 1939, we have resisted various
excursions into side lines; and our convictions in this aspect of our
firm personality are deep and well crystallized.12

And throughout the years, even as potentially lucrative opportuni-
ties arose, Marvin Bower stuck with the management consultant path.
Any major deviations or sidelines, in his estimation, would undermine
McKinsey’s reputation and ability to perform as an unbiased, independent
adviser to their clients.

Gary MacDougal, currently the head of the Illinois Republican party,
the retired chairman and CEO of Mark Controls, and a partner who was
with McKinsey from 1963 through 1969, remembers Marvin’s negative
response to one such opportunity in 1965:
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We ended up in the L.A. office having two of the five biggest
mergers in the country that year. . . . So we actually built a com-
puter model that had the capability to evaluate acquisitions just
like other capital investments—cash flow, et cetera. It was success-
ful enough that Kidder Peabody wanted to buy it for $50,000. The
word came back that Marvin said no, we were not in the business
of selling software, we were a firm that did strategic consulting for
boards of directors and it would be a conflict if we were building
software to serve a client and sold it to somebody else.13

Because the vision of management consulting as a targeted profession
was revolutionary, management consultants had to earn stellar reputations in
order for the profession to be widely accepted and valued. This requirement
presented somewhat of a circular challenge. A professional firm working
hand in hand with top management executives to successfully solve major
management problems would, by definition, develop a favorable reputation;
however, at the same time, a professional service firm would be unlikely to
gain access to top management without a favorable reputation.

To avoid getting in a cart before the horse situation, Marvin worked
hard at building the firm’s reputation throughout his time at McKinsey.14

For example, in 1939 and 1940 he wrote several articles addressing orga-
nizational and financial issues with which U.S. companies were struggling
at the time: “Untangling the Corporate Harness”; “Unleashing the
Department Store—A Practical Concept of Department Store Organiza-
tion”; “Beating the Executive Market”; and “The Management Viewpoint
in Credit Extension.” In 1939, he made a dozen speeches at professional
organizations, played countless rounds of golf with prospective clients,
lunched with executives at every opportunity, and encouraged everyone
else at McKinsey to do the same.

Marvin’s early experience at McKinsey had taught him that great con-
sultants were not necessarily great salespeople and that selling a service
was difficult even for the best salespeople. James O. McKinsey had hired
great salesmen who, while having a track record of successful sales of phys-
ical products, were simply unable to sell professional services. Marvin did
not view this as a disadvantage because he had also seen the pull created by
Jones, Day’s reputation.

As Marvin explained in a 1951 training program:

The Profession and the Institution 31

11131_Edersheim_c03_f.qxd  2/10/04  3:24 PM  Page 31



Genuine and sincere application of the professional approach
must start with our approach to new clients.

It is our policy not to solicit clients or advertise our services—
not because it is unethical but because to do so is inconsistent
with the professional approach. We can’t advertise our services
or solicit clients without making implied promises of what we
can do for clients. Since we don’t, at the outset, know what we
can accomplish, such promises do not meet high professional
standards.

Furthermore, the professional approach to attracting clients
helps get action on our recommendations. If we are asked to help
(and we make proper arrangements), then the client feels some
responsibility to aid us in our work and to act on our recommen-
dations. There is a psychological but real difference in attitude
between the client who has asked for our help and the one who
has been “sold” and hence has a “show-me” attitude.15

In short, Marvin viewed management consulting as a profession, not a
business. He believed that, as with doctors and lawyers, McKinsey & Co.’s
reputation and its clients would come from putting client interests first,
conducting themselves ethically at all times, only taking on work where
they knew they could provide true value, and maintaining their indepen-
dence by always telling clients the truth—not always the practice in 
the early days of consulting. Warren Cannon, a director who was with
McKinsey from 1949 through 1988, says that Marvin “picked these princi-
ples, not believing they were God-given, but principles that he really
believed in. In almost every case that I know of, he was absolutely right.
They were in the long-term interest of the firm.”16

The Institution: McKinsey & Co.
Early in his professional career, Marvin had seen many great institutions fail.
He had also seen the power of Jones, Day, a high-caliber professional firm
that respected its employees and gave them the opportunity to grow and
achieve peak performance during the dispiriting years of the Great Depres-
sion. Bower knew that if McKinsey & Co. were to similarly empower its
people, it could not be hierarchical—the cause of many business failures 
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during the Depression and a barrier to the all-important flow of information
to the CEO. Yet, virtually every organization in 1939 was structured as
“command and control.” Marvin recognized that his professional goal could
only be met by creating an environment in which the youngest possible peo-
ple felt free—if not compelled—to tell the truth, even when they disagreed
with the boss. With this requirement in mind, Marvin conceived his vision
of the institution as one firm with:

• A national presence, with multiple regional offices
• Syndicated ownership of a strong firm personality characterized by

common values (including the right/obligation to dissent), and a
common problem-solving/action-oriented philosophy

• High-caliber, talented, and committed people who were joining a
career firm and would be active participants in the expression of
the firm’s personality and supported by sustainable economics

• Sensitivity to external factors/aversion to complacency
• Regenerating leadership so that the viability of the institution would

never depend on a single generation of leaders

National Presence

To aspire to a national presence, when no other professional firm had
launched regional offices, was a groundbreaking goal. The logic for a
national presence was twofold.17 First, professional respect in Marvin’s
mind was integrally tied to community involvement; therefore, for 
McKinsey & Co. to be involved with leading communities, local offices
were required. Second, the targeted clients (major companies) were at that
time increasingly national in scope themselves and could be better served
if McKinsey & Co. had offices in close proximity. Having a single office
serving a national marketplace would require sending teams to client sites
for prolonged periods of time, increasing the likelihood that key associates
would get burned out. This was a cost Marvin would not tolerate given the
importance of people assets to the success of his vision. In fact, this desire
for a national presence was the primary reason that Marvin parted ways
with A. Tom Kearney, James O. McKinsey’s first partner and head of the
Chicago office in 1939. Tom felt that the firm should be Chicago-based,
sending teams out to clients in any location in the country, no matter how
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distant. Although Marvin had great respect for Tom, this was a point of
contention where Marvin was unwilling to compromise.

Strong Firm Personality

Defining, building, and syndicating the right firm personality was an
absolute cornerstone of Marvin’s vision of the institution. As he said at a
staff conference in 1953:

A distinctive and attractive personality is the key to building an
outstanding reputation for a professional firm. And—except for
its personnel—a good reputation is a professional firm’s most
valuable earning asset.18

Marvin contended that the “personality” of a professional
firm—like that of an individual—can be roughly defined as the
total impression that the firm makes on those who come in con-
tact with it or who hear or read about it. Thus the total impression
that a firm makes depends on two principal factors: the collective
personal impressions made by each individual, and the firm’s
objectives, major policies, and working approaches that guide (or
should guide) each individual in what he or she does, writes, and
says in carrying on firm activities.

Marvin then went on to say:

Hence, the development of our firm personality is controlled by (1)
our skill in selecting our consulting and operating staffs, (2) our
skill in establishing objectives, policies, and working approaches,
and (3) our effectiveness in communicating those objectives, poli-
cies, and working approaches to every individual and persuading
him or her to follow them as positive guides to everyday action. We
know our people make favorable personal impressions. Our major
tasks, then, are those of communication and leadership.

Just picture the power our firm could develop if the daily actions
of each of us were really guided by the same objectives, policies, and
working approaches. Day in and day out we would have people
from coast to coast acting in unison and writing and saying words
geared to the same concepts. Since our client executives and direc-
tors are the most influential business and government people in
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America, we could rapidly become an even more potent force for
good management than we are now.

Advancement toward that unattainable goal of complete unity
has always been the underlying objective of these annual staff con-
ferences. So we gather here again today to deepen our convictions
about the firm personality and to further unify our actions in mak-
ing that personality effective in daily action.19

With every passing year, Marvin’s convictions about the power of a
shared institutional personality only deepened, as he confirmed in 1974
when he wrote:

Any group of people that works together for years develops a phi-
losophy, a tradition, a set of common values. One of the highest
achievements in leadership is the ability to shape those values in a
way that builds successful institutions. At its most practical level, the
benefit of a managed value system is that it guides the actions of our
people at all levels and in every part of our widespread empire;
therefore, it permits greater self-control and self-governance. In a
profession where service is all we offer, and where the majority of
our professionals are relatively new, a strong culture that guides
individual action is crucial. Our heritage [is] the ideas that have
always guided our destiny.20

At Marvin’s McKinsey & Co., the key characteristics that defined the
firm personality were:

• Professional-value-based leadership by all. While Marvin provided
important direction and constant reinforcement of all that was
important to the success of the firm and the external embracing of
management consulting as a valuable supplement to business man-
agement, he was not the “king.” Rather, all in the firm were
empowered to be leaders.

• A common problem-solving approach designed to rapidly get to
the heart of the matter and spawn insightful, powerful solutions.

• A constant push (and creation of client pull) for meaningful action
that took companies far along the path to success.

Marvin worked hard to syndicate adoption of the firm’s personality by
every new associate joining McKinsey & Co. Don Gogel, president and
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CEO of Clayton, Dubilier & Rice, Inc. (a private equity investment firm),
who was with McKinsey from 1976 through 1985, remembers his first
encounter with Marvin:

In the summer of 1973, before I went back to law school, I was
invited to a lunch with Marvin, who routinely took out new asso-
ciates. Marvin talked to us about the firm philosophy. He spoke so
articulately you thought he was reading from a script. But, of
course, he never had notes, and he went down the list of things
that he thought made McKinsey & Co. a unique institution and
why he thought they were important.

That was really the first time I heard, from the source,
descriptions of things like the one-firm philosophy and what it
meant to always put the client’s interests first, why language was
important and the way we described our client relationships and
our engagements was very important to him. He didn’t like the
more crass, commercial language that some of the other consult-
ing firms used about customers as opposed to clients. He really
didn’t like people saying, “Well, I did this job for General
Motors.” He thought it diminished the quality of the professional
relationship.

He talked a lot about the importance of teamwork within the
firm and why McKinsey & Co. was stronger because its engage-
ment teams were able to function as a team. And, he really defined
for me the essence of what it was like to work in a professional
firm. It was great.21

Professional-Value-Based Leadership

Professional values are not personal values; they fundamentally differ in
substance and purpose. In the legal profession, for example, of the nine
canons of the law, five of them have to do with confidentiality, building
trust, avoiding the appearance of impropriety, putting the client’s interest
first, and competence. The other four involve building the profession and
protecting it from competition. However, Marvin Bower’s example shows
the power of living by business values with the same rigor and integrity as
personal values. He believed that business values establish a mind-set and
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a compass for decisions made and actions taken. They provide parameters
that define the business’s objectives and means of competition and serving
customers as they support the longer-term gain of the business. They
involve a deliberate choice of means to achieve ends and serve as guide-
lines for all sorts of decisions in the pursuit. (See Figure 3.2.)

Professional values are not financial objectives. As Marvin often
stated, while financial considerations cannot be ignored, business goals
must not be financial; if they are, the business will fail to serve its cus-
tomers and ultimately enjoy less profit.

Marvin incorporated business values and value-based logic and con-
viction in his work with CEOs, the analysis and resolution of business
problems, and the creation of a self-renewing institution—McKinsey &
Co. Business leaders have repeatedly talked about how they learned a les-
son from Marvin on the essential importance of business values to their
own leadership. Andrall Pearson, president and COO of Pepsico for 14
years, founding chairman of Yum! Brands, and with McKinsey from 1954
through 1970, credits Marvin with teaching him the importance of work
environments, which he then focused on at both Pepsico and Yum!
Brands.22 Sir John Banham, former head of the English Audit Commis-
sion, credits what he learned from Marvin with influencing virtually all
critical decisions in setting up and running the commission.23 Joe Con-
nor, the former senior partner of Price Waterhouse, credits the advice
Marvin gave them in the early 1980s with being part of the reason that
Price Waterhouse is not where Arthur Anderson is today.24

When every decision maker inside a company is making business
decisions founded on a set of principles about what is important for the
business and the way the business is conducted—or, as Marvin would say,
“the way things are done around here”—the business has become a value-
based institution that does not rely on a single leader.

Marvin’s steadfast conviction that there was a need for integrity—and
the respect-based business values that would be logically applied by all
decision makers in a given company—was developed early, as we have seen
from the role models in his family. The concrete form and specificity in the
content of his business values resulted from his experience with those 
failing companies during the Great Depression in the early 1930s and
other lessons learned while at Jones, Day, and during his early years as a
McKinsey & Co. consultant.
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FIGURE 3.2 PERSONALITY: CONSULTANT WHO ALSO MANAGES

(The New York Times, July 23, 1967 © The New York Times Company)
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Marvin’s value-based leadership qualities that were admired and emu-
lated can be summarized as six sets of characteristics, some of which may
seem paradoxical; but Marvin was able to strike the right balance in his
leadership, thus interlocking these puzzle pieces into a coherent, cohesive
pilotage. Had WorldCom, Enron, and other recently failed businesses
been guided by Marvin Bower’s business values, they would not have
imploded. Marvin’s success and the success of those who learned from him
came from the following value-based leadership qualities.

1. Put the client’s interests first and separate yourself from the job. In a let-
ter on leadership that Eisenhower wrote in 1967, he commented on advice
Marvin had given him, “an admonition of a man whom I admired greatly.”
Eisenhower wrote that Marvin had said, “Always take your job seriously,
never yourself.”25 This capability enabled Marvin to understand his flaws
as well as his strengths and do what was best for the client. For example,
when a client was a particularly sensitive individual and not amenable to
being “beaten up by the facts,” or was arrogant in style, Marvin recognized
that he was not the right person for such situations and would ask Everett
Smith or Carl Hoffman, two of his early partners, to step in and manage
the relationship. On the other hand, Marvin never held back the truth
from a client: That would not have been in the client’s best interest. As
Harvey Golub, the retired chairman of American Express and formerly
with McKinsey 1966 through 1973 and 1977 through 1983, remembers
from his early days with McKinsey in 1966, if there was one thing to
always keep at the top of his mind, it was to serve clients well:

When I joined the firm, I went out to lunch with Ron Daniel,
who was then a group leader in the New York office. During
lunch, I said to him, “Ron, can you tell me what it is I have to do
to make it around here?” I was really asking, What are the impor-
tant things? And he said, “Serve clients well over an extended
period of time.” I said, “Come on, Ron, tell me what you really
have to do to make it here.” And he said something like, “If you
believe anything else, you won’t be successful.” He didn’t tell me
how to serve clients well. He didn’t tell me what the other things
were. But I believed him. How did he pick that up? He picked
that up from Marvin, and from Gil Clee [the managing director of
the firm who followed Marvin], and other early partners at that
time. There are very few CEOs who have ever created something
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that will outlast them for that kind of period of time. You know,
Alfred Sloan, Thomas Edison, but it is not a long list.26

2. Be consistent yet open-minded. Marvin Bower was consistent in his val-
ues, in culture, in mission, and in the respect he accorded others. He knew
who he was, what he believed in, and what he could or could not accomplish.
Every individual he encountered during his long life met the same Marvin
Bower, a man who never told people what he thought they wanted to hear
and who ignored ephemeral management fads and fashions. But, according
to all those who knew him, he unfailingly recognized real change, learned
from it, and mastered it. Al Gordon, who was with Kidder Peabody from
1931 through 1994, and chairman from 1957 through 1986, saw Marvin “as
someone who was listening to learn—he wanted every fact and view he
could collect to better understand. He wasn’t listening to attack. He was lis-
tening to learn.”27 Another observer cited an apparent contradiction: “He
was a very conservative man and still open-minded. He really was.”28 In a
training program in the early 1950s, Marvin explained his philosophy: “Per-
haps the most important requirement of all for seizing our opportunities is
the maintenance by firm [McKinsey] members generally of open-minded,
broad-gauged, and flexible attitudes. Our internal resistance to change has
been, at times, exasperating and frustrating. Although we should of course
avoid hasty decisions and ill-considered moves, we must also cultivate a
greater internal willingness to do new things and to try new ways.”29

3. Center problem solving on the facts and on the front line. Marvin’s rev-
erence for facts is legendary. He always insisted on assembling the essen-
tial facts, including external facts, to create a context for a business’s
behavior; analyzing where the facts pointed; and having the determination
to follow the fact trail wherever it led. He was a master of making sure the
right facts were captured and of weaving concepts and details together in a
way that was compelling and action-driven. He also recognized that busi-
ness problem solving is often about externally driven change and that the
need to change is often first understood and can only be brought about by
those on the front line—the salesperson interfacing with the customer, the
machine operator struggling with a difficult design, or the demanding ser-
vice requirement. In 1992, while advising McKinsey & Co. on revamping
its value statement, Marvin began by interviewing the firm’s frontline
associates to capture their sense of the values and related issues.
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4. View problems and decisions in the context of the whole and in terms of
the immediate actions to be taken. Although Marvin valued the importance
of facts, he also believed that isolated facts do not lead to solutions; rather,
having imagination and context to see where the facts lead creates solu-
tions and paths. During Marvin’s 59 years with McKinsey, there wasn’t a
business meeting he attended that didn’t begin with his asking about how
a problem fit into the bigger picture and how this should be factored into
an action plan. The value and reputation of management consulting can be
diminished by analyses and recommendations that lie idle on the shelf.
The inventor of this profession was committed to making sure action did
happen—action that was consistent with the mission of the company and
that had fast payback both emotionally and financially.

5. Inspire and require people to be their best. Somehow or other, Marvin
managed to make the firm and its work extremely important to each mem-
ber. It became, for most, the largest, most important thing in their working
lives. Marvin, more than anyone else, created that environment by working
at it endlessly and in countless ways: in casual comments, in training meet-
ings, in staff conversations, in memoranda. Simultaneously, Marvin could
be ruthless. For example, he believed that no moment should go to waste,
and that consultants should use their lunch time to meet with and touch
base with old and potential clients. Associates in New York were afraid to
go out for lunch with a friend to a restaurant Marvin might patronize,
because if he saw you there, he might remind everyone in the office that
lunch was not a social hour but another opportunity for people at the firm
to use their time effectively. And he might cite you as an example of poor
time management.

6. Communicate the values of the company over and over again to ensure
that people in the firm will understand them, embrace them, and translate them
into action. Marvin tirelessly and constantly preached the values that
formed the firm’s personality without the message becoming stale and
heard but ignored. Warren Cannon remembers how Marvin always man-
aged to bring the firm’s values to life: “He did it in a way that I never found
repetitive or boring because he seized on instance after instance that illus-
trated either the power of the message, the way in which we could do what
we set out to do, or the mistakes that we were making. Far more often, he
would talk about good things and name names. He never passed up an
opportunity to celebrate success. Every time somebody negotiated a study
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the way he thought it ought to be negotiated and he found out about it, he
would tell people and give credit and praise for it. When people took risks
with clients because they were doing what they thought was best for the
client, and he found out about it, he would talk about it in detail.”30

When the firm’s fundamental values were violated, Marvin took swift
and decisive action, as he did in 1959, sending a clear message to his orga-
nization. Chuck Ames, the retired chairman of Acme Cleveland, and a
partner of Clayton, Dubilier & Rice, Inc., who was with McKinsey from
1957 through 1972, remembers one such instance:

The best performing associate in the office was Gerry Andlinger.
He was very smart and viewed as key. He was working with
Stromberg Carlson on a top management organization study. He
had recommended an organization change and the creation of a
new officer’s position, and recommended himself for the position.
I don’t think he recommended himself in writing, but in discus-
sions with the client he recommended himself for that job. He was
doing work for Dawes Bibby who was a good friend of Marvin’s.
[Dawes] called Marvin . . . and told him what had happened.
Marvin asked Gerry if this was true, and Gerry said, “Yes.” So
Marvin said, “You have 30 minutes to clear out. You’re all done.
And if you need some help, I’ll be glad to get the building services
to help you get your things out, but you’re out.” That was it.

Gerry was clearly the smartest, if not one of the two or three
smartest guys in the firm. He was a real loss to the firm, but that
didn’t make any difference to Marvin. His position was that you live
by these principles or you’re out of here. Marvin made a point of
communicating that what Gerry did is not how we run the firm. I
think this was on a Friday, and Gerry had a dinner party that night.
My wife and I were there. I said, “Gerry, I’m sorry to hear about
this.” Gerry said, “No, he did the right thing. I violated principles, I
got caught, it’s the right thing—throw me out.”31

This event left its mark on a number of people. As Ron Daniel, man-
aging director of McKinsey from 1976 through 1988, and currently active
with McKinsey and a member of the Harvard Corporation, described it: “I
always remember the time Marvin was willing to sacrifice one of the most
talented resources in the firm when we needed talent—it didn’t take him
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five seconds to make the decision. When I asked him about the loss,
Marvin responded, ‘If you are not willing to take pain to live by your prin-
ciples, there is no point in having principles.’ ”32

As Everett Smith, an early partner, described listening to Marvin
speak: “I used to sit there and say, ‘That son of a bitch. He’s going to do it
again.’ He’d charm them right out of their socks again, give them the old
pitch and the boys would go away just all pepped up, including me. I began
to believe it. I said, ‘He’s got the vision and we can do it.’ ”33

Marvin was able to live with these apparent paradoxes and garner
respect and trust from virtually everyone he knew or worked with. As Jack
Dempsey who joined McKinsey in 1987, described Marvin:

He was plenty smart and plenty stylistic. But what I admired most
was his absolutely compelling, unemotional logic, absolute dis-
arming candor, a directness that was completely untainted by self-
interest, and an unwillingness to mince words. [I also admired his]
unbelievable precision in communications, and yet simple style,
almost monosyllabic . . . every word concise, simple, well chosen.
The last thing you came away with was that Marvin was just
absolutely relentless in constantly thinking about how to make us
better.34

Integrity-based business values and the discipline to adhere to them
are more important today than ever before. As businesses grow and
increasingly cross and link cultures and countries, and as communications
change in scope and speed, so grows the importance and power of adher-
ing to a meaningful and enduring set of business values as a compass that
can keep a firm on course through challenging and increasingly complex
situations.

As noted in John Dewey’s Ethics, published in 1908 (a book that was
still on Marvin’s shelf at the time of his death), ethics and culture are con-
nected etymologically: “The terms ‘ethics’ and ‘ethical’ are derived from a
Greek word ethos which originally meant customs, usages, especially those
belonging to some group as distinguished from another, and later came to
mean disposition, character.”35 Thus, it is the business values that create
the culture of a given company. And, as history shows, an institution’s cul-
ture determines its success or failure.
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Common Problem-Solving Approach

The firm’s values constituted the glue holding the firm’s personality together,
with the overarching value to always put the client’s interests first. And the
common problem-solving approach was crafted with the client’s best inter-
ests in mind.

In order to best serve CEOs, it would be necessary to adopt a top
management mind-set that considered critical external factors while
simultaneously mining important information from deep within the orga-
nization that typically did not flow up to senior executives. This would
enable the consultant to focus on the right problem(s) and solve problems
in a prioritized fashion.

As described by Marvin in a 1941 training program:

The top-management approach calls for consideration of external
factors, such as industry trends and competitive position. If we are
to establish a reputation as solvers of major management prob-
lems, we must be able to identify and evaluate the impact of eco-
nomic, social, and political trends; we must consider these forces
in formulating policy and organization recommendations.

Thus, the top-management approach has these essential
characteristics:

1. We make an overall diagnosis before we decide on the
specific problems to be solved.

2. We determine the order in which problems should be
solved. We try to persuade the client to let us put first
things first.

3. In the solution of problems, we take an integrating
approach and recognize that: (a) external factors are usu-
ally important in the solution of internal problems; (b)
very few problems can be solved in any single department
or section of the business or government agency.36

What Marvin wanted to avoid was an institution that did a good job
of answering the wrong question. He constantly advised his teams of con-
sultants to make sure they were answering the right question and not
[simply] fixing a signal of the problem. He said, “The most frequent cause
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of failures in business is not people who answered the right questions
incorrectly, but people who answered the wrong questions correctly. I have
seen many companies “incrementalize” themselves into a corner, through a
series of small—what appeared optimal—decisions, often based on erro-
neous assumptions.”37

Marvin also was quick to remind his organization that, as consultants,
they were often better positioned than client personnel to uncover the
right questions. He maintained that being in an organization [as opposed
to being an external consultant] is an advantage, because you understand
the power structure. But, it is also a disadvantage because you take, as
given, things that are really only assumptions.38

Pinpointing the right problem was crucial if McKinsey & Co. was to
help its clients avoid failures—and Marvin’s early experience at Jones, Day
and at McKinsey & Co. had brought him face to face with numerous busi-
ness failures. He believed that such failures stemmed from top manage-
ment’s disconnect with reality—not only the reality of internal signals
from the front line that something big was amiss, but also the reality of
external changes and trends. In stressing the importance of external fac-
tors, Marvin often told the Pierce Arrow story:

In 1934—about a year after I joined the firm—I was assigned to a
study of the Pierce Arrow Motor Car Company, which had closed
down and was in bankruptcy. The purpose of our study, which was
made at the insistence of creditors, was to determine whether the
company should be refinanced.

The “Pierce Arrow” was the “Rolls Royce” of its day—
outstanding in engineering, distinctive in styling, and highly
prized. The reason for the failure quickly became clear—the car
had been priced out of the market and the less expensive line
that had been developed came too late to save the business. We
recommended immediate liquidation; but the local banks (in
Buffalo) pumped in another million dollars before the company
sputtered and died.

. . . That close look at the agonizing death of a business giant
is seared in my memory. It stimulated me, as a student of manage-
ment, to discover for myself what has been discovered by others:
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The success of any enterprise requires that it be kept effectively
responsive to its environment.39

Marvin could see that the rate of external change was accelerating,
creating major challenges for many businesses. During the 1950s, Marvin
often quoted Sir Charles (C.P.) Snow’s The Two Cultures and the Scientific
Revolution:

During all human history until this century, the rate of social
change has been very slow. So slow, that it would pass unnoticed
in one person’s lifetime. That is no longer so. The rate of change
has increased so much that our imagination can’t keep up. There is
bound to be more social change, affecting more people, in the next
decade than in any before. There is bound to be more change
again, in the 1970s.40

An integrated approach would be required to solve business problems
created by an ever increasing rate of external change. Marvin’s basic con-
cept of integration was derived from James O. McKinsey, whose book
Budgetary Control is credited with being the first book on budgetary
accounting—using accounting as a holistic, integrative mechanism to help
manage a business, and the general survey outline, a consulting tool origi-
nated by McKinsey to look across a business before diving into a prob-
lem.41 McKinsey is profiled in The Golden Book of Management by Lyndall
F. Urwick, which describes the life and work of pioneers in management.

Having grasped this unifying principle, he [McKinsey] had one
intellectual advantage over the majority of his contemporaries in
management who had been trained as engineers; his basic education
in law and accountancy had taught him to look at a business as a
whole. From this appreciation of every business as a unity, coupled
with his practical experience as a management consultant, flowed
his special contributions to management thought and practice.42

Action Orientation

Solving the right problems with the right perspective was at the core of the
problem-solving approach that Marvin promoted. However, at the end of
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the day, a great solution was of little value sitting on a shelf unimplemented.
Shortly after joining McKinsey & Co., Marvin had an encounter that he
would never forget in his drive to move clients to action:

Back in 1933, I took the train from Cleveland the night before I
reported for work in New York. On the train I met Aims C. Coney,
then a vice president of a Cleveland bank and now a vice president
of the Mellon Bank in Pittsburgh and a director of two client com-
panies. Aims asked where I was going and I told him I had joined
a management engineering firm, as the field was then known.

Aims’s comment still comes clearly to mind. “The trouble with
management engineers,” he said, “is that they write up improve-
ment programs in nicely bound reports and then go on their way.
In my desk are at least six reports containing what seem to be
sound recommendations about which nobody is doing anything. If
your new firm can get its clients to adopt its recommendations, I
predict a brilliant future for it.”

Naturally, when I reported for work the next morning, I began
to explore our performance in getting action on our recommenda-
tions. I was disappointed in my findings. That aspect of our firm
personality did not shine forth. In fact, we were guilty as charged.43

Getting clients to adopt recommendations requires client ownership
of recommendations. From this, the notion of working in partnership with
the client was born. If the effort were perceived as being isolated from the
client, no matter how right or applicable the recommendations were, they
would likely be viewed as threatening or not relevant. Harvey Golub
remembers how, as a partner at McKinsey & Co., he had to stand firm to
establish the right working model with Gulf Oil:

I was invited to go to visit Gulf Oil in Pittsburgh. I met with the
president, a fellow named Tommy Lee, about a strategy project
that he wanted to undertake for one of the four major businesses
within Gulf Oil. . . . He indicated that the man who was currently
head of it would be stepping down in about a year and retiring and
somebody else would get the job. And having laid out the strategy,
the new person coming in would be well prepared and have the
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blueprint for going ahead. I explained to Tommy that I did not
think that was the right way to go . . . he ought to figure out who
should be the replacement and have him work on the team so that
the strategy [was] his and therefore would get implemented.
Tommy said he didn’t think that was right and he didn’t want 
to do it.

I was disappointed. I went back to New York. Marvin asked
me how it went and I explained the situation. Without any hesi-
tancy at all, he said, “You did exactly the right thing.” And he
wrote a memo to the firm, explaining why not doing the work at
Gulf Oil was the right thing.

About three months later, I got a call from Tommy saying they
had rethought the issue and had concluded that I was correct. He
asked if I would now do the study as they had identified the per-
son who would take over the unit and work with me as the project
manager. I said, “Sure, and we started the work.” I told Marvin
about that. And he said, “Marvelous.” [He] wrote another memo
that started out, “Remember when I told you what Harvey did
with Gulf three months ago; well here’s what’s happened since.”44

This need for client action was something Marvin continually empha-
sized. In a speech in the 1950s, he said:

Our greatest opportunity for personality improvement during the
next 20 years is found in stepping up our effectiveness in getting
clients to adopt our recommendations. We have much to learn in
the techniques of getting action. We have even more to learn in
developing the courage and skill to become better negotiators and
better persuaders.45

High-Caliber, Talented, and Committed People

Marvin’s early professional experience at Jones, Day had convinced him
that the two most important assets a professional firm could possess were
its reputation and the caliber and professional standards of its people. Cer-
tainly, these assets went hand in hand, since reputation would be, in a large
part, determined by the aggregate of individual impressions made by each
member of the firm.

48 McKinsey’s Marvin Bower

11131_Edersheim_c03_f.qxd  2/10/04  3:24 PM  Page 48



Marvin needed to create an institution that would attract and retain
high-caliber people and grow and harvest their professional skills, enabling
each one to contribute to a positive reputation for the firm. Such an out-
come would reinforce the firm’s external reputation, growing its client base,
thereby increasing McKinsey & Co.’s ability to continue to attract high-
caliber employees.

Attracting and retaining the best people meant creating a firm in
which smart people could be proud of the culture, their work, and their
impact in the business world and could be part of an externally legiti-
mate, valued profession. And Marvin envisioned a significant invest-
ment in training and in his personal commitment of time to people, in
return for which firm members would not live for the moment, but
rather have a genuine concern for the ongoing viability and sustainabil-
ity of the firm for their successors. The consultants also had to make rea-
sonable money—not as much as an entrepreneur, but, like a lawyer or
doctor, enough to make a good living. Beyond that, Marvin needed to
create the very best group of collectively energized talent—not just good
individuals, but people who could work effectively together within the
context of the firm’s personality and work well with clients. This, in turn,
meant hiring raw talent, right out of school, rather than experienced
“experts.” Based on what he had seen in the law, Marvin valued imagina-
tion more than experience.

Alignment with Firm Values/Culture

Marvin sought individuals who were comfortable with both the CEO and
the frontline employees, and who believed in and would be committed to
the firm’s values: The more those values were articulated and adapted, the
stronger the pull for both new, high-quality employees and new, high-
quality clients.

In linking the culture and the people, Marvin said in a 1954 speech:

The professional approach—when skillfully and personally applied
on the job by partners and principals—cuts people turnover in these
ways:

1. Seeing good work done by “pros” builds confidence all
around.
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2. If associates see the office making solid growth accom-
plishment based on good performance, they gain confi-
dence in the firm and are less likely to be receptive to
outside offers.

3. A true concentration on the professional approach gives
real “tone” to the office; and this builds good morale in
the staff.

4. Turning down assignments that cannot be properly nego-
tiated shows confidence of the firm in itself—and this
helps build morale that holds associates.46

In fact, the culture/value system was key to retaining people and build-
ing their commitment to the firm and to a profession that was relatively new
and, in the early years, unproven. As John Stewart describes his experience:

After three or four weeks with the firm and on a study looking 
at a possible merger for Harris Intertype and Itek, we met with
Marvin at his round table.

We began going through the draft document. I was really just
a fact finder. I had had very little experience. I had been in a
merger but had never done one and Marvin started making state-
ments about Itek that didn’t ring true to me, and having been
brought up in a hierarchical corporation, I felt you didn’t talk 
back when you didn’t know someone. But I’d been told that at
McKinsey you had to call things as you saw them. I heard him
rework positions with other team members earlier in the hour,
searching for what was right.

So, finally at one point Marvin said, “Isn’t that right?” I then
said, “Mr. Bower,” and he interrupted me and told me to call him
Marvin. I said with great trepidation, “No sir, it is not right,” and
I explained why we ought to conclude something different. And
Marvin said, “Oh, thank you,” and crossed out what he had writ-
ten and wrote out what I said. I thought, “Wow, this is different,
this is really different.” So, here it was in living color and I was
impressed. As you can tell, 1961 was 41 years ago and I still
remember it. Because here was someone who was doing what he
said we should do and demonstrating to a young associate what
the firm was about. That was impressive.47
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Fred Gluck, managing director of McKinsey & Co. from 1988 through
1994 and currently advising McKinsey, describes how the firm’s values
became very clear and attractive to him during his first study experience in
1967:

I was on an R&D strategy study for Owens Corning. The team
was not delivering the right value. On my way out one night, I ran
into Marvin and he asked me how things were going and I told
him. The next morning when I arrived at my desk at 8 A.M., there
was a note to see Marvin. I thought, “My God, I won’t have any
work.” When I arrived in Marvin’s office, Rod Carnegie, the part-
ner in charge of the study was on the phone. They were discussing
what was the right thing to do. They decided not to charge the
client for the effort to date and to modify what we were doing over
the next few months. I walked out thinking this is a firm I want to
be part of.48

Mac Stewart, who joined McKinsey & Co. in 1952, captures the
uniqueness of being a part of McKinsey:

The first delightful experience I had was that I had no boss, that I
was not a boss. And having been in the army for six years and hav-
ing worked for an advertising agency, and having had an executive
job at a paper company, this was just delightful. No boss. And this
obligation to dissent. This was Marvin’s principle. It came directly
from him. If you read his principles, he dissented on his first study,
right in the beginning, and laid the groundwork. And very few
people have the guts to dissent.49

Not only did Marvin respect the right to dissent, he let others learn
from experience by giving them the freedom to try things that he did not
always believe in. Quincy Hunsicker, a now retired director who joined
McKinsey in 1963, offers a powerful example:

Rod Carnegie, a new partner at the time, and I suggested taking
stock rather than fees for a company that was in the process of
reorganization. And Marvin was quite open. He said, “I wouldn’t
do it. Because I don’t think it is the way we ought to consult. I’m
opposed to it, but if you guys think it’s a good thing and want to
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try it, try it.” He was very remarkable—for someone who was so
innately conservative to be able to take so many risks. His idea
[was] that if you get disappointed, you will learn. You will learn
better than you ever would if I told you and didn’t let you try. It
was a controllable situation. And it didn’t work. And we both
learned a lesson. No matter how smart you think you are, some-
times there are things you can’t turn around and don’t overestimate
your ability to work miracles.50

Clearly, the lack of a hierarchical structure in the McKinsey & Co.
culture was both novel and compelling for its employees. From the begin-
ning of his ownership of the firm, Marvin promoted the notion of “hiring
people with knowledge we didn’t have and who are better than ourselves.”
David Hertz, one of the pioneers in the field of operations research,
remembers being hired by Marvin in 1962:

Marvin was a little bit scared of technology—I was a technologist.
He recognized the need for problem-solving tools. When I first
met him, Marvin wanted to know what we did in this strange
world of operations research. Marvin was a curious guy—he was
easy for me to get along with. He was very curious about what I
knew and why I knew it. What did I know that Marvin felt that
he ought to know, and how could it help management . . .51

Training and Commitment of Marvin’s Personal Time

Not only did Marvin want to start with a base of raw talent that exceeded
his own, he was willing to make a major investment in that talent not only
through formal training but also through commitment of his own time.

When Marvin first joined McKinsey & Co. in 1933, there was only
one formal training tool—James O. McKinsey’s General Survey Outline.
However, Mac [ James O. McKinsey] valued training. In fact, attendance
at a training session was typically the first exposure to the firm in those
days. Marvin remembered being trained in the use of the General Survey
Outline three weeks before his formal start date:

I can still see and hear James O. McKinsey describing the com-
plexity and interrelations of business problems and the use of the
General Survey Outline in solving them. I vividly recall paying
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close attention for fear that Mac would call on me for a spot
answer to a case problem—and although I was a new associate I
was not passed over.52

This early training was not lip service: Marvin and others at McKin-
sey’s original firm routinely applied this tool to quickly analyze a client’s
existing situation and potential within a full context before defining the
real problem at hand.

In designing a more expansive training program, the General Survey
Outline continued to play a central role. As Marvin noted in a 1941 train-
ing session:

The General Survey Outline is still the primary instrument for
applying the top-management approach. Under the philosophy of
the General Survey Outline, we do consider external factors and
we don’t start working on procedures before we have considered
policy and organization questions.53

From 1949 through 1957, effecting change was the focus of the monthly
training sessions. Marvin insisted that this was the most critical capability to
be learned and often Peter Drucker would come in and lead part of the ses-
sion. According to Harvey Golub, the leader of McKinsey & Co. training
several years later, the training activity of the firm was designed at different
stages to bring people who didn’t know how to consult to become consultants
and then to become managers of consultants and then leaders of consultants,
and that was the focus. But it was also more than that—it was to inculcate
values so that you could go anywhere in the firm and people would approach
things, think about things in a similar way and you would recognize that way
to think about it. So that if you were in New York, you could go do a study in
Japan and it would be the same firm. It would not be a Japanese branch. It
would be the same firm doing things in the same way. Not doing things in
the same way in a mechanical sense, but doing things in the same way in a
broad-thinking sense. And that was the strength of the firm. As Harvey put
it, “The training program was not just a skills development program, it was
an acculturation process. One of the things that McKinsey did was have the
leaders of the firm do the teaching, and that is one of the things I did at
American Express as well.The training programs that we did were all at least
started by and the initial ones led by the senior leaders of the firm.”54

A key measure Marvin used to determine the success of training was
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this acculturation process, or “organizational socialization,” as defined by
Edgar H. Schein, a leading organizational behaviorist at MIT:

Organizational socialization is the process of “learning the ropes,”
the process of being indoctrinated and trained, the process of
being taught what is important in an organization. . . . The con-
cept refers to the process by which a new member learns the value
system, the norms, and the required behavior patterns which, from
the organization’s point of view or group’s point of view, it is nec-
essary for any new member to learn.This learning is defined as the
price of membership.55

Teaching was not limited to formal training events. Marvin constantly
coached and encouraged others to coach, and, as shown by the following
story, he was extraordinarily willing to invest his own time in his people.
Carel Paauwe, chairman of Rekkof (the successor to Fokker), and with
McKinsey & Co. from 1970 through 1998, has a vivid memory of an inci-
dent some 20 years ago, when he was hospitalized during a partners’ confer-
ence in Holland. At that time, Marvin was 80 but was still attending all of
these conferences. Paauwe was stunned when Marvin walked into his hos-
pital room over 100 kilometers from the conference location. After warmly
expressing his concern and best wishes for a speedy recovery, Marvin asked
Paauwe, who was the partner in charge of recruiting, how things were going.

Marvin stayed for over an hour and a half, stressing just how impor-
tant recruiting was for McKinsey’s future, making it a responsibility
that could not be delegated to junior members of the firm. It was
amazing how he . . . gave me the Ten Commandments on recruit-
ing, in a very nice way. He said, have you thought of this? Do this.
And all these good things that we now all take for granted. The
importance of hiring, the importance of rejecting someone and how
you do that, the care and carefulness that is needed in these deci-
sions. The following morning, a note from Marvin arrived, under-
lining and expanding on some of the points he had discussed.56

Paauwe realized that this visit conveyed a message:

[While] he demonstrated so personally what it is to really care
about [people], I realized myself that this warmth and this care—
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that there was a price tag on that. That at the end of the day there
was no nonsense. It wasn’t just all nice and fuzzy and friendly and
stroking. It was stroking with a purpose. It was, “Yes, I care about
you but I want you to perform.” Perform in the study sense, or per-
form on the intellectual scene, or perform in terms of firm values.
So, it was goal oriented. Very much.57

Career Firm

Succeeding at McKinsey required a level of commitment and an identifi-
cation with the firm and its personality associated with a career mentality.
Marvin credits James O. McKinsey with beginning this orientation. He
believed that James O. McKinsey clearly had the vision that a firm like
McKinsey can best be built with people who are strongly motivated by the
opportunity to make a permanent career with the firm.58

Marvin embraced the career firm concept and, over time, the firm
strengthened personnel policies and programs and its own economics to
make this concept increasingly effective. Marvin took pride in saying, “I
am confident that no other firm in our field comes even close to ours in
real dedication to the career concept or to a sound administration of that
concept.”59 It is interesting to note that, despite that fact, only one in six
hires stays with McKinsey & Co. for five years or more (the firm has a
well-publicized “up or out” policy); a number of partners estimate that
over 80 percent of today’s new hires view McKinsey & Co. as a career firm
within six months of joining.60 The numbers suggest a level of employee
commitment that perhaps would not be expected in a business environ-
ment in which companies of all types were competing for highly talented
people. As Marvin emphasized, commitment is two-way. When people
are hired, it is expected they will make it at McKinsey. When separation
occurs, it is expected that a lifetime relationship will follow. On the other
hand, committed employees are likely to work that much harder. For
Marvin’s part, he always made a point of making sure that, when people
left McKinsey, they always moved on to great jobs.61

Sound Economics

Establishing sound economics was essential to creating a career firm 
and building an enduring institution, but it was never an explicitly stated
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characteristic of Marvin Bower’s vision of the target institution. This was
a conscious decision on his part because he felt that he could rely on a ster-
ling reputation and outstanding people, and that being beholden to spe-
cific financial goals would undermine the firm’s ability to maintain the
independence necessary to provide valuable services to its clients. And, as
usual, Marvin remained true to this belief throughout his life.

In 1990, at the age of 87, Marvin attended a McKinsey & Co. directors’
conference. One of the senior directors began a discussion on how to
improve the economics and the firm’s business system. Marvin asked Fred
Gluck, then managing director of the firm, “Although I’m not a director of
the firm, may I say something?”62 Fred said, “Of course.” Marvin stood up
and said, “How can a professional firm have a business system? I don’t think
the partners of this firm ought to be talking about how to improve the eco-
nomics to the partners. I think the only topic that the partners of this firm
ought to talk about is how to serve clients better. If we serve clients better,
we will have handsome incomes. If we focus on our incomes, we will have
neither clients nor income.” And he sat down. As Fred Gluck remembers,
“. . . and the conversation ended. Because he was absolutely right.”63 As
Lord Norman Blackwell, current chairman of SmartStream Technologies
Ltd. and with McKinsey from 1978 through 1995, remembers, “It is a
memory emblazed in my head. It was a time when a lot of focus and peer
pressure in the world and even at McKinsey was on economics and com-
mercial aspects of business. While the discussion on the firm’s business sys-
tem was happening, I was uncomfortable but didn’t feel I had the tenure to
object. When Marvin stood up, I was cheering. He relieved a lot of pressure
in the room. It gave me courage.”64

Although Marvin aspired to a value system in which the ultimate, most
important measure of success was stellar service to the client, he was also
pragmatic. When he and his partners bought McKinsey & Co., the eco-
nomics were not sound. Steve Walleck, a former director of McKinsey who
worked on several client engagements with Marvin, recalled the impor-
tance Marvin placed on economic stability. When he asked Marvin why he
had not changed the name of his firm to Bower & Co., Walleck remembers
that Marvin smiled and winced as he responded:

When Mac left the firm to go to work [as chairman] for Marshall
Field, Mac took the cash with him.There wasn’t enough money in
the bank account to pay next month’s salaries. The rent was due.

56 McKinsey’s Marvin Bower

11131_Edersheim_c03_f.qxd  2/11/04  10:54 AM  Page 56



And I don’t remember what our client situation was specifically,
but I do remember that it wasn’t robust.

My partners and I had to go out and convince clients to keep
us on, even though we had lost our principal partner. I had to seek
out new engagements as the head of the firm, even though my
name was not McKinsey.

I resolved right then that I would never place my successor in
the same position of having to explain why his firm wasn’t named
after him. So we kept Mac’s name on the door, and I’ve never
regretted it.65

Given the strained financial position of the firm, Marvin had to move
quickly to stabilize the firm’s economics. And he had to do so in a manner
that would be compatible with the maintenance of independence and other
critical values of the firm. Within a year after he and his partners assumed
ownership of McKinsey & Co., Marvin established and began to charge
value-based fees to clients. This approach was at odds with the dominant
practice of billing on a per-diem basis, but, in Marvin’s estimation, was a
fair billing method for the value received by the clients. Expenses were to be
managed carefully, with consultants directed to act as if it were their own
dollars being spent, not the client’s.

Marvin had seen value-based fees work effectively at Jones, Day, and
he was of the belief that, as a professional firm, McKinsey & Co. should do
the same. In 1985, Marvin explained his rationale:

We started out in 1939 billing on a per-diem basis. That was com-
mon among accountants and other consulting firms. You’d just
multiply the number of days by the rate and that’s the bill. In about
1941, I said, “This is ridiculous and we’ve got to change it. You
cannot measure value by hours. Lawyers don’t and we shouldn’t.
[At least that was the case in those years.] If we run up hours that
aren’t valuable, we shouldn’t charge them.” And so we had quite a
struggle among our partners to change fees to either a fixed lump
sum decided in advance or a monthly fee with no per diems and an
estimate of how long it takes. Lump sums . . . was a risky way
because we couldn’t tell what the problems were, but after a strug-
gle in the firm we got away from per-diem rates.

Some partners were afraid that clients wouldn’t go for it. . . .
And it turned out to be an unfounded fear. This is a matter of the
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courage of the consultant, the partner and his confidence in the
value, and his confidence in himself. This came from the law.

Now the law has slipped back to by the hour, not by the day,
but when I was practicing law in Jones, Day my mentor, Mr. Ginn,
would say, “Now, you’ve been doing quite a lot of work on Indus-
trial Rayon, and here are the hours. These hours come out to
$80,000 dollars, with annual billing. How much would you bill
them? Then I’d say, “Well, we worked on this and we worked on
that,” I said, “I think those are pretty valuable pieces of work for
them and I don’t see how time can measure it.” He said, “You’re
right on target now. Just tell me, what figure you would put up?” I
said, “I’d put up $90,000.” He said, “You’re wrong. It’s going to be
$100,000.” He sent out the bill, $100,000 dollars annual fee for
legal services. Then he said, “If they come . . . and argue about
that,” he’d say, “You just take a pen and scratch out that bottom
figure and put in what you think is fair, and we will accept it within
reason. If you were to put down $25,000, we’d say we’ll never serve
you again, but if you put down something that you think is fair in
your opinion, we’ll accept it and no questions asked because we
want our clients to be satisfied with their charges, to believe that
we’re giving them value.” And he didn’t have many arguments.66

Marvin lived by the value billing rule, always concerned that the client
should feel that the fee was reasonable. John Stewart remembers a negoti-
ation Marvin had with George Dively (a fellow Harvard alumnus and
chairman of Harris Intertype) that illustrates this philosophy:

The negotiation between George and Marvin went something like
this: “Well, Marvin, over the next two or three months can you let
me know whether we should merge with Itek?” “Sure, George.”
“Now how much is this going to cost me, Marvin?” “Well, we are
going to have a couple of people here and a partner and this is valu-
able work, so I think the study will cost $10,000, the whole study.”
George said, “Gee, Marvin, I thought it would only be about
$5,000 for the study.” Marvin said. “Well, George, why don’t we
meet in the middle and we will do it for $7,500.” I thought this was
a peculiar kind of world. I would never have given in that easily
when I was negotiating with the Army Ballistic Missile Command,
but then I probably wouldn’t have charged that much either.67
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Marvin took a very practical approach to ensure that the company was
successful at managing expenses. He purposefully hired people who would
have that cost consciousness—in particular Everett Smith, who was well
respected and demanded a justification for every expense, and Gil Clee,
who had a finance background and played a very important role in design-
ing the financial underpinnings of McKinsey & Co. when it became a pri-
vately held corporation in 1956.

In addition, Marvin seized every opportunity to remind consultants of
their responsibility to keep costs down on behalf of the client. Don Gogel
provides an amusing anecdote on the occasion of a new associates’ lun-
cheon when Don was a summer intern at McKinsey:

Marvin said, “Now, remember, when you are out with a client for
lunch or dinner, it would serve you and the firm well if you always
ordered the blue plate special.” He went on: “Remember, even
though we separate our professional fees from our expenses, the
client looks at the total bill. And the value that we deliver, of
course, is greater the lower the total cost the client pays. There is
no excuse at all to order expensive things off the menu when you
are with a client, and a blue plate special is perfectly acceptable.”
Well, of course, everyone was looking at the menu to see what the
cheapest possible thing was . . . even though there was no client.
If I think of the hundreds if not thousands of dinner menus I’ve
looked at, and I always think of Marvin and look at the blue plate
special, asking myself “What would Marvin say?” “Get the blue
plate special, forget the Dover sole. It’s too expensive.”68

The combination of value-based billing and expense control proved to
be successful and provided the firm’s members a reasonable income with-
out elevating the quest for revenue over freedom and independence. As
Marvin has often noted, while obviously the firm must have the econom-
ics required to keep it running, there is a harsh downside to pursuing rev-
enue goals and accepting assignments where a professional management
consulting firm (or any professional firm, for that matter) cannot deliver
value—namely, the destruction of the firm’s reputation to the detriment of
future generations of employees, and possibly, the firm’s longevity.

David Ogilvy, a founder of the advertising firm Ogilvy & Mather,
remembers learning this lesson: “Marvin Bower . . . believes that every
company should have a written set of principles and purposes. So I drafted
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mine and sent them to Marvin for comment. On the first page I had listed
seven purposes, starting with ‘earn an increased profit every year.’ Marvin
gave me holy hell. He said that any service business that gave higher pri-
ority to profits than to serving its clients deserved to fail. So I relegated
profit to seventh place on my list.”69

Aversion to Complacency

Having witnessed the demise of major business institutions that had
become complacent and disconnected from the realities of their changing
external environment, Marvin knew that McKinsey had to avoid the same
pitfall. As he wrote in 1960:

Our profession is not static, and it serves our interest to keep push-
ing the state-of-the-art in the technology of management. In doing
so, we will not only ensure our ability to deliver quality but will con-
tinue to meet our own needs for excitement, intellectual stimulation,
and personal self-reward. We are the most natural bridge between
theory and practice of management, and we should exploit that.70

Not being complacent or static also meant a willingness and ability to
respond to criticism without adopting a defensive posture. Clay Deutsch, a
director with McKinsey & Co. who has managed the Cleveland office from
1993 through 1999 and the Chicago office from 2001 to the present, recalls:

Marvin was coming to Cleveland to visit Case Western Reserve,
with which he has had a very long association. They worship him.
And he said that he’d love to stop by, and I said, “Marvin . . . I’d
like to get the whole partner group together, and let’s have a din-
ner. I would like for the partner group to have the privilege of
hearing your thoughts the way I have . . . about leadership, what it
means to commit to the firm, what it means to make the firm bet-
ter, what it means to build and lead an office.” So then he got
engaged. He said, “Great.”

[By coincidence], the day he was coming The Wall Street
Journal ran kind of a hatchet piece, nonsubstantive. They were
saying that as the firm grows rapidly and becomes more complex
and expands internationally, that we run the risk of losing sight of
our values, run the risk of creeping hierarchy, run the risk of
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entropy and centrifugal force eroding our one-firmness. I think
there was even a hint in there about increasing commercialism,
commercial pressure.

When I picked him up at the airport, he quickly got into how
we should discuss the article. I hadn’t really thought about it. So
we got to this very nice restaurant where all the partners were
gathered chatting over cocktails. About 10 minutes into the
evening, Marvin said, “Ahem, gentlemen. I trust you’ve all read
The Wall Street Journal piece on the firm this morning. I’d submit
to you that we have our agenda for the evening, and I think we
ought to be seated and just get right into it.” Silence in the room.
So we all sat down. And here’s what I marvel at . . . rather than
proceed to completely defang the article, in a defensive fashion, he
took all the allegations very seriously. And he basically said, “Gen-
tlemen, whether it’s right or wrong, take it as a warning. We need
to be activist and vigilant. And constantly opposing all the risks
that they are portraying. And, therefore, I think we need to talk
about how all of us stand tall, and lead the way, not just stand
against, but lead the way out of hierarchy, out of commercialism,
into values, into one-firmness.”

Basically, what he said was that, as a partner in the firm, you
have only one obligation . . . it’s to make the firm better. Our obli-
gation is to perpetuate the firm and not just kind of keep it going.
We must perpetuate the firm by having every partner make the
place better.71

Regenerating Leadership

As was the case with many elements of Marvin Bower’s vision, his empha-
sis on the need for regenerating leadership was based on positive and neg-
ative experiences early on in his professional career. In the positive
category, he could understand the benefits of providing leadership oppor-
tunities for others because he himself had been granted such opportunities
at Jones, Day and by James O. McKinsey. In the negative category, he had
witnessed painful business failures because new leadership was not in place
to take over the helm—many law firms had perished with the death of
their owners.
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From these experiences, Marvin knew that he had to ensure that 
there would always be a new generation of leaders in place in order for
McKinsey & Co. to survive and thrive. Underlying this was a need for a
facilitating structure. As Bob Waterman, currently chairman of The
Waterman Group, coauthor of In Search of Excellence, and with McKinsey
from 1964 to 1985, says:

Marvin had incredible foresight, probably because of his legal
background and experience in seeing how often partnership orga-
nizations self-destruct. One partner, or partner group, gets too
much control or too much wealth. They find no easy way of pass-
ing it on to other generations, and then the young, who are the
organization’s future, become resentful. It’s a common and deadly
pattern. Marvin had the wisdom to put a set of organizational
arrangements in place at McKinsey whereby nobody, not even
Marvin, could have that much control. It was reelecting the man-
aging director (our CEO) every three years, limiting the number of
terms one person could hold that office, limiting the amount of
ownership any one person could have. It was putting systems in
place that fostered a meritocracy—systems that recognized that
even being a director, lofty as that position seemed, was no sinecure.
The culture valued performance, not favorite sons. Marvin, Gil
Clee, and others had all that figured out, at no small cost to them-
selves. Late in my career I remember hearing Ron Daniel urge that
our fundamental strategy had everything to do with the way we
managed ourselves. It sounded a little, well, wimpy to many of us;
but it was pure Marvin and it was dead right.72

For the company to provide the right value to clients, it had to
become, in effect, a leadership factory that could help ensure that the busi-
nesses consulted had developed their own next generation of leaders as was
required to secure their respective futures. So it was not surprising that
Marvin viewed building and support of leaders as one of the most impor-
tant tasks in running a business. He wrote in 1960:

Leadership skills are so personal and so rare that people don’t
talk about them easily. Certainly, the true leader has so much
humility that he does not call himself a leader. And since leader-
ship, unlike authority, cannot be assigned, the superior ordinar-
ily does not like to point out to his subordinates their failure to
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display rare personal skills they may not have and may not be
able to develop. For these subtle reasons, leadership—the great-
est resource that any business can have—typically gets inade-
quate attention unless there is an organized program sponsored
by the present top leaders.73

In Marvin’s experience, the critical task of leadership building was
made less daunting by starting out with the right high-caliber people. He
believed that outstanding executives are produced from good individual
material to start with. This material must then be given an opportunity to
grow in a healthy working atmosphere.

He went on to assert that the next critical element was to leverage this
foundation of “good individual material” by means of a well-run company.
He asserted that a company that is well run naturally produces good exec-
utives without any special effort—the special effort just increases the num-
ber developed and the rate of growth. And the development of executives
results principally from:

1. Feeling the real weight of supervisory or executive responsibility
2. Good leadership and direction, including coaching by his imme-

diate superior
3. The atmosphere of a well-run business that in itself encourages

the growth and development of executives.74

Marvin went out of his way to provide individuals the opportunity to
lead, be it offices, practices, high-visibility conferences, or simple projects
within an office setting. This was an area in which he routinely took risks:
He bet on people and actively supported initiatives that were within his
vision of the firm. For example, when Rod Carnegie needed to return to
Australia, Marvin didn’t require too much convincing by Gil Clee to let
Rod, only a three-year associate at the time, open the first McKinsey &
Co. office in Australia. In 1962, when Andy Pearson wanted to build a
marketing group, Marvin encouraged him. Andy and the newly created
marketing group worked with General Foods and created the concept of
direct product profitability and then developed the now ubiquitous univer-
sal product code (UPC) system. Marvin was skeptical but supportive. He
thought both were old industrial techniques being applied to consumer
products. It was a huge success, and is still used 40 years later. In both
cases, Marvin had real doubts, but, once having authorized each endeavor,
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he actively supported Rod and Andy and helped them win by backing
them emotionally and encouraging the best resources to join them.

Marvin was personally committed to developing the next generation
of leaders, whether they be a part of McKinsey & Co. or a part of some
community or other organization. Don Gogel remembers Marvin’s persis-
tence in this regard:

I had left McKinsey and was working in an investment bank, Kid-
der Peabody. Marvin heard that I was moving to Bronxville. . . .
This is pure Marvin. He called me . . . and said, “Don, I heard you
were moving to Bronxville. Let’s talk about Bronxville.” (Marvin
had lived in Bronxville for over 50 years.) So we had lunch. Blue
plate special lunch. “Let me tell you about Bronxville.” He told me
about the town. He said, “Let me tell you the areas that I think
you and Georgia should get involved in in Bronxville.” There was
no, “Are you interested in community service?” “What are the
areas of interest to you?” His assumptions were, “Of course you are
going to participate in the life of the community and of course you
will want to get involved in the areas that are most important.”
Forget what your interests might be. I’m going to tell you what’s
most important. How can you say no to Marvin?

. . . He said, “Either you or Georgia has to get involved with
the school board, but you don’t have to do that for a couple of years
because you have to know the community a lot better.” Well, five
years after we moved to Bronxville, Georgia joined the school
board; she served for six years, three of which she was president of
the Bronxville School Board. Marvin was right. Bronxville
revolves around the school.

. . . Marvin said that the most important thing for the future of
Bronxville is that each leadership group in the town recruits the
next generation of younger people to understand what community
service and public-spiritedness is all about because these are lessons
that have to be taught. . . . Marvin’s sort of civic-mindedness wasn’t
just something that he thought applied to him and that people
should do. He really had a model of how it sustained us—how 
it has to be sustained. I think that, at least my experience in a
community like Bronxville has worked largely because people take
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seriously what Marvin was talking about; they recruit the next gen-
eration of people who were 10 years younger—whether they par-
ticipate in the school, the church, the United Fund, or whatever. So
there’s more intergenerational participation in a lot of these activi-
ties than I think in a lot of other towns. And Marvin certainly was
aware of this and encouraged us to do that.75

In a 1955 speech, Marvin succinctly expressed his beliefs about what
constitutes good leadership:

If our leaders confuse leadership with the need to control, we will
destroy collaboration and true leadership. . . . Running a business
well means developing executives. . . . The rewards for learning to
run a business well more than compensate for the difficulties. The
rewards are more than a growth atmosphere for executives. They
include growth for the business itself—growth in competitive
position, size, and profits.76

Marvin understood that new leadership could not exist and thrive if
the old leadership did not step down and make room for the new. If the old
leadership lingers, it is difficult for an organization to look to its new lead-
ers for guidance. Consequently, in 1967, when nearly 64, Marvin stepped
down from the position of managing director despite protests from his
partners, who believed that they could not find anyone as good as Marvin
and wanted him to stay on. Having stepped down, Marvin actively sup-
ported the new leadership of Gil Clee, and the new rules that limited the
age and tenure of each managing director of McKinsey, as well as the time
period that any individual could hold shares, thus helping to ensure that
others would assume leadership roles. Only by opening up an opportunity
for his successor was Marvin able to prove his partners’ fears unfounded.

Marvin often recalled how Abraham Lincoln responded when asked
by a young man about the best way to become a lawyer. Lincoln told him
that half the job was a “firm resolve” to become a lawyer. It might be said
that Marvin had a firm resolve to create a distinctive service and build a
professional institution founded on the excellence of the people who
worked in it. In the late 1950s, Marvin asserted that:

One of the great advantages of any professional type activity is 
the freedom it offers the individual to work in a non-structured
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situation. Within the limits of meeting [their] responsibilities to
clients and to the firm, our consultants have freedom of action,
independence of thought, and an opportunity to pursue activities of
personal professional interest.This contrasts with the typical corpo-
rate or governmental position where most individuals have pre-
scribed duties and specific limits of authority.

As we increase the size of the firm, we will have to make par-
ticular efforts to ensure that our consultants retain these basic
freedoms of a professional person. We avoid substituting “control”
for freedom of action based on a high degree of self-imposed per-
sonal responsibility of the consultant to clients and to the firm.

The best way to accomplish this is to ensure that we continue
to place a high degree of personal responsibility in every consul-
tant. It has been traditional in our firm that we expect the consul-
tant to impose higher standards of performance, self-discipline,
and responsibility on himself than the firm could reasonably 
impose on him. We must resist every effort to substitute firm dis-
cipline for self-discipline.77

By setting clear values and living by them throughout his long profes-
sional career, Marvin Bower, with the help of his partners, was able to cre-
ate a profession and an institution in defiance of the conventional wisdom
in that era. Mac Stewart sums up the interlocking nature of Marvin’s orig-
inal vision that gave life and endurance to the profession of management
consulting and the institution that was McKinsey & Co.:

The guiding principles were all designed to differentiate ourselves,
enhance the quality of what was delivered and our reputation, and
make us successful. And the values are designed to gain the trust
of our clients and the commitment and excitement of our associ-
ates. Without the trust, you have no clients that are any good.
Without commitment, you won’t sustain an institution.78

Mac Stewart goes on to explain how Marvin and his partners, during
these early years at McKinsey, worked together in an environment of com-
mitment and trust:

Marvin was the jet engine. He drove the organization. He pushed
the plane, kept it moving ahead fast. Breakneck speed sometimes.
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But not always. He knew when to slow down. And particularly
when it came to this period when others were going public.

Everett Smith79 was the flaps that you put down when you
want to slow down, always disagreeing, slowing everything down.
It was remarkable that Marvin would tolerate someone like that
who was always finding something wrong with everything he
wanted to do. Marvin found that this was a way of exposing all the
weaknesses that had to be answered before he went ahead and did
it, which was a very insightful concept.

Alex Smith, who was one of the most decent people I’ve ever
known, was the gyroscope—he kept the whole place from crash-
ing. He did. Marvin was tough medicine for a lot of people. Gil
was a visionary, the navigator. And Zip Reilley was the company
conscience. He was the control tower, the airplane conscience. He
always made sure that, in terms of dealing with people, we did the
right thing.80

According to Theodore Levitt, a retired professor from Harvard Busi-
ness School and author of Marketing Myopia,81 Marvin set the benchmark
for the now mature profession of management consulting:

I have always heard about Marvin Bower, considered around here
as sort of the inventor of management consulting as we know it.
He set the standard, not by articulating the standard but by prac-
ticing the standard—both by the kind of people he selected and
how he worked with them. Everybody feels a strong sense of his
leadership—he does that very much by example.82
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C H A P T E R  4

Defining Moments 
of Leadership and Influence

“I find the great thing in this world is not so much where
we stand, as in what direction we are moving: To reach the
port of heaven, we must sail sometimes with the wind and
sometimes against it—but we must sail, and not drift, nor
lie at anchor.”

—Oliver Wendell Holmes, 1894

Since he was a stickler for action and a role model for leading by exam-
ple, it is not surprising that Marvin Bower stayed on at McKinsey &

Co. for 59 years1 to ensure that his vision of the profession and the institu-
tion came to fruition. It was an extraordinary and sometimes contentious
time with Marvin as the effective head of the firm (1939–1967) and as an
occasional but influential factor in firm behavior and decisions (1968–1992).

During Marvin’s long tenure with the firm, he made, advocated, influ-
enced, and/or adopted thousands of decisions that were the natural enact-
ment of his original vision, yet accommodated a changing world. From the
start, he had a sense of what firm values ought to be and all his decisions
were consistent with that vision.This chapter focuses on nine points of key
decision-making spanning a 60-year period. (See Figure 4.1.) In describ-
ing these decision points, many of which broke new ground in the business
world, it is impossible to separate them from Marvin the man: They speak
volumes about the makeup of his character while bringing to life his pro-
fessional and institutional concepts.
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One Firm Identity Nationally: 
1939 to 1945

Marvin’s insistence on a single identity for the firm was not a capricious
mandate from above. He had good reasons for working so hard to create and
for demanding that others adhere to a common image that would manifest
itself across all aspects of the company: the look of the physical office space,
the mode of employee and partner dress, the appearance of McKinsey & Co.
products (reports and other documents), appropriate terminology, how con-
sultants were compensated, how clients were served, and so on. The one-
firm concept was a distinctive idea. Warren Cannon credits it with being the
most important aspect of building McKinsey:

If you are in the LA office, you are primarily employed by 
McKinsey. If you are in the Mexico office, you are a member of
McKinsey and have met the same hiring standards as a German
associate. I cannot imagine McKinsey developing the way it did
without this. We could not have served clients or developed peo-
ple the way we did without this one-firm orientation.2
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First, to validate the new profession of management consulting Mar-
vin knew it would be necessary to project a professional image that would
instill confidence in clients and attract the best and the brightest to join
the firm. Consulting could not be perceived as a part-time job for out-of-
work people or retired sales managers; rather, it had to be understood as
the valuable professional enterprise it was. This meant clients not cus-
tomers, a profession not a business.

Second, for the firm to effectively meet the needs of clients that were
national firms, McKinsey & Co. also had to have a national presence,
meaning that a multitude of offices would be required. A common firm
identity would be a key mechanism for linking these autonomous offices
without imposing the command and control hierarchical structure that
Marvin was striving to avoid.

Third, in order for the firm to be consistent in how individuals and
teams served clients, Marvin was a sponsor of procedures and policies as well
as training that would help consultants. Marvin called the policies guides
because he believed that in most circumstances they would be helpful, but it
was critical to leave room for judgment in exceptional circumstances. A lot
of time was spent preparing the guides (the organizational guide, the man-
agement information control guide, the manufacturing guide, the firm pol-
icy guide, etc.) and in training.

Finally, Marvin wanted to create an actual brand image for McKinsey—
quite a challenge for a professional service firm with no conventional physi-
cal product to offer its customers. Marvin felt that “physical manifestations
were important in creating a wholly distinctive identity.” If the client had a
stack of reports, he or she should know instantly which one was a McKinsey
report from the look of the cover. While the content of each product would
obviously differ, the same look should hold true of all written communi-
cations to the client, whether a letter, a report, or a memorandum, and
regardless of the author. As for McKinsey’s ultimate product—the imple-
mentation of its recommendations at the client company—the firm’s
image would be created by successful execution and quantifiable positive
results.

Taken in isolation, many of the “little” things Marvin insisted on may
seem like taking small pains to the extreme. While the firm’s image was
derived from Marvin’s distinctly conservative nature, he always had a com-
pelling rationale for each requirement, and, taken together, all rules added
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up to a strong, professional identity for both management consulting and
McKinsey.

In justifying his dress code to Quincy Hunsicker, Marvin said:

If your job is to help a client have the courage to follow the trail
indicated by facts, you need to do everything you can to minimize
the distractions and deviations the client is likely to take. If you
have revolutionary ideas, they are much more likely to be listened
to if you do not have revolutionary dress—the CEOs must have
confidence in us. If you were an airline passenger, and the pilot
came aboard the plane and he wore shorts and a flaming scarf,
would you have the same confidence as you did when he came on
with his four stripes on the shoulder? Basically, the dress code all
has to do with what you want to do, when you want to build con-
fidence and an identity. You want to be as unauffällig, which is as
unnoticeable as possible.3

In espousing this dress code (from head to toe, as it turned out),
Marvin meant business, and the organization was always kept on its toes.
Deviations from the code were unlikely to go unnoticed, as Quincy still
vividly remembers:

We were sort of quaking in our shoes whenever we’d get in the
elevator with Marvin. There were all sorts of stories of people who
rode up with him and he noticed that they had their handkerchief
out of line or that they had a blue shirt or didn’t have dark socks,
and he was the master of instant feedback.4

Not only did associates have to project a professional image through
their dress, they had to blend in with or at least not stand out from the pre-
vailing dress conventions in the business world. To Marvin’s mind, any
visual appearance that might distract the client’s attention from the matter
at hand (solving major business problems) must be avoided. So his notion
was, if everybody wore hats, you wore hats. This way, the fact that you
didn’t wear a hat would not be an attention distracter. Such was his ratio-
nale for long black socks, for blue suits, for white shirts, and so on. (Note
that Thomas J. Watson Sr., whose leadership overlapped with Marvin’s,
had the same idea: IBM’s employees would dress the way their customers
dressed, as a sign of respect and parity.)5
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The hat and sock anecdotes are numerous and often amusing. Roger
Morrison, with McKinsey from 1953 through 1991, believes he was hired
because he wore a hat:

Marvin had approximately 45 minutes before he caught his nor-
mal 6:11 train to Bronxville. I was ushered in and he looked at me
and said, “What is your background?” I explained to him that I
had been in the Navy, acted as an accountant during the summer
in summer hotels, managed some small businesses on the side, but
basically had no experience. You could see that his interest lapsed
very quickly. He then pursued various academic questions in terms
of subjects that I’d studied and professors that I’d had, but basically
didn’t seem to be all that interested. Then he got up and said that
I could walk to the train with him if we wanted to continue chat-
ting because he was short of time. As we walked out of the door
Mrs. Carpenter, who was the receptionist for many years, handed
me my hat. Marvin’s eyes lit up, because I had heard that everyone
in McKinsey wore a hat. I had bought the hat the day before for
$5 in Filene’s Bargain Basement, if I remember correctly. Marvin
clearly became more animated in his discussions as we went down,
and was beaming happily as he got on the train. I subsequently
received an offer. I’ve always thought Filene’s Bargain Basement
probably had as much to do with that offer as the Harvard Busi-
ness School credentials and other achievements that I’d had.6

Certainly everyone recognized that Marvin was serious about the hat
issue and other aspects of the dress code. Nevertheless, they were still able
to have fun with this, albeit at the expense of others. Lee Walton, the man-
aging director from 1968 through 1973, remembers how he became the
subject of an office prank after his first encounter with Marvin in 1952:

Marvin invited me to lunch and we went down to the Board of
Trade which contained a nice business restaurant. It was cold as I
recall, snowing, so we put on our overcoats. I had acquired a hat
because I had been told by Warren Cannon [the Chicago office
administrator] that I needed a hat. My hat was very fashionable for
the time. It had a very narrow brim with a Homburg crush in the
crown and the bow on the hatband was in the back of the hat.
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There was a little yellow feather sticking out of the bow. A gray hat
with a black headband and a little yellow feather. I was very proud
of my new hat. We went down to lunch and checked our hats and
coats. After lunch I had recovered my hat and coat and I put my hat
on my head so I could shrug into my overcoat. As I was struggling
to do that, Marvin came over to help me with the overcoat. All of
a sudden I heard this stage whisper from Marvin, “You still have
the hatcheck in your hat.” So I took the hat off, looked at it and
said, “No, Marvin, this is a feather.” And all he said was “Oh.”

I put the hat back on my head and we walked back to the office
and had a good chat. I thanked him for lunch and when I passed
Warren Cannon’s office on the way to my own I dropped in to tell
him the story of the hatcheck feather. I was laughing at Marvin
mistaking the feather for the hatcheck and Warren said, “What did
he say?” I said, “Well, he didn’t say anything he just said, ‘Oh.’ ”
Warren said, “Oh, my God. He said just ‘Oh’?” I said, “Yes.” He
said, “Lee, you’ve got to get rid of that feather.” I said, “Now, wait a
minute. I’m not going to. I’ve done a lot of things to accommodate
myself to McKinsey in the last few weeks but I am not going to get
rid of the feather. This is my brand new hat. It’s very stylish, every-
body is wearing them—with a feather. I like the feather.” He said,
“No, no, you don’t understand. You really have to get rid of that
feather. Marvin has obviously taken offense at it.” And I said, “Aw,
come on.” He said, “Yes, really, I’m sorry.” “I’ll pull the damn
feather out,” I said, “that doesn’t bother me that much. It’s against
my principles but I’ll remove the feather.” “Oh, no,” he said, “You
don’t just pull the feather out.” I said, “I don’t? You just told me to
get rid of it.” He said, “Yes, but you’ve got to do this very subtly.” I
said, “Oh?” He said, “Yes, each evening when you go home, take
the scissors and cut a little bit of the yellow feather off. And over a
period of about a week it will disappear. That’s the way to do it.”
And I was naive enough to think he meant it.7

Some years later, after hats were no longer in style, Marvin stopped
wearing one. As the story goes, an associate in the New York office noticed
and asked his office manager what he should make of Marvin’s bare head.
The office manager replied that this was an indication that Marvin
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believed wearing a hat had become a distraction as it was now counter to
the norm. However, just to be sure, the office manager cautioned the asso-
ciate to wait a few weeks before abandoning his own hat. After several
weeks of watching a hatless Marvin, the firm followed and eliminated this
“distraction” from their mode of dress. In 2002, Marvin remembered the
day 40 years earlier, “Kennedy had set a new style, and CEOs were no
longer wearing hats.”8

Marvin’s sense of appropriate professional dress was so ingrained in
the members of his firm that it transcended generations. In 1994, as head
of my own firm, New York Consulting Partners, I experienced this phe-
nomenon firsthand.

While flying with a new associate to a client meeting at Colgate in
Canada, I noticed that he was not wearing socks in the middle of January.9

I looked at him and said, “You are going to have to buy socks in Toronto,
before you go to the client.” He turned red. He was the son of a former
McKinsey director, Fred Searby, and explained that when he got into the
taxi that morning, he noticed that he was wearing argyle socks and that his
father had sworn that you were never to wear argyle socks to a client, so he
had taken them off. I laughed thinking how Marvin’s legacy lived on in
strange ways, and actually found myself seriously considering whether it
was appropriate to break Marvin’s rule. I told him the history of the rule.
Marvin had been to a meeting at DuPont with an associate. During that
meeting, Marvin noticed Crawford Greenwalt’s eyes were repeatedly
drawn to the associate’s argyle socks. They were distracting. From this
experience, the 1966 McKinsey policy prohibiting argyle socks was
born—and it was not in jest. Marvin went so far as to write a blue memo
[the distinctive color of memos to the entire firm from Marvin, when he
was managing director of McKinsey] explaining his rationale for all who
chose to read it, and he held a Saturday training program on characteris-
tics of socks that were acceptable and those that were not. Needless to say,
after relaying this history, I told Fred that, in 1994, the rule was dated and
he could put his argyle socks back on.

But, in 1994, Marvin was still concerned about appearance. When
Fred Gluck, then McKinsey’s managing director, returned from vacation
with a red beard, Marvin commented, “Fred, that’s a beautiful new beard.
How many of your clients have beards?” Fred shaved it off that night.10

Marvin’s concern about the look of the firm did not stop at dress: He
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was determined to extend this notion of brand to the product left behind
at the client’s office (typically reports, letters, and memoranda). As Warren
Cannon, the administrative partner of McKinsey from 1960 to 1988,
explained:

Marvin was concerned with the appearance of written communi-
cations. I know because, at his request, I wrote the writing guide
for the firm. He was a bear about this. We had formal reports,
informal reports, memorandum reports, letters of proposal, mem-
oranda of proposal, and so on. Every one of those had a full and
logically sufficient set of rules. Every office of the firm, no matter
where, had to use exactly the same typeface on typewriters. We
had custom-made platen rolls, so that all our reports were not sin-
gle or double spaced, they were one and a half. When you ratch-
eted the ratchet wheel it automatically gave you one and a half
lines instead of one or two lines. The indentation was specified to
the number. We had rules for numbered paragraphs, lettered para-
graphs, block paragraphs, et cetera. All of this was to create an
absolutely consistent, distinctive image so that anybody anywhere
opening a report would know it was a McKinsey report. We estab-
lished standards of how a firm report should look, in order to pro-
mote uniformity when we had different people writing reports
and writing them in different offices.11

Beyond creating a writing guide, Marvin took some very concrete and,
at the time, unusual steps to help ensure this uniformity. He made a deci-
sion to invest in discrete production or report-generating capabilities sep-
arate from secretarial and from consulting. Marvin’s justification for this
investment was both:

Quality-driven . . .
In many ways our reports are our signature. It is what we leave

behind at a client. When they pull it out of an old drawer or off a
shelf, I don’t want them to be pulling out that old consulting
report, I want them to be pulling out the McKinsey report, a
memory, something to look at and to think about. I want them to
look at it and see how much we care about the quality of the work
we do. That is our signature.

Defining Moments of Leadership and Influence 75

11131_Edersheim_c04_f.qxd  2/10/04  3:24 PM  Page 75



And strategic . . .
An executive at Eaton pulled a 10-year old report off his

shelves when he was moving, flipped through it and called me to
tell me what a good job the team had done 10 years earlier. Fol-
lowing the phone call, a lunch was arranged, and following the
lunch, there was new work for McKinsey.12

Marvin’s success in creating a common firm image and terminology/
language facilitated the opening of regional offices to provide the national
presence required to properly service national clients. When Marvin and
his partners bought the firm in 1939, it had only two offices—New York
and Boston. With the United States’ ongoing participation in World War
II, for the next several years, McKinsey & Co. was preoccupied with war-
related work, such as helping H.J. Heinz and Food Machinery Corp.
(FMC) convert their manufacturing facilities to play a support role to U.S.
troops. Primarily for that reason, a third office—San Francisco—was not
opened until 1944.

Alf Werolin, the first McKinsey manager of the San Francisco
office, describes the events leading up to the decision and his move to
San Francisco:

Some people of the firm had performed consulting assignments
on the West Coast. At one of the partners’ meetings, around 1943,
it was decided that we ought to explore opening an office on the
West Coast. Marvin said: “Why don’t we take our own medicine
and hire someone to determine the need and the desirability of
opening a West Coast office.” The consultant we hired was Dean
Hugh Jackson of the Stanford University Graduate School. . . .
and it was determined that there was a need for a high-grade
management consulting firm on the Coast. There was no one else
out here at the time other than George S. May Company, which
we really didn’t call a management consulting firm.

Opening a McKinsey office would represent an opportunity
for us to enter the market early and possibly preempt it. On the
other hand, [the investigation indicated that] many of the busi-
nesses on the West Coast were still in the hands of the original
founders or sons of the founders and they typically felt that since
they had started the business, had made it what it was then, they

76 McKinsey’s Marvin Bower

11131_Edersheim_c04_f.qxd  2/10/04  3:24 PM  Page 76



didn’t need outside consultants to help them. Therefore, it would
require a substantial amount of business development work to
develop client engagements on the West Coast. The investigation
also mentioned the rivalry between Los Angeles and San Fran-
cisco. The partners decided to set up a West Coast office in San
Francisco . . . I agreed, albeit reluctantly, to go out to organize the
office.

FMC was a bridge [for us in San Francisco]. During Marvin’s
visits to the Coast, he made a number of speeches, and Paul Davies,
the president of FMC, who had a wide acquaintance, was generous
in his praise of the firm. So a number of new clients were soon
added to our ongoing work, and the office got off to a good start,
giving better service to clients than we could from our East Coast
locations.13

In 1947, after the affiliation with Kearney and McKinsey was termi-
nated and the McKinsey name belonged entirely to the firm, the Chicago
office was opened. Chicago was a coveted location. As Marvin put it:

I wanted to be in Chicago because Chicago is such an important
center. We’ve got to move into Chicago if we’re going to be a
national firm. I held back, I don’t know how many years, but two,
three or four, in the interest of having harmony within our own
firm.14

More offices were opened: in 1949 and 1951 Los Angeles and Wash-
ington, DC, and in 1963 Cleveland. As these offices were launched, Mar-
vin attributed the firm’s success in becoming a distinctive U.S. national
firm to New York’s willingness to seed these new offices with seasoned
professionals who were well imbued with the one-firm culture:

Throughout all this period and under the leadership of all these
managers, it was the role of the New York office to provide per-
sonnel for other offices as they were established or needed
strengthening. This was a natural role because in 1939, except for
our small Boston office, there was no other source unless we went
outside and violated our policy of developing our own leadership.

But what came naturally soon became a matter of strategy.
New York office managers and other partners recognized their
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responsibilities to help open new offices and strengthen all offices.
As a participant in the transfer process and an observer of it at
work, I can testify that this responsibility was not approached as
discharging an obligation but as capitalizing on an opportunity.

So New York became the principal supplier of leaders and
experienced associates to new offices. The office was able to play
this role not only because of its historical position as our largest
and best-established office but because it sought—as a matter of
strategy—to recruit, train, and develop a surplus of leaders. And
that strategy was possible because of its location in a management
center of great potential.

As the firm moved nationally in the United States . . . it was
always recognized that New York paid a high price for giving up
scores of consultants—many of them our strongest leaders. That
price was slower growth for New York. When other offices
became established and began growing their leaders, they also
contributed to the transfer process—and their contributions con-
tinued to increase.

What is more remarkable, however, is the fact that the New
York leaders contributed these resources without grumbling or
fanfare. Along with leaders elsewhere in the firm, they simply
realized that if we were to have a strong, unified, national . . . firm,
we must pay the economic and human costs of transferring lead-
ers and potential leaders from our largest and strongest office.

The New York example, which other offices soon emulated,
gave reality and vitality to our one-firm policy. That is how
McKinsey became a single national firm, not a collection of
offices or a collection of people.

Although there are many facets to our one-firm policy, i.e.,
many ways of showing support for, and constructive attitudes
toward other offices, the critical test is: (1) the willingness of the
leaders of one office to transfer to another a proven leader or an
associate of high potential in order to serve the interests of the firm
as a whole; and (2) the willingness of firm members to make the
sacrifice of moving and of others to fill the voids they have left.15

So, as the number of offices grew, so did the importance and value of
the one-firm policy. People were not just transferred to offices; there was
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lending and borrowing people too. For example, when the Chicago office
was started, they went through some rough times and other offices were
willing to borrow associates as well as provide experienced staff where it
mattered. In 1955, about one-third of the work was done by borrowed or
loaned staff. This required developing accounting that accommodated
supportive lending and borrowing of resources. Marvin describes how crit-
ical this policy was to McKinsey’s ability to grow quickly and smoothly:

This policy grew naturally out of the firm’s history of differing
opinions among partners before 1939, and the closeness that
developed thereafter. As we struggled together to overcome losses
and build an outstanding firm, from 1939 on we almost instinc-
tively treated all consultants as firm members, not office members.
We want a truly unified firm—“one firm,” not a federation of
offices or a collection of individuals. To help ensure this unity and
cohesiveness, we try not to make decisions or develop attitudes
that put the interests and profits of an individual office ahead of
those of the firm as a whole. For by thinking in firm terms, adher-
ing to firm concepts, and following firm philosophy, standards,
and policies, we can offer clients throughout the world a uniform
standard of service by consultants of uniformly high caliber. Such
service has special value to national and international companies
with widespread operations.

Our one-firm policy has had an important and continuing
influence on keeping the firm unified. Without this policy, we
would never have been able to develop the firm as a national firm
with the same effectiveness or speed. For only if our consultants
and earnings were regarded as part of a common firm pool would
the individual office have been willing to transfer some of its out-
standing personnel to new offices in the interests of expanding the
firm as a whole.16

MBA Recruiting: 1953
In 1953, Marvin Bower made one of the most innovative decisions in his
long career: to recruit young MBAs fresh out of school in lieu of the con-
ventional experienced hires. Marvin was taking a calculated risk since
clients might be unwilling to accept advice from consultants who looked to
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be almost the same age as their own children or grandchildren. Yet the
advice they would receive from these bright associates who had been edu-
cated in business analysis and still maintained the imagination of youth
was likely to be more valuable than that coming from some experienced
“expert” who operated on the basis of experience rather than analysis (e.g.,
the 30-year career salesperson). Further, the firm’s ability to inculcate its
values and identity in its new hires would be greatly facilitated by hiring
young people who were not already set in their ways. At the time there
were 84 consultants on staff, 31 of whom had attended Harvard Business
School, but none who had been hired directly from the school.

This decision grew from Marvin’s long-standing desire to change the
essence of consulting from experienced-based “experts” to analytically
driven top management problem solvers:

When I first joined the firm in 1933 I felt very strongly that we
should not hire mature executives, which James O. McKinsey
wanted to do. Of course, this I brought from the law. All law firms
build their own staffs, take them right out of law school and train
them. And most companies are quite welcome to the fact that they
will deal with lawyers who themselves have never been in a com-
pany. James O. McKinsey would hire a vice president who was out
of a job and believe that because he had been a vice president, the
client would accept that person better. His rationale was greater
acceptance by the client, whereas I was in favor of the young pups
because I had seen them grow and develop. I had been one of
them in the law. It took us some years to get there.17

The MBA Hiring Policy

Although some MBAs had been hired in previous years, the explicit policy
was not formulated until 1953. World War II and the limited availability of
resources had passed, and a large number of veterans were graduating from
business schools. Simultaneously, the firm began to concentrate on solving
problems faced by top management. With companies now growing in the
postwar era, top management focus was shifting to new problems revolving
around organization, divisionalization, and delegation in lieu of historic
functional issues (production layout, sales force efficiency, and cost reduc-
tion). At the same time, McKinsey’s reputation was growing.
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Frank Canny, who was the personnel director for the firm at that time,
suggested formalizing recruiting at Harvard. It was a logical step forward
because Marvin had a strong affinity for the Harvard Business School,
maintained regular contact with the institution, and kept abreast of devel-
opments there. But it was a very risky decision. The transition took place
in stages—first hiring MBAs with experience, and then hiring MBAs with
little or no experience. Warren Cannon, who had just become administra-
tive officer, describes this phased transition in hiring policy:

The first thing I had to address was to move from experienced
hires with some applicable experience, probably moderate ability,
and unimpressive academic credentials. And the firm was popu-
lated by those people because that was all you could get during
World War II. For one thing, it was hard because so many people,
young men, were off to war one way or another. But probably the
revolutionary thing that [Marvin] did was to recruit young people.

Bringing in inexperienced staff was really an extraordinary
thing to do because people thought clients weren’t about to take
advice from some young fuzzy-cheeked associates. And Marvin
was the one who started and pressed for these hires. He was the
one that took them on studies. . . . The big swing was when we
started moving toward hiring the very best with little or no expe-
rience from the leading business schools. It took a while because
the numbers were so small in the beginning compared to the
whole firm. I mean it took a while to salt and change the charac-
ter of the firm.18

John Macomber was one of the first MBA hires in 1953, and stayed
with McKinsey until 1973, subsequently becoming chairman of Celanese
and president of the Export/Import Bank. John describes his pioneering
experience at McKinsey:

He hired people like me and Roger Morrison, who had had some
military experience, and we’d all had good records as kids. Clearly,
we were doing things that were interesting when we were growing
up, in summer jobs, so we were not an unknown quantity. But we
had no industrial experience to speak of. He went ahead and
started by hiring the two of us and then a few more and a few
more.
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. . . It was over as far as ever hiring experienced people. . . .
Every time we hired somebody . . . who had great experience 
in this industry, he was a flop. And why was he a flop? Because
Marvin hadn’t gotten his hands on him and trained him on these
basic, simple ideas at a malleable stage. They came in with their
experience. Marvin had people come in with their future poten-
tial. And there’s a huge difference. Roger Morrison might have
been the greatest CFO, but if he had come back to McKinsey &
Co. as an expert in finance, he wouldn’t have been nearly as effec-
tive as he turned out to be—an enormously effective man by being
trained by Marvin and everybody around Marvin in these basic,
simple concepts. An amazing thing.

He put me to work on the Texaco study with himself, in the
research and development area of Texaco. First of all, I knew
nothing about the oil business, although I had been a roughneck
as a kid as a summer job, which, incidentally, went over pretty
well with Gus Long who ran Texaco in those days. “Ah, you
know something, don’t you, kid?” Furthermore, it was working
in research and development. What the hell do I know about
that? Well, there were a couple of us on that. And the end result
was an unbelievably successful program. We helped Texaco
think through a whole new way of going about research and
development.

The recommendations were to quit making research and
development an examination of the different properties of lubri-
cating oil and start figuring out how you can extract oil and min-
erals out of the ground at less money. Start getting into what was
then electronics seismology. Sure, keep on going doing this very
important work for your customers, but that’s customer service
that you’re doing over here. If you’re really interested in develop-
ment that’s going to help the company in new areas, we ought to
look at what we can do in exploration and production . . . to open
up new areas and reduce the costs and reduce the risk.19

Roger Morrison was the other MBA of 1953, and he stayed with
McKinsey until 1991 including a stint as the head of the London office
from 1972 to 1985. Morrison notes how important analytical skills that
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were honed at a good business school were to the success of top manage-
ment consulting:

There were a lot of people at McKinsey who had been to Harvard
Business School. At that time, Harvard was essentially a finishing
school for those who had not had any practical training at univer-
sity, and therefore, provided them with a vocational training to go
into business. Frank Canny [personnel director for the firm] was
very interested in two or three people at that time, and invited us
down to interview . . .

I did my undergraduate [work] at Minnesota. Out where real
people are. Business is hard. We have to recognize that the
smartest people in the world do not go into business . . . they go
into medicine . . . they go into all sorts of things. The only reason
I was in business was that I found that the classes I was in, in engi-
neering and physics, were full of people that were smarter than I
was. I had to work a lot harder to get decent marks.

Over in the business schools, including Harvard, it’s a “lead
pipe cinch.” . . . I had started out going to Harvard on the basis
that I wanted to be a consultant; the reason being that I got bored
with anything after six months. I liked changes in people and
problems and constant changes in scenery. The only thing I could
think of that met those requirements was consulting. In seeking
an opportunity in consulting, I obviously covered most of the
major consulting firms—Booz�Allen & Hamilton, ADL, Cresap,
McCormick & Paget (which was considered one of the better
firms), and McKinsey & Co. Of these, Booz�Allen & Hamilton
and ADL would not interview or even talk to anyone without
experience. Cresap was more broad-minded and were interested
enough to offer jobs to a number of people who approached them
and had no experience. Clearly the opportunity at McKinsey was
more attractive; basic professionalism, basic policies, and the
strength of the firm was greater than the other institutions.20

What made McKinsey more attractive was, to Morrison’s mind, the
following:

Firstly, Marvin supported recruiting at Harvard. And secondly,
when people started working on studies they obviously knew how to
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analyze things. The industry company analysis approach to study-
ing a company was the heart of the thing that Harvard was teach-
ing at that time. It was ideal. Now, many of the consultants that
came from industry understood how to look at the economics of an
industry, a successful competitive position, et cetera. They immedi-
ately found with MBAs a new source of cannon fodder that actually
knows something about the things we’re trying to tell people. . . .21

This did not mean, as Morrison goes on to point out, that MBA hires
did not require any training:

With that transition came a more explicit recognition of the notion
that there needs to be a discrete set of skills. We used to have a
handbook that Marvin would keep up to date all the time. A hand-
book of consulting skills—how to analyze problems, how to look at
organizations. . . . Looking back it was kind of simplistic, but it
was basically based on the body of common knowledge—that’s
what he called it. And he felt very strongly that [the handbook] is
the consultant’s bible. Today, you would look at it and say it is not
necessary. But at the time, when you are trying to create a new field
it was very important. . . . [At the time] consulting was generally
not held in high regard by anybody.22

Everett Smith remembers his first study with Roger Morrison and his
initial trepidation:

I can tell you I had Roger Morrison on his first assignment and I
was sweating blood. It was Chrysler and those boys didn’t play
games out there. I was worried sick about Roger. I put him on the
whole question of standard costs in the costing and controls sec-
tion of Chrysler, which is not a child’s job. Roger was about 26
years old, and we struggled along for a while. I got happier and
happier because I began to realize what that guy’s mind was like.
One day I was talking with the financial vice president. He said, “I
want to talk with you about Morrison.” I thought, “Oh Jesus, here
I go.” What he wanted to tell me was he thought that Roger was
the damnedest fine kid he’d ever seen in his life. He called him a
kid, but he had great respect for him. I sank down into the chair
and the next 15 to 20 minutes were very pleasant.23
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The challenges presented by hiring new MBAs did not end in 1953,
despite early recruiting successes. Henry Strage, currently with H.M. Strage
& Associates and with McKinley from 1962 through 1991, remembers a
client questioning the youthfulness of the team during one of his first studies:

The study was quite interesting because ICI, which had been a
kind of royal treasure for Great Britain, made a stunning deci-
sion of the board to appoint an outsider. His name was Paul
Chambers. It was stunning not only because he was an outsider
to the company, but because he was not from the industry. And
that was a kind of no-no in those days. If you hadn’t been in the
company for 30 years and gotten acid burns, gassed by caustic
chlorine, you weren’t eligible for the board. Anyhow, it was really
quite dramatic.

The other thing that happened with Paul Chambers which is
quite interesting is that when Marvin began to introduce people on
the team to Paul, . . . this was so-and-so and he has had this expe-
rience, et cetera, Paul turned to Marvin and said, “Mr. Bower, this
is a very young team, and we are a very important company and this
is a very important study. Are you sure you want to assign all these
teenagers on this very important study? They are going to be work-
ing with leaders and captains of industry who have been in the
industry for 20 or 30 years.” Then Marvin said, “Paul, you know, if
you look at the history of thought, and the history of inventions
and innovations, you would be hard pressed to find anything of
great significance that anybody has been able to produce after the
age of 35.” Which I’m sure is not 100 percent accurate. Then he
sort of rattled off Michelangelo, Albert Einstein, et cetera.24

As Strage goes on to point out, with the advent of such a young group
of associates, it was fortuitous that Marvin had instilled a disciplined dress
code:

I guess Marvin had to have an answer for these questions [about
the youthfulness of the associates] because it must’ve come up
quite often. Hence, the long black socks, dark suit, and hat syn-
drome. I think that was part of it. He didn’t want [young] people
coming in T-shirts and gym shoes.25
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In the end, this hiring philosophy had a tremendous effect on the firm.
McKinsey no longer sought out people with 15 to 20 years of experience;
it relied on younger, better-trained, and, as Marvin emphasized, more
imaginative, staff. This transition fit with and reinforced the firm values
and competitive differentiation, as John Stewart notes:

I think Marvin made silk out of a sow’s ear by maintaining that
these young people were trained to be professional, implying that
firms that hired experienced people could never retrain them to
be professional. And one of the things that does differentiate
McKinsey today is we’ve got the best and the brightest and no
one can come close.26

The firm’s focus on hiring business school graduates had a significant
impact on the firm’s national expansion between 1952 and 1959. As Ron
Daniel recalls:

We opened offices in different parts of the U.S. . . . We were tak-
ing advantage of the rapid growth in the U.S. and the world econ-
omy. . . . And in hindsight, the most consequential step the firm
took in that era was to discover that smart young people could do
this kind of work. That discovery was important because it
opened up a whole new pool of talent for the firm, which permit-
ted growth.27

McKinsey’s policy evolved with the times. For example, some years later
when business schools changed their policies and started to require MBA
candidates to enter with some experience, rather than coming directly from
undergraduate studies, the firm changed its own hiring policies and began
recruiting undergraduates as analysts. After these analysts accrued several
years of experience, the firm would send them off to business school with the
prospect of returning to McKinsey as an MBA associate. In 1993, in line
with changing client needs, McKinsey also began formally recruiting people
with advanced professional degrees (e.g., PhDs, MAs, JDs, Rhodes and Ful-
bright Scholars, and so on) from the best universities.

Marvin was confident that analytically capable, imaginative people
supported by standards for problem solving could learn the business par-
ticulars on the job and deliver high value to clients. As Marvin stated at a
1998 partners’ conference:
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Einstein said that imagination was more important than knowl-
edge. Today’s problems cannot be solved by thinking the way we
thought when we created them. Coming from Einstein that’s
quite a statement. Imagination is an important feature of the con-
sultant. If he can’t imagine, there’s no use analyzing. And I’m
afraid that we spend too much time analyzing and not enough on
imagination. We can’t really shape things without imagination.28

The Subsequent “Up-or-Out” Policy

The up-or-out notion that McKinsey was wrestling with essentially recog-
nized that a large number of the people starting with McKinsey would ulti-
mately move on to do something else. At the time, the issue was exaggerated
because a number of the people had been hired during World War II and
were not of the targeted caliber, and with the entrance of MBAs, more dis-
ciplined processes were being put in place. Realizing that 9 out of 10 people
were not going to make their careers with the firm, Marvin began to build
policies around this fact of life—policies to help people grow, minimize pain,
and enable the organization to always move forward.

At the time, a number of institutions, including law firms, accounting
firms, universities, and the U.S. military, had adopted some form of a policy
under which, if members were not on a promotion track, they were asked to
leave. Marvin formalized this concept and removed any element of arbi-
trariness by ensuring that all up-or-out decisions were grounded in facts that
were gathered from a standard evaluation and feedback system that was
applied throughout the firm, thus paving the way for a true meritocracy.

Launching of the McKinsey Foundation 
for Management Research and the
Columbia Lecture Series—1955

In the late 1950s, the business world was in something of a transition.
Large companies had emerged and were struggling with divisionalization/
organizational issues and with aspirations to become international. At the
same time, business schools were entering a rapid growth phase with all the
attendant turmoil and were wrestling with finding sources of funding for
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research. By now, the stigma of consulting had largely disappeared—it was
no longer a service only for “sick” firms—and McKinsey & Co. was working
for a number of top companies in the United States. With its growing base
of young MBAs populating its client teams, McKinsey had developed strong
relationships with the top business schools, the source of its new hires.

This environment was ripe with opportunity for McKinsey to expand
its influence on the business world and move beyond the particulars of a
client situation. Marvin saw that McKinsey was in a unique position to
bring business leaders, academics, and expert business consultants together
to connect the theoretical with the practical, and he did just that when he
launched the McKinsey Foundation for Management Research in 1955.
The brainchild of Zip Reilley, the foundation had two main missions:
funding research and providing a forum for executive discussions. Flaw-
lessly executed under the guidance of Marvin Bower, the foundation was
an enormous success and spawned and published a multitude of important
lectures by major business figures of the time. The money for the founda-
tion came from each partner’s compensation; 5 percent was donated. It was
essentially a form of tithing.

Zip Reilley’s rationale for creating this institution was very persuasive.
First, he believed that the senior partners of the firm had a professional
obligation to make a contribution to their field. Second, he thought it
would be an interesting and personally satisfying thing for him and other
senior members of the firm to be involved in. And third, he felt it would be
a commercially desirable thing to do because it would add to the distinc-
tiveness and luster of the firm and would repay the investment of the part-
ners’ time many times over. As a service firm, McKinsey (like lawyers and
public accountants) was not an “inside” member of the business establish-
ment. Creating meaningful relationships with senior executives would be
greatly enhanced by providing a forum in which ideas could be shared and
discussions could be held. Zip’s concept was warmly supported by most of
the partners, and Marvin Bower was probably the strongest proponent.

The McKinsey Foundation for Management Research took McKinsey
from being just a practitioner to an organization supporting business-related
research. At the time, virtually no one, outside of the Office of Naval Re-
search, was providing money in support of management research. Neither
the Ford Foundation nor the Carnegie Foundation had begun any signifi-
cant funding in this regard, making the McKinsey Foundation the largest
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single private source of funds. The foundation provided a number of small
grants ($10,000 to $20,000), including the Management Research Design
Contest, the Management Book Award Program in collaboration with the
Academy of Management Science, and the McKinsey Article Award Pro-
gram. There were two criteria used to select grants: the topics had to be of
interest to general management, and some member of McKinsey would be
personally involved.

McKinsey’s reputation in combination with its new role as a funding
source for management research enhanced its relationships with business
school faculties and resulted in significant joint accomplishments.29 For
example, Ewing W. (“Zip”) Reilley and Eli Ginsberg from Columbia
coauthored a book called Effecting Change in Large Organizations, one of
the earliest, if not the first, books on change management.

The executive discussions (the McKinsey/Columbia lectures) were
nothing short of a home run. The then dean of business at Columbia,
Courtney Brown, was a key figure in the discussions. Leaders of American
corporations would come to Columbia’s Lowe Library on three successive
Wednesday nights to speak to 800 people and describe the management
philosophy of their respective firms; then a select group of 60 would have
dinner with the speaker. This series of lectures was compiled in book form
and distributed by the foundation with McKinsey’s name on it.

The lectures covered important topics and were delivered by very
prominent people. The first lecture, on managing expanding enterprises,
was delivered by Ralph Cordiner, the CEO who had divisionalized Gen-
eral Electric. In subsequent years, speakers included Thomas J. Watson Jr.
of IBM (“A Business and Its Beliefs”); Crawford Greenwalt of DuPont
(“The Role of Marketing in a Large Industrial Corporation”); Frederic
Donner of GM (“The Challenge and Promise of Worldwide Industrial
Enterprise”); Roger Blough of U.S. Steel (“Free Man and the Corpora-
tion”); and David Rockefeller of Chase (“Creative Management in Bank-
ing”).30 Throughout the 10 years of the lecture series, the Lowe Library
auditorium was packed; and each year 30,000 to 50,000 compilation books
would sell, unprecedented for business-related writings.

Through its foundation, McKinsey & Co. became integrally linked
with the generation’s important business leaders, their ideas, and emerging
research and knowledge. Later, the foundation did a lot with the Insti-
tut Européen d’Administration des Affaires (INSEAD) and enhanced 
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McKinsey’s links into the European business world. All of this had a very
positive effect on the firm’s reputation, which, beyond its people, was
McKinsey’s single most important asset in Marvin’s view. And, although
significantly less active today, foundation elements (e.g., the McKinsey
Article Award Program in The Harvard Business Review) still exist.

Marvin Bower’s unwavering belief that all people have a responsibility
to contribute to society drove him to embrace and execute Zip Reilley’s
foundation concept. In his retirement speech in 1992, Marvin reiterated
this responsibility for future generations of leaders at McKinsey:

We are, without doubt, the organization that has the most oppor-
tunity for leveraging methods. We can take theory and apply it all
around the world. No other organization has the opportunity to
develop a new system of managing. And so I hope that the firm is
ready to do that, and all around the world—sprouting up within
the firm—are opportunities to make a great contribution to soci-
ety. And it is underway. I want to suggest that you continue it.31

Incorporation—1956
As Marvin’s vision continued to take concrete form, new considerations
and needs would continually arise. By 1956, the growing size of the part-
nership coupled with the assumption of responsibility and liability under
the terms of the partnership forced Marvin to step back and reevaluate the
wisdom and practicality of continuing in this mode.

Despite Marvin’s desire that McKinsey remain a partnership, he was
ultimately convinced, albeit not without a struggle, that it was in the best
interests of the firm to incorporate. Only by incorporating would the firm
be able to provide a tax shelter for retirement funds, reduce personal liabil-
ity, and fund continued growth and expansion. Everett Smith, who had a
reputation as the practical partner, remembered this struggle:

The incorporation came about, to be honest with you, because when
I became a partner, I was handed the Partner’s Agreement . . . and
realized that we had made no provision for the future whatso-
ever . . . We were a partnership at the time, and a partnership has a
different tax basis than a corporation, and I went to Mr. Crockett
(one of the original partners and the first managing partner after the
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buy-out) the next day, as a matter of fact, after I had read the Agree-
ment and said, “My God, have we ever thought of incorporating?”
“Oh, yes, oh, yes, we have,” said Mr. Crockett in his nice way. I
found out later that we had hired a consultant to make a study of the
firm, tell us whether we should be a partnership or be incorporated,
et cetera. . . . He said there was no point in incorporating, we ought
to continue as a partnership. I think really what he did was he found
out what Bower thought and then decided what to tell us.

Bower wanted to be a partnership. He was terribly proud of
being a partnership. We all were, as a matter of fact, because every
nickel we had was at risk, you see. If anything happened to the
firm, we all lost our money. We were big, brave boys. It took me
two years . . . and an awful lot of pushing and shoving. Bower
finally got into the act. It was the only way I could get him to face
up to it. So he and I went head to head on that and he disagreed
with me 100 percent, but finally, he said it was worth thinking
about seriously.

When you stopped and looked at it, you realized that we
always had to have about three months working capital. When I
say three months working capital, I mean, everybody would give
you this, three months of our billings in working capital. So if we
billed $100,000 a month, we needed $300,000 worth of working
capital, and boy, we were on the edge at that . . . If we were to
grow, let’s say, instead of $100,000 a month of billings, supposing
we had $300,000 a month. That would mean, let’s call it $1 mil-
lion we needed in capital. We didn’t have it. How were we going
to get it? The only answer that I could think of was that we had to
incorporate the firm and not pay individual taxes . . . on the
money we were reinvesting in the firm. . . . When I joined the
firm we were probably doing $4 million a year. Okay. If you
wanted to grow and do $100 million dollars a year, you knew per-
fectly well how much money you had to have. You had to have
three months of that, and where was it going to come from? We
were all poor boys, including Marvin.32

Marvin fought incorporation because he believed that it would dilute
the concept of partnership in which he so strongly believed. He considered
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partnership to be of enormous benefit to the firm—it instilled a strong com-
mitment to the firm; it provided a means of limiting ownership by any indi-
vidual or group, thus preventing the formation of power blocs and fostering
a partnership style of management; and it permitted a mechanism for trans-
ferring ownership to the next generation of McKinsey leaders. His desire to
protect those benefits kept him from addressing some of the more practi-
cal financial considerations. However, as the benefits of incorporation—the
ability to fund growth and the ability to set up a profit sharing and retire-
ment plan for members of the firm—became more clear to Marvin, and as
he reflected on Gil Clee’s essay distinguishing between the statutory struc-
ture and the operating structure of an organization, he realized that forma-
tion of a corporation with the partners as sole shareholders need not
discourage broad ownership by the partners and might, in fact, facilitate it.
At that point, he became more supportive of the need to make this move. In
Marvin’s own words:

My attitude towards the corporation was that we shouldn’t have it
unless we could maintain a partnership philosophy and just deal
with corporate shares as we did with partnership shares. In our
many discussions, Guy [Crockett] and I remained skeptical, still
concerned about the potential change in the character of the firm
and its management style. But fortunately Gil [Clee], and espe-
cially Ev [Smith], maintained their strong advocacy.

Finally, Guy and I became convinced that all the partners
would make determined efforts to maintain the firm’s professional
character and partnership style of managing and that with their
determination, we need have no fears. Another reason for our
change in attitude was the fact that incorporation and funding
would wipe out the disincentive of the large partner claims and
thus facilitate the transfer of ownership to incoming partners and
the accrual of a capital gain to sellers of shares if growth contin-
ued.The then partners concluded that such a step was essential for
the long-term success of the firm.

Incorporation brought valuable management improvements
to the firm, and all of its prospective benefits have been realized.
Profit-sharing plans that included partners were made possible.
The accrued claims of partners were funded. Our shareholders
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were (and are) protected against personal liability for claims
against the firm, which was not the case when we were a partner-
ship. Finally, we had the capital for our great international growth,
which began the very next year. In fact, the accumulation of capi-
tal turned out to be the most important benefit of incorporation.
The firm had been growing steadily in the United States, but
unexpectedly—and over a short period—the growth in Europe
became explosive. Yet we were able to finance it without adding
new capital. I think it has worked out very well.33

In fact, there was virtually no change in the operating structure,
including how partners were elected, how they selected clients, and how
they were reviewed. Core policies remained in place—one vote for each
partner; no single ownership beyond 5 percent; and standardized ongoing
performance evaluation.There were some slight modifications to compen-
sation. From the perspective of the more junior partners, these changes,
particularly the profit-sharing plans, strongly signaled that ensuring the
endurance of the firm for the next generation of leaders was a priority. Lee
Walton, who was a junior partner when the decision to incorporate was
made, remembers being very appreciative of the older partners’ commit-
ment to his generation:

These older partners permitted incorporation of the firm to estab-
lish a profit-sharing retirement trust and a supplemental retire-
ment program to help make up for the fact that the partners up to
that juncture had had no retirement provision other than what
they saved and invested out of their own current compensation.
So, in effect, they were providing what was projected to be a sig-
nificant contribution to the wealth of the forthcoming partners
while recognizing that their own participation in that program
would be very short because they were headed toward retirement.
Sacrifices like that have been instrumental in keeping this firm
together. So the current partner group owes a debt of gratitude to
these individuals.34

In looking back on the decision to incorporate, although the financial
and tax practicalities faced by the growing partnership may not have been
at the top of Marvin’s list of priorities, he was a reasonable, practical man.
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So, after some heated and prolonged debate, he could see that the legal
liability assumed by all members in a partnership, while unlikely to
become a problem in the normal course of operations, could become one
if highly qualified people regarded it as a reason not to join or stay with
the partnership.

Marvin understood that growth was required, not for the sake of
growth itself and not at the sacrifice of the firm’s reputation, but to create
the right “room” and environment for attracting and retaining the best and
the brightest people. Such growth demanded that multiple leadership be
more valued than a single leader at the top. The rule at McKinsey & Co.
was one person, one vote, so, with Marvin’s ultimate concurrence, the
incorporation went through and has been maintained. In 1971, with the
opening of the Tokyo office, incorporation was tested. McKinsey manage-
ment would not change its legal structure to accommodate Japanese polit-
ical demands. As a result, the opening was delayed for six months before it
was accepted. McKinsey was the first service firm opened in Japan with
such an ownership structure. In fact, the firm did grow substantially after
incorporation (see Figure 4.2).
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With the incorporation and the transition to MBA hires, the firm
entered a new phase of growth, more than doubling in size from 1950 to
1959, with its constituency shifting from about 20 percent MBAs to over
80 percent MBAs, thus reducing the median age of the McKinsey consul-
tants by almost 10 years.

Going Global with 
One-Firm Identity—1959

In 1953, Marvin and his wife Helen took their first vacation outside of
North America. Whereas most people would view a vacation as an
opportunity to temporarily exit from their professional life and concerns,
Marvin was a distinct exception. He took advantage of every vacation 
to reflect on McKinsey & Co. and think about the challenges ahead. As
Jim Balloun, current chairman, president, and CEO of Acuity Brands,
and with McKinsey from 1965 through 1996, heading the Atlanta office
from 1979 through 1993, noted: “Marvin had more persistence than
anyone else I’ve ever met . . . and Helen had more patience than most
spouses, including my own.”36

It was during this 1953 trip to Portugal that Marvin became con-
vinced McKinsey needed to become an international firm. As he described
his logic:

During World War II, America had begun to think internation-
ally. This thinking was heightened by One World (1943), a widely
read book by Wendell L. Wilkie, dynamic Republican candidate
for president. He pointed out that America is “. . . now changing
completely from a young nation of domestic concerns to an adult
nation of international interests and world outlook.” . . . Men and
women all over the world are . . . beginning to know that man’s
welfare throughout the world is interdependent. . . . Our clients
needed to think globally and to service them properly we needed
to think and understand more than America. . . . I felt that if we
looked at it from the standpoint of the clients, the American com-
panies would want us to help them move into Europe. I felt that if
we wanted to be a leading firm we had to be able to help out
clients that way . . . I felt that just as we had become a national
firm, so we must become an international firm.37
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Around the time of Marvin’s trip, momentum for global expansion
was building in the business world, with American companies establishing
their own subsidiaries and on occasion buying up companies in Europe.
Not surprisingly, clients were beginning to value McKinsey’s consulting
services for their interests outside the United States.

Although Marvin was a strong proponent of McKinsey’s global expan-
sion, there was significant resistance from some of the partnership group,
and he recognized that reaching a consensus would require listening care-
fully to the opposition. In order to play the necessary role of an unbiased
arbitrator, Marvin made a conscious decision to turn over the job of public
advocate to Gil Clee, who, like Marvin, felt it was of critical importance
that McKinsey & Co. open international offices.

Six years passed from the time Marvin and Gil first proposed global
expansion to the opening of McKinsey’s first European office in London.
This was probably the longest period of debate in McKinsey’s history.
Marvin was not a patient or an indecisive leader. A lot was at stake and a lot
was at risk. During those six years, Gil never let up on his advocacy through
his memos, proposals, and plans. U.S. clients continued their pull for 
McKinsey to extend its services to Europe while the partnership debated the
wisdom of the move and tested policies and procedures that would ensure
that the single-firm identity could be maintained while serving Europe.

The Debate

The debate as to whether or not to expand internationally centered around
a compelling set of both pros and cons. The pros included an ability to
respond effectively to the increasing demand for overseas services from
McKinsey’s existing globalizing client base and proactively addressing the
fact that the times were changing as communications, transportation, and
so on were more and more enabling a global economy. The cons included
the fact that McKinsey’s U.S. activity was profitable and growing as fast as
could be accommodated by the firm, so why drain off resources from this
growing, successful operation to start up offices overseas instead of allocat-
ing those same resources to open offices in new U.S. locations (e.g.,
Detroit, Atlanta); moreover, European companies would balk at the fees
and, as family-run businesses, were not ready for the top management
approach that had become McKinsey & Co.’s signature. Marvin recalled
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the partnership resistance and credited the success of McKinsey’s Euro-
pean model to the long process of debate:

In fact, we couldn’t be successful in moving overseas unless nearly
everybody was in favor of it. We had studies made. Out of these
disagreements came some very good things that would not have
happened if there hadn’t been disagreement.

For example, Everett Smith kept raising issues that he
thought might keep us from making a decision to become inter-
national. He said we shouldn’t have a different kind of practice in
Europe than we have in the U.S. After quite a few months of
study, we formulated a policy that we would have the same kind of
practice, the same caliber of people, the same general level of fees,
and if we couldn’t succeed we would pull back. The alternative of
that would have been to take small studies for small companies
and sort of work our way up. So the differences of opinion resulted
in our adopting a strategy that was very difficult to carry out but
which we did carry out.38

The Client Pull

At a management meeting in 1954, Gil Clee suggested that, “for the
present, everybody should learn all he can about problems our American
clients have in connection with their overseas operations. In a compara-
tively short time we should have a clearer understanding of what our future
should be in this field.”39 To this end, McKinsey hired Charles Lee, an
expert on business in Europe to work with Clee in studying and formulat-
ing McKinsey’s expansion plans. Clee also wrote a piece for The Harvard
Business Review called “Expanding World Enterprise.”40 It was a seminal
article in an influential publication and attracted the interest of potential
clients.

That same year, with globalization in its infancy, American clients
were starting to pull McKinsey & Co. outside of the United States and a
number of studies were under way on the continent. This work included a
global organizational study for ITT, strategy work with Heinz in the
United Kingdom, global expansion efforts with Food Machinery Corp.,
and an organization study for IBM World Trade.
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These early studies proved to be good launchpads for McKinsey & Co.
consultants to broaden their own thinking and adopt a more international
perspective. According to Mac Stewart, with McKinsey from 1952 through
1996:

The IBM World Trade study gave us an understanding of a major
multinational corporation. We have since been told that the
regional organization structure that we worked out contributed
substantially to IBM’s success in taking over the European com-
puter market. Tom Watson Jr. told me at dinner one night that the
study laid the groundwork for IBM World Trade Corporation for
many years.41

In the spring of 1956, Gil sent the partners another memorandum on
the opportunity and the need to move rapidly:

In this situation, American management consulting firms are
faced by an opportunity and a challenge. It is an opportunity for
them to obtain gratifying and important rewards by doing on a
worldwide plane what they have done or are doing in the United
States to aid business in accomplishing its task successfully. It is a
challenge in that it means making a greater contribution of effort
and time, in accordance with America’s new world role, to carry
the know-how and techniques of management consulting to other
countries. . . .

Foreign industry needs and wants American management
consultant assistance. American industry operating abroad has this
same need and desire. Finally, a proper understanding today of
American industry’s problems, as its foreign activities become
more and more complex and extensive, requires the dedication of
adequate time and knowledge to the solution of its foreign man-
agement problems as an integral part of the total picture that deter-
mines a company’s success or failure.42

Later that year, a key opportunity to work with a European company
opened a number of doors for McKinsey. John Loudon, one of the man-
aging directors of the Royal Dutch Shell Group from 1952 to 1965 and
chairman from 1965 to 1976, became aware of McKinsey & Co. and Mar-
vin Bower through Gus Long, chairman of Texaco.
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A subsequent phone conversation between Loudon and Marvin
launched a study in Venezuela that was essentially an organizational study
and, as it turned out, a test of McKinsey & Co. Hugh Parker, who was
with McKinsey from 1951 to 1983 and was the first head of the U.K.
office, and Lee Walton, who was with McKinsey from 1956 to 1973, both
relocated to South America. Marvin, in his capacity as engagement direc-
tor, would go down for about two to three weeks at a time.

As Warren Cannon recalls, the results were very positive and propelled
the firm to a new level of visibility outside of the United States:

It was so successful that John Loudon brought the firm to London
for a worldwide organization study and from there it just
exploded. Marvin played a really critical role. He introduced Royal
Dutch Shell. He assembled the team for Royal Dutch Shell. He
directed the study, developed the client, was instrumental in
cementing its success, and moved it to the U.K.43

During the course of the Shell study, client pull continued to increase
and other forces were swinging the pendulum of partner support. In par-
ticular, in 1957, a Business Week article described McKinsey & Co. as an
American firm with a sizable foreign business that still operates abroad by
sending consultants out from its U.S. offices, in contrast to Booz�Allen &
Hamilton, which had already opened European offices.44 The manage-
ment consulting world was as competitive as the next, and this article
surely fueled some concern about lagging behind Booz.

It was shortly after the Business Week article appeared that McKinsey’s
work with Shell expanded, based on its initial success.

The London Office

In early 1958, Gil Clee sent out a memorandum recommending the open-
ing of the London office, based on the following rationale:

1. Although we have deliberately moved cautiously since April 1953,
the opportunity in Europe is substantial. With the advent of the
European Common Market, which became effective January 1,
1958, many U.S. and European companies will be compelled to
reexamine their basic operations.
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2. Since January 1957, we have served 23 clients on purely interna-
tional problems either outside or in the United States. This work
has taken firm personnel to 19 countries.

3. A number of firm members have become interested in overseas
assignments. Hugh Parker has the capacity to serve as resident
manager of a London office and is in residence there. We have
other associates now in residence in London and The Hague.

4. Our reputation for overseas work has been enhanced by seven
articles written by Charles Lee and about as many speeches.45

The result was growing partnership support for international expan-
sion. When McKinsey & Co. did expand to Europe, it was done in a man-
ner similar to the successful national expansion some 20 years previously.
Just as McKinsey had seeded its national office launches with the best and
the brightest from its New York office, some of the strongest domestic
resources were transferred to Europe—not an easy sacrifice for McKinsey’s
U.S. operations. In addition, consistent with Marvin’s vision for national
growth, McKinsey took the single-identity, one-firm concept to Europe.
This meant, among other things, salaries and fees relatively consistent
with U.S. practices.46 As Lee Walton, one of the first associates in Europe
and subsequently McKinsey’s managing director from 1968 through 1973,
points out, this was a particularly challenging goal: “We had to be able to
justify what in many cases was as much as 10 times fee differences with
local competitors.”47

At the next management meeting, the proposal was discussed, and
finally, some six years after the international concept was initially raised,
the partnership voted to proceed. Marvin remembered that meeting:

When someone suggested further study, I decided that we had
studied the problem long enough and asked for a show of hands
on Gil’s proposal.48

Once agreement was reached, Marvin and McKinsey moved quickly:

The next day we announced that we would become an interna-
tional firm and open an office in London as soon as legal, tax, and
physical arrangements could be made.49

The visibility that the Shell study afforded McKinsey & Co. greased the
wheels for the successful 1959 launching of the firm’s first office outside the
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United States. On January 15, 1959, John Loudon made a worldwide
announcement that Shell had adopted McKinsey’s recommendations.
Loudon also published an important article about the new Shell organiza-
tion structure in Britain’s prestigious publication The Director. He wrote: “A
leading United States firm of management consultants, McKinsey & Co.,
was invited by the managing directors to assist them in the study.”50

Despite such prestigious publicity, the move to London was challeng-
ing, as Hugh Parker, the first manager of the U.K. office, remembers:

Lee Walton and I were asked if we would like to open an office in
London. And, of course, we did. We were told, “Here’s $25,000.”
That was our starting working capital. That was the first offshore
office that McKinsey opened. Very shortly after that we opened an
office in Geneva and subsequently Paris and in Düsseldorf.

So, Gil was instrumental in setting up the financial controls.
He dealt with the lawyers and generally did the administrative
establishment of our practice in London while Lee and I were out
looking for work, scrambling for work. . . . It could have been
lonely sitting in James Street. Marvin called almost every day to
see if he could do anything.

We had several things going against us which we had to
overcome. One was the fact that we were simply not known. . . .
Secondly, we were American and there was still, even in the
late 1950s, residual resentment against Americans. Not anti-
Americanism overtly, but there was sort of a “we’ve had enough
of you guys” sort of thing. Thirdly, management consulting,
although it existed [in England], and there was in fact an asso-
ciation of management consultants comprising the four well
established firms [Associate Industrial Consultants, Personnel
Administration, Production Engineering, and Urwick, Orr &
Partners] at the time in England. They were perfectly respectable
firms. They were certainly not doing McKinsey-style manage-
ment consulting as Marvin had then developed it, and people
didn’t know what kind of management consulting we were doing.

It was believed that probably our earliest work would be doing
work for the British subsidiaries of American client companies,
like H. J. Heinz or Massey. We did do some work for ITT [and]
Hoover U. K. But ICI was a huge bell ringer.They were the biggest
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industrial company in Britain. Thanks to Paul Chambers [now Sir
Paul Chambers], they gave it a lot of publicity. I don’t think anyone
in England knew we were working for Shell, but they sure as hell
knew when we were working for ICI.

Marvin negotiated the study. He was a very persuasive guy.
He shone integrity. I think that’s what made people trust him and
accept him readily.51

Once having added ICI, a huge European company, to McKinsey’s
roster, the staff of the London office grew to eight. John Macomber, the
head of the continental office from 1961 to 1964 and in 1967, subse-
quently chairman of Celanese and president of the Import/Export Bank,
remembers Europe in 1959:

We forget about the fact that the war absolutely ruined Europe.
When I first went to England, there were rubble piles as I went to
work in front of Royal Dutch Shell where the bombs had been.
Still hadn’t been cleared up—in 1959. And bread was still on price
control in Paris in 1961. So, it was a much different kind of an
environment in a sense that it was not nearly as rich, and signifi-
cantly less sophisticated.52

Roger Morrison who led the London office from 1973 through 1983,
remembered how the Shell and ICI engagements parlayed into multiple
clients in postwar England:

We were strongly endorsed and supported by a number of influential
people in the U.K. business society largely because we had been
retained by Shell and ICI. It became almost fashionable to call in
McKinsey. In a relatively short period of time, we were called in by
Vickers, which at that time owned British Aerospace, the shipyards,
and the steel works in England.We were then called in by the British
Post Office as a result of the work we’d done at Vickers. We were
called in by Rolls Royce in aerospace and subsequently, in the motor
car field; and we were called in by United Biscuits. So McKinsey
became a household word, which was capped ultimately by the BBC
and the Bank of England deciding to retain us.53
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With the Bank of England study in 1969, the London office could say
with confidence, “We’ve been accepted.” Sir Alcon Copisarow, then a
member of the London office, vividly remembers this breakthrough:

Lord O’Brien called me to do the Bank of England study. I said,
“For nearly 300 years, since 1694, you have kept your secrets away
from the Chancellor of the Exchequer, and now you are asking
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private consultants, and American ones at that, to come in when
the government does not have this information?”54

A remarkable achievement in and of itself to have penetrated England
with American business experts, the establishment of the London office
was, in the words of Lee Walton, “one of the most significant events in
firm history as the first step of making the firm a truly international
body.”55 By late 1966, the U.K. office had become the second largest in the
firm after New York. (See Figure 4.3.)

The Evolution of McKinsey in Europe 
and Migration to the Continent

By 1961, it was time for McKinsey & Co. to expand further into Europe.
Marvin Bower proposed a plan that entailed a somewhat methodical evo-
lution, beginning with an office in Geneva and studies generated from that
location for foreign holdings of American companies (e.g., DuPont and
General Foods). The partnership supported Marvin’s plan.

However, it soon became clear that the firm had not fully anticipated
the dynamics of the expansion. Again, as it had in London, McKinsey
experienced a greater demand for its expertise from European companies
than from international operations of U.S. corporations. Moreover, with
Europe an appealing growth platform, McKinsey’s somewhat competitive
partners began tripping over one another in the rush to open new offices.
Mac Stewart remembers how, contrary to the plan to take it one step at a
time, the expansion exploded:

We had this one funny situation where the strategy was to collect
a series of functional and language skills in Geneva under John
Macomber. Then in about 1967, when we had about 30 or 40 of
them and a few tested clients in different countries—Italy,
Switzerland, France, Germany—we would begin to open an
office. But because of the good relationship with John Loudon—
who introduced us to Prince Bernhard of the Netherlands (who
introduced us to KLM and then SHV; SHV is not well-known,
but is a very big oil company in Holland)—all of a sudden, we had
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two clients in Holland and no office. So, bingo, we opened an
office in Amsterdam to the surprise and horror of the McKinsey
people in Geneva. They panicked. They went ape. And four of
them rushed off and opened the office in Düsseldorf, and five
more went to Paris under John Macomber. The whole theory of
our European movement was to be able to serve foreign sub-
sidiaries of our U.S. clients, which has amounted to about 3 per-
cent of our billings ever since. So we went there for all the wrong
reasons and had all the right policies.56

John Macomber (who opened the Paris office) reflects on the chal-
lenges, excitement, and rewards for those involved in this migration:

When we went to Europe . . . there was no other firm in the world
that had this idea of building a professional firm that was really
owned throughout by the people in it. And there was no other firm
in the world that treated it like a profession. When I went to
Europe, everybody advertised. We didn’t advertise. It was just . . .
like most operations in those days, there was no real body of knowl-
edge about how European business worked. There was no under-
standing of the way the decision-making process worked, or the way
people behaved, what value systems were, other than what we
learned rather superficially in school and college. So it was a little bit
like diving into a swimming pool, and you didn’t know how deep
the water was. So I am not disdainful at all at people who were a lit-
tle chary about the firm going into it. It was a big decision on top of
that.There was some financial risk. But it was really those other two
risks of being associated with a rather unsavory group of people,
point one, and point two being our lack of knowledge.

In the beginning [in France], we were not particularly well
accepted. And then . . . a series of events . . . got us on the net-
work. de Gaulle was very much in. He was terrific. He was mad-
deningly brilliant, incisive, aloof, all the characteristics you’ve
heard about, and very brave. Very brave. Working in that environ-
ment [with the leading industrialists] was fantastic. That was in
the days when the “le plastique,” which were the bombs, were
going off all over Paris, and Algeria was a big thing. We began to
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get very good marks, and the result was that suddenly . . . it all
happened in a period of a couple of years, it was not only an
acceptable thing to retain McKinsey & Co., but boy, it was a very
prestigious thing if you could get them to come to work for you.
This all happened because we got on the trolley car with the [busi-
ness] leadership of France.

The same thing applied in Switzerland . . . we somehow got
into the establishment. It wasn’t a concerted effort. We weren’t
saying we’ve got to get into the establishment. We were trying to
get to know people . . . which we did. And it just happened that
we did extremely good work in Switzerland and in Germany and
in Amsterdam.

When we landed in Europe, Europe was waiting for us. We
didn’t know it, but it soon became evident that they were hungry
for the kind of work that Marvin really wanted us to do, which
was strategic, top management stuff that really impacted the
direction of the company. And, by the way, it also impacted the
countries in which we were operating. There is no question, at
least in the early days. McKinsey & Co. did as much as any insti-
tution to rebuild European productivity. No question. In fact, I
don’t think anyone even came close to doing as much as we did
for the automobile industry, the banking industry, the airline
industry, the oil business. Those industries all had a huge bene-
fit from this.

The client list in France was unbelievable. I think it was
because they knew that we may not always come up with the right
answer, and we might have done dumb things, but there never was
one scintilla of a doubt about what was motivating us. And it
wasn’t money. It was trying to help them. . . . And I think it was
the fact that, obviously we had interesting, bright, attractive, con-
vincing people . . . and the ideas were good—but the thing that I
think always really worked was the conviction of what our motiva-
tion was. And our motivation was really to help.

I think almost all the work we did in Europe, whether it was
from Germany, France, or Amsterdam which were the big units,
was aimed at trying to help [the clients] figure out what they
wanted to do. At Zwanenberg-Organon (a prestigious Dutch firm
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engaged in pharmaceutical and food manufacturing on an inter-
national scale), the issue was, “Are we in the pharmaceutical busi-
ness or are we in the specialty chemical business? What are we?
What do we need to do? And, by the way, what are the pros and
cons of these different choices?” Because in almost every one of
these companies there was conflict about what they were trying to
do. At Rhône-Poulenc they were absolutely beside themselves.
“Are we a chemical company, are we a pharmaceutical company, a
fine chemical company, and by the way, what’s our relationship
with the government?” It was all this stuff that, as a psychologist
would say, was not together. It was not together.

The people we had, at least in those days, were enormously
able convincers. And they should have been. Because they were
bright, articulate, and they had done their homework. . . . When
you were successful you could just see the results. That’s what
made consulting fun. It was really powerful stuff. Max Geldens
really changed the whole industrial base of Holland. And I think
the team in France did the same thing. And Germany with John
McDonald. Amazing performance. Of course we had, in many
ways, significantly less sophisticated clients. But we had much
more sophisticated clients in another way because they were deal-
ing with public policy. And they were also broke after the war.

Marvin would make annual trips and we’d have reviews. I think
he was astounded by what happened, absolutely astounded. And the
reach of the firm. The influence of the firm. I think Marvin was
truly proud, he was impressed, but he was truly proud of the impact
that the people in Amsterdam and Paris and Germany—these were
in the early days—were making on the lives of the ordinary citizen.
That was a big motivator for us.57

Although, as John Macomber noted, Marvin would never come out
and directly state “I am proud of you,” he was nothing less than bursting
with pride at how the partnership and the teams took their stellar capabil-
ities abroad, penetrated foreign cultures, and helped a postwar continent
rebuild its economic infrastructure.

When all was said and done, McKinsey’s global expansion proved to be
phenomenally successful, but not at all like the partnership had imagined.
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Much to the surprise of all, the opportunities were not with global opera-
tions of U.S. companies, but rather with leading European companies.
Thus, in Europe, McKinsey & Co. found itself primarily serving European
companies out of local country offices, rather than the original conception
of dealing with the European subsidiaries of American corporations out of
a small number of regional offices. So, what began, according to Marvin, as
“strategic opportunism” culminated in one of the most powerful outcomes
in the history of management consulting.

Women Managing Studies—1968

In 1964, Marvin had stopped wearing his hat, the firm had six offices in
the United States and two in Europe, the first women were graduated
from the Harvard Business School,58 and the first women associates were
hired. Within this ostensibly conservative firm environment, a major tran-
sition was quietly occurring. Harvey Golub remembers the decision four
years later to have a woman manage a study because he was the catalyst:

There was a woman associate named Mary Falvey (with McKin-
sey from 1967 through 1975) who had an economics degree from
Cornell and an MBA from Harvard . . . and was one of the
smartest people I’ve ever met. There were no women partners at
the time and they were just beginning to hire woman in any kind
of numbers. Mary worked with me on a study for the Insurance
Company of North American, which is now part of Cigna. . . .
They were going to go into a second phase of the study, and I con-
cluded that she would manage that phase of the study. . . . Dick
Neuschel was the director in charge of McKinsey’s relationship
with Insurance of North America. I went to talk with him and
Marvin about this next phase. Dick asked who I thought should
manage it, and I said Mary. . . . He thought for a minute and said,
“Are you going to ask the client about it?” I said “No.” He asked
why and I said, “If you ask the client about it they will think that
it is an issue that they need to think about. They are not equipped
to tell who the best engagement manager is—I am; that’s my
responsibility, not theirs.” Marvin smiled and asked what I was
going to do and I said, “Well, I already did it, Marvin. I went down
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and told them that they are going to have a new engagement man-
ager starting on Monday and that she is the smartest person that
I’ve ever met and that they are going to love her.” And he said,
“Oh.” And that was it.

That was an inflection point on how people think about staff.
It’s an inflection point in an adjustment to a firm that was as
straight an establishment that you could ever get. And Marvin and
Dick’s reaction was simple. They probably wouldn’t have done it
on their own. . . . But they adapted to the change very well. To a
man who might not even know how to think about these things.
It’s the firm Marvin built. It’s guys like Dick Neuschel who would
be willing to change a lifetime of habit on a dime.59

As Mary Falvey remembers her early time in the firm:

I was totally in awe of Marvin, from the time I heard him speak at
training. I was walking down the hall with another associate. Mar-
vin was coming the other way. Marvin said hello to the other asso-
ciate [an unidentified man] first. Before Marvin had a chance to
greet me, I said, “Hello, Marvin.” Marvin replied, “Hello, Mary.”
And I felt that I had been accepted. He knew I was an associate,
and he knew my name.60

Mary knew that her need to be accepted went beyond the halls of
McKinsey:

When I was managing the study, it was a very tricky situation; the
client had invested a ton of money over the previous two years in
systems that were not delivering what they wanted. We told them
to stop investing, it would not work. There were no women in
management [at the client].They accepted me as an adviser. It was
a phenomenal feeling.61

Marvin may have been somewhat reticent when it came to embracing
the notion of women professionals in leadership positions. However, his
commitment to providing the best capabilities to the clients outweighed
any concerns he may have had that, like hatless heads or argyle socks, a
female engagement manager (not an accepted practice at the time) would
be a distraction from the matter at hand. As Marvin’s experience with
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female consultants progressed, he came to see them as a definite advan-
tage. In 1999, he said:

Put women on every team. All-male teams often wind up spin-
ning wheels. Add women, and you’re likely to break through prob-
lems. It’s true that women have more intuition than men. I have
observed that when I have worked for some time with an all-male
team and then add a woman, the team becomes more imaginative,
has more and better ideas, and is more sensitive to what’s on the
mind of client(s).62

As Linda Levinson, the first female partner, remembers the early days
of female consultants:

The men were worrying about how to behave with women in the
firm; the women were afraid of making a mistake; and Marvin
fostered that McKinsey was a gender-blind meritocracy. Marvin
made it possible for women to succeed. He held us to the same
standards and made us feel we could meet those standards. Mar-
vin’s definition of professionalism has left an indelible impression:

Speak your mind.
Hold to the highest standards of integrity.
Deliver more than your clients expect.

It was a very special place because of the values Marvin was
setting.63

Not Going Public: Selling Stock 
To Partners—1966

During the late 1960s and early 1970s, there was a definite move for a num-
ber of service firms to go public—Arthur D. Little & Co., Booz�Allen &
Hamilton—as well as the sale of Cresap, McCormick & Paget to Citicorp.
With this trend unfolding around them and evidence of personal fortunes
being amassed by the partners in these now public firms, while there was no
strong sentiment to go public within the McKinsey partnership, a conscious
decision on this matter was called for.

Marvin was convinced that going public would be wrong for the firm,
and that the economic performance pressures created by being beholden to
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stockholders and satisfying the expectations of the market gurus could
impair McKinsey’s need for independence. He also believed that going
public would encourage the acceptance of questionable client engage-
ments for the sake of quarterly revenue reporting, as well as compromise
McKinsey’s reputation and hence its sustainability. Marvin had many con-
versations with his peers in other institutions as they pondered this option,
and he reflects on this time:

The three of us had a debate at a meeting of management consul-
tants (see Figure 4.4). Richard M. Paget for his firm, James W.
Taylor, the head of Booz, and myself. We argued the pros and cons
of having shares owned outside. I maintained that it’s better to have
all the shares owned inside because then the firm can be more 
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flexible; we don’t have to have compliance with government regu-
lations. Most important of all, we can run the firm the way we want
to run it without having to think about earnings for outside share-
holders. We can and do take a long-term viewpoint. If we want to
take a lot of money to get our practice in China started, for exam-
ple, we don’t have to make profits satisfactory to an owner. In fact,
Booz�Allen & Hamilton did sell 15 percent of their shares to the
public. That meant that they had to comply with regulations that
we didn’t have to. They lost some of their flexibility and for one
reason or another, they bought the shares back. They borrowed
money from a bank and bought them back from the public. I
believe that they are now back where they started from. Then there
was Cresap, McCormick & Paget which sold their shares to Citi-
corp and they have bought their shares back from Citicorp. . . .

We never had a serious discussion about going public. If there
was any demand for it, it was minimal. The firm was approached
by Citicorp in 1966, before they got Cresap. I wasn’t the manag-
ing director after 1967. Lee Walton was approached and he too
turned it down without even referring it to all the partners. He
told Citicorp it would be a mistake from their standpoint, which
they subsequently found to be the case.64

While at the time there was no push to go public at McKinsey,
Marvin was not confident that this matter was put to bed forever:

I feel quite sure there will be future push by some partners to sell
shares to the public or to some bank or other corporation. Such
share prices will be a way to capitalize on the goodwill built by ear-
lier partners. If such a sellout does take place (which is against our
policy and which I hope will never happen), there will be quite a
few of us spinning in our graves. If it does happen, it will be to sat-
isfy the greed of the partners instead of following our deeply
embedded policy of passing along the firm to succeeding genera-
tions of partners stronger than those partners received it from
their predecessors. That move would violate our founding mission
of establishing a firm that would continue in perpetuity.65

Despite Marvin’s debates with his peers, the mismatch between a service
firm and a publicly held firm was less obvious to others who then had to
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learn the hard way. As the period is described in an internal book Booz�Allen
& Hamilton: Seventy Years of Client Service, 1914–1984:

In addition, the talk, as the 1960s drew to a close, was bottom-
line talk: Going public. There was a way to realize one’s assets in
the consulting business. Boom times were making optimists out
of almost everyone. Business was good. The market was hot. . . .
In its December 20, 1969, issue, Business Week told part of the
“rich inside story” of Booz�Allen & Hamilton as the firm pre-
pared to sell 500,000 shares of its common stock to the public.
Net billings for 1969 were $55 million. They had doubled since
1956. Net income had done better, having risen from $1.5 million
in 1964 to over $3.5 million. At the proposed $30 a share, Allen’s
and Bowen’s holdings each were to top $7 million, and those of
eight other officer-directors would range from $1.6 million to
$4.5 million.

. . . Going public had its own rationale [beyond personal
wealth]: to make it easier to acquire other companies, to give
stockholders (including officer-owners) some liquidity for their
stock, and to be, in Jim Allen’s words, “in the spirit of the times.”

It turned out to be a bad idea. Booz�Allen & Hamilton stock
hit the market at its peak and went down. “Being public was not
serving us well,” said Allen. “Also, it was not a way to enlarge the
firm. The way to do that was to get people, not companies.”66

Several years later, Booz�Allen & Hamilton bought the shares back
and struggled to reposition itself as an objective outsider. And Walter
Wriston, president of Citicorp from 1967 to 1984, found that Cresap had
not been as profitable a subsidiary as had been expected.67

Marvin Bower gave up the opportunity for a personal fortune by not
jumping on the public bandwagon. This decision provides very strong evi-
dence of Marvin’s commitment to his personal values and to the values he
had established for the firm. He firmly believed that, if management con-
sultants had to answer to shareholders, they would inevitably provide
poorer service to clients. It would simply not be possible to be a preferred
counselor to a public company while also being a public company.

John Forbis, currently the head of development at Canon and with
McKinsey from 1971 to 1983, captures this trade-off between wealth and
reputation/values:
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When I joined the firm in the early 1970s, we knew we would
never be as wealthy as investment bankers, but we would be well
off. We also knew we could not be public and be McKinsey—it was
not a concept that would work—the values were embedded. The
institution was built on integrity. Marvin not taking McKinsey
public is like George Washington refusing the title of king—it did
not match the founding principles.68

Rather than move the firm in a direction that would provide him with a
“wealth beyond Caesar’s,” Marvin went in almost the opposite direction: He
adhered to policies he had had the foresight to put in place. He sold his stock
back to the partnership at its book value, thereby cementing McKinsey &
Co. as an enduring professional management consulting firm with the
appropriate financial infrastructure to provide unbiased, independent advice
to other businesses.

This action was lauded by the then current partners and won the
respect of partners to come. Peter Foy, currently chairman of Whitehead
Mann Group P/C, who was with McKinsey from 1968 to 1973, and again
from 1974 to 1996, captured this sentiment:

The greatest thing Marvin ever did was to give his shares away. If
you look at the demise of other entrepreneurial places like this,
you often see the emerging greed of the founder. . . . But our
founder Marvin Bower didn’t. If there is one thing, it’s hopeful if
you’re an icon to be the beneficiary of longevity. I just made that
up but I think it’s true. And the fact that he’s been around all these
years helps the effectiveness of his legacy. And the fact that he
bequeathed his wealth in the equity stakes to the firm, rather than
squeeze every last drop of the dollar benefit that he could have,
was for me an enormous professional gift and role model gesture
that all these other guys failed on.69

As Henry Strage points out, very few people would forsake their own
fortune for the future of an institution:

The thing that always struck me as being quite unbelievable was
when he came up with this formula that no partner should own
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more than 5 percent of the firm. The implications of that were
that he had to sell his shares back to the firm at a ridiculous price.
Did he have, what, 50 percent or 60 percent? Something like that.
It’s inconceivable that anybody would have done that today. Can
you imagine? To say, “Well, look, I want this firm to continue, so
no partner should own more than 5 percent, and by the way, I’m
going to sell my shares back. At a huge discount.70

Marvin, as was his nature, was a bit more humble about his decision to
sell his shares back: he viewed his decision as a natural requirement of his
vision to create an enduring institution. The only way the firm would con-
tinue would be if all the partners would do the same:

Many people have mentioned the fact that I could have made
more money by staying in the job, by selling the firm to somebody
else, or by holding out for higher prices for my shares, which were
all bought up as part of the regular plan (with no special pay-
ments). I did not think of that decision in those terms because my
purpose was to establish a firm that would live on after me. Since
that was my ambition, I did not look at it as a generous decision.71

Insisting on Succession—1967
Marvin believed that old leaders need to get out of the way to make room
for new leaders, so that an institution could have a future. So, in October of
1967, at the age of 64, Marvin Bower stepped down as managing director
of the firm. With Marvin acting in this position formally for 17 years and
effectively for 28 years, there was pressure for him to stay on in this role and
concern and uncertainty about what the future would bring without Mar-
vin at the helm. Hugh Parker captures the mood prevailing at the time:

Everybody knew what was coming. He had told us. I remember
discussions upon discussions about [the concern that] there was
nobody to replace Marvin. Changing over McKinsey from Mar-
vin was like saying get rid of your spouse. It was no simple matter.
A lot of people were closely hinged on Marvin Bower.72

Mac Stewart remembers that no one thought they could find a good
enough replacement for Marvin:
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Marvin Bower had established the principle that managing direc-
tors of the firm should retire at the age of 65. Well, Marvin Bower,
as he approached 65, made it very clear that he intended to do
that. But the other partners, I think most of them, wanted him to
stay on. They felt that he was doing a superb job and none of them
could do as good a job as he did. But he insisted.73

Mac Stewart also remembers how the transition was made:

There was a very interesting article about how you put together a
team that runs a company. So Marvin decided to create this execu-
tive group and he picked the three candidates for his job—Everett
Smith, Gilbert Clee, and Richard Neuschel. The executive group
went on for a couple of years. Then, I think it was at my second
directors’ meeting Marvin said, “Is everybody satisfied with the
work of the executive group?” I stuck up my hand and said, “No.
I’m not and if anybody in the room, except executive group mem-
bers, feels satisfied stick up your hand.” No hand went up.

I was rewarded for this dissent by being made the head of the
committee to examine the situation. What we found out was, the
executive group wasn’t working because Marvin had been such a
superb leader. We would have these partner meetings from Friday
morning until about noon on Saturday.The next Monday morning,
we’d get a blue paper that said, in effect, “This is what we decided,
here is who is responsible for making it happen, and here is the
deadline for when it should be finished.” Bing, bing, bing. When he
created this executive group, the three candidates didn’t want to
look as though they were politicking, so they didn’t do anything. So
for about a year and a half, maybe two years, nothing was decided
and nothing was implemented. So, our committee recommended
that Marvin resume the chair for another nine months. Meanwhile,
we worked out an election procedure for managing partner that’s
pretty much still the same today. It got gussied up a bit. And Gilbert
Clee was elected.74

In a 1968 International Management article by Geraldine Hinds, enti-
tled “Step Down and Let Younger Men Lead,” Marvin explained his phi-
losophy about succession:
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“If a man has imagination, initiative and the will to be a good chief
executive, he will usually plan his own retirement. He won’t neces-
sarily stop working,” says Bower, who still logs a 65-hour work
week and an international travel schedule, “but he will certainly
plan to do other things than manage.

“I do not believe a retired chief executive should even be on
the board. I’ll offend a lot of people with that comment.” Accord-
ingly, Bower has dropped off McKinsey’s managing committee,
the equivalent to a board of directors.

“In a business operating in today’s environment, any chief
executive over 65 is likely to get out of touch without realizing it;
is likely to make his decisions on experience that is out of date.
Too often he doesn’t know his mind isn’t open. And people just
won’t tell him.

“Right now I’m agonizing with a client who doesn’t have to
retire until 70. He’s just 65. It’s very traumatic because it’s an easy
thing for him to rationalize that he should stay on. He’s done an
outstanding job. There is no pressure from the board for him to
quit. He has done an excellent job of developing a successor. But it
would be good for the man and the company for him to retire. I
think he will.

“A chief executive ought to have at least 10 years—seven at a
minimum—at his job. If one executive holds on too long, his suc-
cessor doesn’t have a chance to put his own individual stamp on
the business.

“Even if you have a successor who is less able than the exec-
utive he replaces, he will still probably do a better job because of
his fresh ideas. Change is good for an enterprise. And much of
its value comes in the realignment of existing relationships. I’ve
seen firms just blow up. In the last five years, four management
consulting firms have disintegrated, been bought up, or split
up . . . all because the major influence hung on.” Bower readily
admits that the decision to retire can be painful. But he thinks a
chief executive must face up to its inevitability, the sooner the
better. “I began to think about retirement in 1955 because it
takes a good length of time.”

Bower still holds the title of a director and “may remain on
McKinsey premises,” as he puts it, until he is 70 years old. But
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after the age of 65, he must be affirmatively re-elected each year.
This is a policy safeguard which Bower engineered.

“It is not realistic in the typical situation to deal with retire-
ment on anything other than a calendar basis. As soon as you put
it on a judgmental basis, the decision for when a man must retire
falls to the directors. Then the problems start. When you pass 65,
the directors lose the leverage of calendar age. The next psycho-
logical calendar age is 70. So directors face the problem of possi-
bly having to tell a friend at some point between 65 and 70 that he
should step down because he is no longer effective in handling the
business.

“A lot of executives who come upon retirement suddenly ask
‘what do I do now?’ They’ve been working 70 to 80 hours a week,
and they come up to the last day on the job and don’t know what to
do. My answer to this: they should have thought of that several
years before.This is one of the advantages of having a precise retire-
ment date.

“If you are going to have a dynamic economy, don’t let the
elderly run the enterprises of the economy.”75

Jeffery Sonnenfeld’s 1998 book The Hero’s Farewell, cites Marvin’s
retirement as an example of a graceful, positive exit:

The ambassadors [Marvin Bower,Thomas J. Watson Jr., and Albert
Gordon] expressed the greatest career contentment on leaving a
firm and greeted their retirement with feelings of pride and plea-
sure. . . . While they had a strong affinity for their firms, their iden-
tity did not hinge on their role as the leader. Their firms tended to
be larger firms with moderate performance across the financial
indices. Their accomplishments may have been no more modest
than those of the monarchs or generals, but their attitudes were.76

Although Marvin Bower stepped down in 1967, he continued to be
viewed as the grand old master of consulting throughout his life. Fourteen
years later, in 1981, when Reg Jones, the chairman of GE, was playing golf
with Ron Daniel, the managing director of McKinsey since 1976, he
asked Ron, “How is the boss treating you?”77

In an interview with BBC television in 1988, when asked why he
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was still working after stepping down as McKinsey’s managing director,
Marvin replied:

I’ll wait until they throw me out, you see. Because I like the work.
I like to work at this. And, as long as they let me stay, why, I’ll be
there. Except as I feel that I am not being productive myself then
I’ll step out. That’s of course a biased decision but that’s the way I
look at it.78

In 1992, Marvin did formally retire. He moved to Florida and began
his first postretirement project: writing a new book, The Will To Lead.79

Marvin passionately explained his rationale for this book, “The horrors of
hierarchy have changed very little over 60 years. Despite all the changes in
American businesses . . . all-powerful chief executives who report to the
board still have full authority over corporate agendas; then they sit atop
their hierarchies, which give them command and control over the people
who execute their agendas. . . . This will only change when executives
understand the much greater power of leadership.”80 So, upon reflection, he
added, “I mislabeled my first book when what we need is leaders.”
Although he retired from McKinsey, Marvin did not retire from his battle
against hierarchy.

Objecting to a Joint Venture 
with DLJ—1969

When Marvin did step down in 1967, he consciously and conspicuously
would not get involved in firm issues. Inside the firm, 1967 through 1972
were termed Marvin’s dark years. He changed his day-to-day behavior
overnight, although McKinsey & Co. was no less important to him when
he stepped down as managing director. He never wrote a memorandum,
cornered people, or got involved in a discussion about firm direction or
decisions. In that five-year period, there was one exception.

Following the sudden death of Marvin’s successor, Gilbert Clee, the
McKinsey leadership was assumed by Lee Walton. During Lee’s early
years in this role—perhaps as part of the aftermath of having two new
leaders within the span of a year after 28 years of Marvin at the helm—
many partners were eager to pursue new opportunities. Lee Walton com-
missioned six projects investigating new ways McKinsey could work with
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top management (serving small entrepreneurial companies, serving gov-
ernment, serving universities, serving venture capitalists, and pursuing a
joint venture with a technology company). In particular, a joint venture
with DLJ was one that was discussed a great deal. Warren Cannon, Mc-
Kinsey’s chief administrative partner at the time, describes what was hap-
pening:

I think there were two things going on. One is that there was a lot
of pent-up energy in the firm as a result of this five years of suc-
cession, jockeying, and no clear leadership in the firm. That was
part of it. The second thing was that we had a lot of young, ener-
getic people in the firm who had ideas about how they could make
their mark, not necessarily using Gil as a model, but certainly
influenced by the example of adding a major new dimension
[going global] to the firm. I think it was all of this that Lee [the
new managing director] was reacting to. It was also Lee’s style to
let it all hang out. Those things came together.81

Although Marvin was no longer managing director, his wisdom and
values and the tremendous respect he had garnered over the years ensured
that he would continue to be a very strong influence on the firm, as the
DLJ case confirms. Warren goes on to explain what occurred:

We had several opportunistic situations that emerged in 1969.
Most of them sort of dwindled away. One of Lee’s projects 
was about venture capital that was headed by Jack Crowley (with
McKinsey from 1952 to 1977, and subsequently EVP of Xerox).
The DLJ joint venture did go so far as the famous confrontation in
Madrid . . . and reared its lovely head. We had a lot of associations
with the DLJ people. They were Harvard Business School people,
there were personal relationships with DLJ, people knew Donald-
son, they knew Lufkin. I don’t think we, at that time, had many per-
sonal contacts with Jenrette. We knew Hexter and some other
people in DLJ, and they were doing very well, indeed. They or we
got the idea that they could identify companies that were turn-
around candidates and, by the way, Booz�Allen & Hamilton was
trying to do a little bit of this on its own. They [DLJ] would iden-
tify companies that were turnaround candidates . . . and handle 
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all the financial and other aspects of acquisition. We would provide
turnaround management talent, and then when the company was
turned around and profitable, they would sell it off and DLJ and
McKinsey would profit. In some ways DLJ and McKinsey would
own the company. Those details were never spelled out in final
detail.

I don’t know who came up with the idea originally, but Jack
[Crowley] headed a small project team that looked into this. They
came back with a recommendation that we try it.There were three
reasons for doing it. It provided some excitement in the firm, a
moving out, doing something different from what we had been
doing. Second, it would provide, we thought, very useful experi-
ence for some of our people to have the actual operating responsi-
bility for turning around a company that had been poorly
managed but had real potential, and third, it looked like an oppor-
tunity to make a lot of money. Crowley discussed it with a number
of people and proposed it to the managing committee of the firm.
The managing committee, in the end, unanimously approved the
proposal that we proceed with DLJ to create such a joint venture.

The management group was meeting in Madrid and there was
a meeting of the directors, the managing committee . . . probably
Crowley himself, since Crowley was part of the managing commit-
tee . . . presented the unanimous recommendation of the commit-
tee to the full directorate that we do this. Marvin broke out of his
cage and got up and made a speech against the idea. He apologized
for breaking his vow of silence, but he felt that the whole character
of the firm was at stake. He explained why. He explained why it
was so important that he had to speak out. He gave his reasons for
being so deeply opposed to it. The most important one was that it
distracted us altogether from the achievement of our real goal and
our opportunity there was vastly greater than the opportunity to
make a quick buck working for, obviously, second-rate or third- or
fourth- or fifth-rate companies. We were no longer professional
people when we did this, but we were operating businessmen. We
probably weren’t even good at that.

I don’t remember all his arguments,but whatever they were, they
were so persuasive that despite the unanimous recommendation
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of the managing committee, the discussion ended.That was the only
time I know that he really stepped out. Then he went back into his
cage. People used to talk about his rattling the bars, that was a com-
mon phrase, but he really didn’t.82

Despite the fact that a large part of the leadership of the firm was dis-
posed to pursue this joint venture, the esteem in which he was held guar-
anteed that when Marvin Bower spoke, everyone listened—and fully
appreciated the wisdom in his advice. It took only a few minutes for 
Marvin to persuade the firm to avoid taking a step that would have
inevitably undermined its mission.

From the moment of starting the journey in 1939 to his formal retire-
ment in 1992, Marvin’s leadership and influence was a living model on
how to make and execute decisions. John Macomber is only one of many
who continues to be influenced by Marvin:

I think Marvin had a profound effect on me, but also on every-
body. Certainly everybody who stayed with the firm, and I suspect
that he had a profound effect on those who left the firm as well.

The first [reason] is that Marvin had some very simple,
straightforward ideas about not only what a firm should be but
about individual behavior. . . . And he was consistent. . . . A few
simple concepts and sticking to them and harping on them. . . .
And then [second], he had a great gift of surrounding himself
with talent, never feeling threatened, glomming on to very good
ideas and integrating them into his concepts. Marvin was not nec-
essarily an original thinker, but . . . [his] collection of ideas was
absolutely original.83
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P A R T  I I

A Leader’s Leader
The moral order is not something static, it is not

something enshrined in historic documents, or

stowed away like the family silver, or lodged in

the minds of pious and somewhat elderly moral-

ists. It is an attribute of a functioning social sys-

tem. As such it is a living, changing thing, likely

to decay and disintegration as well as to revital-

izating and reinforcement, and never any better

than the generation that holds it in trust.

—John W. Gardner, 19631

All leaders have three responsibilities: instill self-

confidence and self-esteem in constitents and

make them feel good about themselves; keep up

constituents’ spirits and morale; and develop con-

stituents by helping them learn their responsibili-

ties and grow and develop as individuals.

—Marvin Bower, 19962
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C H A P T E R  5

The Bower Reach
The final test of a leader is that he leaves behind in other
men the conviction and the will to carry on.

—Walter Lippmann

To understand the power and reach of Marvin Bower’s leadership,
one only needs to consider the history of courageous changes at

Marvin’s client companies and the subsequent accomplishments of people at
client companies who were members of Marvin’s teams and of McKinsey &
Co. alumni. Looking at both groups—the client team members and the
consultants—from a quantitative perspective, the evidence of leadership suc-
cess is astounding. Client members of Marvin’s teams were 20 times more
likely to rise to a senior management level (president or CEO) than were
their peers. During Marvin’s 17 years as managing director of McKinsey,
more than 50 of the consultants evolved into CEOs of leading global com-
panies.1 This remarkable record of success is no coincidence.

Marvin Bower was directly responsible for this rich legacy of leader-
ship because he lived the attributes he believed were critical to good lead-
ership and encouraged those he worked with to reach a new level of
consciousness and behavior incorporating these qualities. When distilled
to their essence, these attributes are:
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• Integrity/trustworthiness: Marvin’s insight into people’s thoughts
and feelings, augmented by his remarkable integrity, bred a unique
trust among his colleagues and clients. “There is nothing subtle or
complicated about Marvin as far as I can recall. Underneath it all
was his integrity. Marvin radiated integrity. People trusted him.”2

• Fact-based visioning and a pragmatic “Monday morning” path to turn
vision into reality: The ability to conceptualize at the grandest level,
to articulate that concept simply and clearly, and to translate that
into something actionable was pure Marvin. He employed a no-
nonsense approach.

• Adherence to principles/values: Marvin insisted that people he worked
with stick to core principles while he actively sought out problems
that tested those guiding principles.

• Humility and unassuming respect for others: “His generosity in prais-
ing others in public and in private and his readiness to give credit
to others while playing down his own role—both done sincerely—
built Marvin a following of people who were eager to serve in any
way he suggested.”3

• Strong communications/personal persuasiveness: Marvin was known
for his ability to communicate clearly and efficiently. He knew that
others needed to fully understand and engage in the what, why, and
the how—and he was an equally tenacious listener.4

• Personal involvement/demonstrated commitment: Marvin’s commit-
ment did not stop with the launch or ending of a study, the execu-
tion of a management decision, or the welcoming of new employees
at a mass gathering. He was a hands-on, highly visible presence
whose caring and concern was ongoing.

With this set of attributes comes courage, and it is the presence of
courage that enables every person to excel and any organization to far
exceed the sum of its parts and to become something extraordinary. “One
man with courage makes a majority.”5

Perhaps what is particularly telling about this list is what is not on it. It
makes no mention of brilliance, charisma, monetary gain, personal power,
or command and control maintained through fear. Rather this list is about
respecting, building, and empowering the people who are the heart of and,
hence, constitute the front line for, the success of an organization.
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In bringing his business acumen and leadership model to his consul-
tants, his client team members, and the boardrooms of the United States
(and ultimately, of other continents), Marvin Bower carried with him the
early lessons of his middle-class Midwestern upbringing and his educa-
tional years.

Marvin first came to value integrity and the respect it garnered at
home. As he recalled:

My father was a person of great integrity. He never told even white
lies—and he didn’t tell us lies of any sort. He was strict in that sense.
As I look back, I realize he gave us character training in countless
little ways of great value. . . . I saw the respect people had for my
father. Everybody respected him and that respect was very powerful.
Respect was something he had earned. . . .The greatest was his own
example—his high standards of truthfulness and ethics. Those I
know he got from his father, the MD from McGill. I frequently vis-
ited my grandfather in Waddington, Canada. He was a great person
to people in Waddington. He took things like potatoes [as pay-
ment] for delivering a baby. I always . . . felt Grandpa’s integrity and
the respect he commanded. . . . When he died, and they shut the
whole town down, it was very impressive and inspiring to think I
had some of his blood.6

Marvin came to see respect as the key to empowerment of those around
him, and throughout his life he held respect and integrity in the highest
regard. In 1979, while describing what sort of place he would choose to
work, he said, “A place where I respect people who respect me, and that fits
with the rest of my life.”7 When asked whether respect was more important
to him than money, location, or a particular profession, he answered, “Yes!”
without hesitation. Terry Williams, with McKinsey from 1959 through
1997, recalls the respect with which he treated clients:

He had a great deal of respect for the clients. I worked with him at
Texaco, where Gus Long was a titan in American industry. Marvin
treated him with great courtesy. And yet he would disagree with
him in a polite, but convincing, manner.

Marvin recognized that Gus had built the company. A lot 
of the good things about the company came from the current 
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management, but the way Texaco managed was rather Nean-
derthal-like. What Marvin was trying to do for them was get
them to adopt more modern techniques of management—every-
thing from strategic planning to organizational development,
manpower development, respect for each other. He was trying to
break up the incredible hierarchy that Gus had going under him.
When I saw Marvin with Gus, he would explain in some prag-
matic way why it would be better to manage differently. He
wasn’t criticizing what Gus had done, but he was adding addi-
tional ideas that would make it even better and would leverage
the way Gus ran the company. He was teaching almost more than
problem solving. In dealing with organization matters, Marvin
was trying to get these clients to change their nature. And it was
tough.

I saw him do the same thing with the chairman of Geigy
Chemical Company in Ardsley, New York, a guy named Charles
Suter who was a classic Swiss, before we started working with their
headquarters in Switzerland and before they became Ciba Geigy.
Mr. Suter wanted some work done on computers. Marvin knew
very little about it. McKinsey was just really beginning on comput-
ers, and Marvin took the classic approach of saying to Mr. Suter,
“Your company seems to be successful, and you are building com-
puters, introducing computers and information technology into
the company in the ’60s, but we have to be sure that it suits and fits
with your strategy, and your business. So, we’ve got to look at more
than the electric plugs of where we are going to put this equipment
to work.” And he got Mr. Suter to agree that we would do a gen-
eral survey of the whole company. And it led to a lot of teaching
going on by Marvin and by our team. Because Marvin was able to
interact with this guy, as a peer, and to explain to him how, if Mr.
Suter was going to leave a bigger and better company behind him,
he had to leverage the management, get away from the Swiss prin-
ciples of dominant hierarchy and giving orders, and begin to use
foreign nationals, like Americans, in the United States. And it was
quite an education for Mr. Suter, who had extraordinary regard for
Marvin Bower and being Swiss and being very polite, he was
awfully nice to the rest of us on the team as well.
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Marvin never talked down to anybody whether you were an
associate or the chairman of Texaco.8

Marvin also learned at a young age the importance of paying attention
to the opinions and ideas of others from all walks of life, and, hence, the
importance of cultivating good listening skills. As Marvin learned, when
you take the time to listen, you discover there is valuable information to be
gleaned from frontline employees:

When I was in high school, Dad got me a job as a grinding machine
operator at Warner & Swasey. I ran a Brown & Sharpe grinder there.
I met a man working at the next bench who was a very fine person
and who gave me good advice. He knew a lot about how the com-
pany operated and what was important.9

Fifty-six years later, when Chuck Ames, chairman of Acme Machine
Tool company (the company that had acquired Warner & Swasey), was
speaking at an all-company meeting, an employee who knew that Chuck
had been with McKinsey & Co., came up to him and told him that his
father had helped Marvin Bower work the grinding machine.10

While an undergraduate student at Brown University, Marvin had the
opportunity to benefit from his strong listening skills:

One of the professors who had special influence on me was the psy-
chology professor who was very good in dealing with people. He
was the one who said, “Why don’t you apply for this Class of 1888
prize? You could write a paper and win that.” It was a prize that had
been going on for a long time. It only paid $50, but that was a lot of
money for me in those days, and I needed even small sums, so it was
a good incentive. That professor interested me in researching and
discovering what people thought—what they really thought versus
what they said. So I applied for the prize, worked hard at gaining it,
and won it!

I kept wondering why I had won, and I finally decided it was
because I had . . . listened well. And because of that prize, even
though small, I’ve always remembered the importance of imagina-
tion and listening.11

As a young adult, Marvin also used his listening skills to test and col-
lect data on his sometimes radical ideas. After completing his first year at
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Harvard Business School, he felt that he had learned all that he could from
his graduate studies, and was considering not pursuing a second year at
Harvard. Despite his youthful impatience, he remembered the value of
getting others’ opinions—and, after all, what opinions could be more valu-
able than those of Harvard Business School alumni? So Marvin went off
to the library, reviewed the list of alumni, and selected three to talk to. As
Marvin remembered, the advice he received from the first of these three
was so compelling that there was no need to visit the other two:

Helen and I made a trip to New York, and while there I . . . inter-
viewed a Morgan partner named Arthur Marvin Anderson . . .
about the second year [at Harvard Business School]. I went up to
the guard at 23 Wall Street and said, “I’d like to see Mr. Ander-
son.” He said, “What do you want to see him about?” I said, “I’m
a Harvard Business School student and want to ask him about
Harvard Business School.” He came back and said, “Mr. Ander-
son will be glad to see you.”

I sat down by his desk and said, “Mr. Anderson, I’ve finished
one year at the Harvard Business School and done well. I want to
practice law and don’t know that it’s worthwhile spending that
extra year and extra money to get that second year.” “Well,” he
said, “young man, if you don’t finish that year, you’ll spend the rest
of your life explaining that you didn’t flunk out.” I said, “Mr.
Anderson, that’s such great common sense I’m going to call off my
survey and go back to the school.”12

In addition to good advice, Marvin also received a job offer:

I got up to go and he [Mr. Anderson] said, “What are you going to
do this summer?” I said, “I’m supposed to find a job and I need a
job.” He said, “How would you like to work for our law firm?”That
law firm is now called Davis, Polk & Wardwell. I told him I’d like
to do that. He had a direct phone on his desk, and arranged for me
to go right up. So I went up, had four interviews, and came down
with a job. [In] the summer of 1929 I worked at Davis Polk, and in
the fall I returned for my second year at Harvard Business School.13

Marvin’s early observations coupled with his later experience dealing
with bankrupt companies as a lawyer at Jones, Day culminated in a 
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passionate, lifelong fight against hierarchical organizations. By their very
design, hierarchies precluded widespread respect for and critical empower-
ment of the people assets of the organization; isolated the top from the
valuable information and insight that could be gleaned from the middle
and bottom tiers of employees; and placed top managers on an untouch-
able pedestal, exposing them to only limited ongoing scrutiny or integrity
checking. To Marvin’s mind, none of this squared with the fundamental
role of management—namely that of making an integrated set of mean-
ingful and actionable decisions and guiding and supporting people
throughout the organization in their execution. Everyone from the line
operator to the clerical worker to the chief executive has a management
role to play. Thus, the effectiveness of the business can only be enhanced
by helping and empowering each member to make better decisions and
execute well.

In his zeal to bring his philosophy into the boardrooms of America, the
young Marvin Bower still had to learn how to temper his passion when
dealing with clients, many of whom were old enough to be his father. As
Marvin remembers, this was not easy but certainly necessary if he was to
have the opportunity to share his wisdom with clients:

This is the story of how I made a terrible mistake and spent two
weeks of my life locked in my hotel thinking about what I would
do after consulting.

The company was Commercial Solvents. [Here Marvin raised
an eyebrow and added, “they are no longer solvent.”] Commercial
Solvents was a fairly sizable chemical company in those days, run
by Benjamin Tichnor, an autocratic CEO. The issue at hand was
that their marketing efforts were failing.

Mac [ James O. McKinsey] came down and started [the study],
introduced me to Mr. Tichnor, outlined to me how I should carry
on until his next visit, and [told me to] call on him when needed. I
had a couple of other associates working on the study. It quickly
became apparent that prices were not being properly set. That
impeded their sales effectiveness. The marketing director was held
accountable for profits but the president set the prices. So the poor
marketing director was a victim of poor pricing, which was done by
the president.
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Now we come to a very important point. . . . The truth as I
saw it was that the problems of marketing rested with the presi-
dent because he set the prices which controlled volume and prof-
its. I went in to see Mr. Tichnor and told him the problem as I saw
it. He said, “Young man, I did not bring your firm in here to make
an examination of me. I brought you in to make an examination of
our marketing. You have no right to talk to me the way you are.
And I’m going to call Mr. McKinsey and tell him to take you off
this study.” I said, “Mr. Tichnor, I’m telling you what I believe is
the truth. Of course you can call Mr. McKinsey and I’m sure he’ll
take me off but I don’t think he’ll change the firm’s position
because I believe I can convince him that [your company’s pricing
policy] is your problem.” He said, “Well, we’ll see about that.” So
he called McKinsey.

I went back to my hotel and waited. I received a call from
James O. McKinsey. He would be coming to New York—by
train—and I was to wait for his arrival. As I said, I spent two
weeks talking to Helen about what might be an appropriate new
career for me.

McKinsey came and said to Mr. Tichnor, “Well, this young
man is right. He shouldn’t have talked to you that way. He should
have talked to me first. I agree with his assessment but we’ll take
him off.”

That was a learning experience. Mac didn’t berate me. He
said, “Your conclusions were right, but you made two mistakes—
age and judgment. Time will take care of age and I can only hope it
will take care of judgment too. You used poor judgment in going
to a man who is old enough to be your father and talking to him
that way without even talking with me. You should have called me
down here. I would have told him the same thing and he would
have accepted it without a fuss.” Mac didn’t fire me. And over
time, with Mac’s urging, the CEO, who wouldn’t take it from me,
began to let the head of marketing do his job.

From then on, I tried always to ask myself what the other per-
son would think about my contemplated action, how it would look
to him, how it would affect his position. I learned then and later
that weighing the other person’s probable reactions is essential to
reaching a sound judgment.14
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Almost 70 years later, when asked what aspect of leadership character-
istics he had to work hardest at, Marvin replied, “Judgment. I came to
learn that virtually no decision can’t wait overnight, but judgment gets
much better.”15

At the risk of being prescriptive, it is worthwhile to include the contents
of a memorandum written by Marvin (May 19, 1950) titled “Steps in Mak-
ing and Executing Decisions.”16 As Marvin acknowledges, this advice is not
meant to imply that there are no other or better approaches, but rather that
here is one approach that is grounded in a successful track record:

Management decisions differ from personal decisions. They in-
volve, or should involve, a logical process—a deliberate choice of
means to ends. Making decisions and getting them executed are
important parts of executive know-how.

This memorandum outlines an approach to reaching and exe-
cuting decisions. The steps outlined here, which have been com-
piled from the experiences of successful executives, are offered
simply as one suggested approach.

Step 1: Decide Whether to Decide
1. Is the question pertinent now—does it fit in with man-

agement objectives, plans, and stream of events?
2. Can the decision be made now? Will it disrupt present

plans? Are subordinates capable of carrying it out? Is
enough information available to decide?

3. Have you the responsibility and the authority to decide?
4. Should higher authority decide? Should a subordinate

decide? Should some other executive decide?
5. If decision is not to decide now, let those concerned

know—and the reasons why.

Step 2: Size Up the Situation
1. Get all available facts bearing on problem or question—

what, why, when, where, how and who.
2. Get opinions and judgments of persons concerned with

questions or problems—if at all feasible.
3. Go to heart of the matter. Determine which factor or fac-

tors limit or prevent achievement of the purpose with which
decision is concerned. Subordinate parts to the whole.
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4. Reject from consideration all events, objects, details, and
circumstances not pertinent to action now with means now
available. “Keep [your] eye on ball.”

Step 3: Think the Problem Through
1. Develop alternative solutions.
2. Test alternative solutions for advantages and disadvan-

tages from standpoint of:
a. Underlying purpose—for example, more profits in

long run through better service to customers
b. Immediate objectives and policies
c. Cost
d. Effect on personnel
e. Moral codes—rightness and reasonableness in light of

own and store’s codes of square shooting.

Step 4: Determine Procedures for Carrying Out Decisions
1. Break required action into simple parts, putting first

things first.
2. Get ideas from those concerned, especially subordinates.

“Millions are lost through discouraging subordinates from
expressing ideas.” Use “consultative management.” Admit
things you don’t know and mistakes made.

3. Set a completion time or date and work backwards to get
starting dates and proper timing.

Step 5: Fix Responsibilities
1. See that every individual understands what he is to do

and why and that he is capable of doing it.
2. Establish reasonable criteria for satisfactory performance.

Step 6: Follow Up
1. Follow up to eliminate difficulties and see that the deci-

sion is carried out.
2. Review performance with subordinates concerned, so they

will know how well they did. Be sure to emphasize points
that will be helpful guides for their future action. (This is
on-the-job training—one of every executive’s most impor-
tant responsibilities.)
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Throughout his life, Marvin held firm to his belief that, because a
business organization is run by people, a business in a democratic, capital-
istic system with a competitive, global marketplace is most likely to suc-
ceed and prosper when all members work together effectively, efficiently,
harmoniously, and even enthusiastically to achieve the purpose(s) of the
business.

Such a work environment is in direct contradiction to a command
and control situation, and Marvin continued to fight the good fight
against hierarchy. While he had much success in influencing others to
adopt a nonhierarchical philosophy, as he noted in 1992 while discussing
his book, The Will To Lead, the battle persists, in a large part because the
concepts of position, power, and elevation over others feed into the
human ego:

Despite proliferating changes, the basic way most American busi-
nesses are run has changed very little over 60 years. The all-
powerful CEO sits atop the hierarchy and issues orders to carry
out the plans he or she has fashioned. If you still think I exagger-
ate, let me tell you why that is: it’s because people want to “get
ahead” (i.e., move up in the hierarchy) so they can boss others.
Then they can go home, tell their friends and even read their
names in the papers.

. . . Of course, there have also been thousands of incremental
changes in administrative methods. And growth in the use of
teams . . . falls somewhere between major and incremental change.
Currently, change of all kinds is a hot topic in managing. But,
despite these proliferating changes, the basic way most American
businesses are run has changed very little over 60 years: All-
powerful chief executives who report to the board still have full
authority over corporate agendas; then they sit atop their hierar-
chies, which give them command and control over the people who
execute their agendas.

The authority that each superior has over subordinates im-
poses these constraints on subordinates: (1) reluctance to disagree
with the boss, (2) reluctance to provide information or offer opin-
ions unless asked for and (3) unwillingness to take independent
initiatives.
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However, good bosses will develop relationships with subor-
dinates that virtually eliminate these constraints.17

One can only hope that today’s and tomorrow’s generations of leaders
will continue Marvin Bower’s battle against hierarchy and learn how to lead
in an empowering manner that helps all involved exceed their assumed
potential and feel pride in their collective accomplishments.

136 McKinsey’s Marvin Bower

11131_Edersheim_c05_f.qxd  2/10/04  3:25 PM  Page 136



C H A P T E R  6

Inspiring Organizational Courage
Success is based on a few simple things. The challenge is
that you have to do them.

—Marvin Bower, 1979

Whenever you see a successful business, someone once made a
courageous decision.

—Peter Drucker, 1999

In working with his clients, Marvin Bower would challenge them as
leaders to give the people in their organizations courage. He would

coach them to take the initiative and to stand up to the boss, to listen to
others, and to let go of hierarchical controls and conventions.

In doing so, Marvin led by example. He was not reckless, but he was
fearless. His teams and his clients bore witness to his many acts of courage
over the years:

• Taking on challenging engagements and telling it like it was
• Imagining what could be even if that meant flying in the face of

industry convention or trends
• Letting others own his vision and take credit for successful imple-

mentation of that vision

Not all clients were willing or able to muster the courage required to
make bold moves; others were put off by Marvin’s bluntness. Ron Daniel
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and Everett Smith, a McKinsey director who retired in 1972, remember
one such instance at Continental Can. In Ron’s words:

I was a relatively new principal working with Marvin at Conti-
nental Can on a strategy study for the folding carton division—a
small division of a big company. The chairman of Continental
Can asked us while we were there on our folding carton engage-
ment to give him any observations we might develop on the over-
all organization. We were told to be blunt, and if we saw things
outside of the division we were working on, we shouldn’t shy from
giving [the chairman] feedback.

As we began spending time with [the chairman], it became
increasingly clear that he was not a good leader. He was egocentric
and arrogant. I wrote a memo that stated those points and sug-
gested some changes he might make to be more effective. Marvin
reviewed it and said “Good job. Let’s send it.” I did, and the chair-
man kicked us out of Continental Can.1

Everett Smith had vivid memories of Marvin’s horror at the outcome:

He came in [to my office], and he said, “Have you got a minute?”
I said, “Sure.” So we went back to his office. I could see he was
terribly upset, which is unlike him. He said, “I’ve got to tell some-
body, I’ve got to talk to a partner.” He said, “I’ve got to talk to
you.” I said, “What’s the matter, Marvin?” He said, “I’ve hurt the
firm.” You couldn’t say anything that would hurt him more than
if he thought he’d hurt the firm. I said, “What’s happened?”

He and Ron Daniel had gone down to see [Continental Can],
and they had written the chairman a memo, and I guess it was
enough to take the skin right off the chairman’s back, and he sat
them down and gave them hell. “You goddamned well can’t write us
letters like that. What do you mean by this kind of stuff ?” He said,
“We don’t want any of your people around here ever again.”

I said, “Oh, hell, Marvin, we all make mistakes. For heaven’s
sake, let’s assume that you made a mistake. You shouldn’t have
written the letter, so what. It’s not a very good client, anyway.” He
didn’t like that particularly, but he just couldn’t get over that he
had hurt his firm.2
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However, as Everett goes on to point out, no permanent damage was
done because “[Continental Can] is now a client of ours again. Those peo-
ple are gone, and [Marvin] didn’t hurt the firm.”3

Encounters such as the one with Continental Can became learning
experiences that were vital for refining communications skills and ap-
proaches. Ron Daniel recalls that he and Marvin spent hours afterwards
discussing what they should have done differently. They concluded that
they should have spent some time with the senior team at Continental
Can getting their advice on how to pitch the message, and building sup-
port for their observations before they delivered them.4

Such “failures” did not weaken Marvin’s resolve or courage. He con-
tinued to say what needed to be said, all in the pursuit of solutions that
strengthened his clients, while developing and refining his own communi-
cations skills and strategies over the years.

For the many who embraced Marvin’s challenge, they and their orga-
nizations experienced firsthand how courage translated into successful and
sustainable solutions to critical management issues. General Electric was
one of those clients. Fred Searby, with McKinsey from 1962 to 1982, had
vivid memories of the GE assignment—the first study he worked on with
Marvin.5 The year was 1962 and the issue at hand was how and where
General Electric should invest its research dollars. As Fred recalled it:

At the time, product life cycle was a novel concept being written
about in The Harvard Business Review.6 Marvin sat in on a team
meeting in which the team spent several hours discussing the refrig-
erator.The team concluded that, given its age and market saturation,
the refrigerator was at a mature point in its product life cycle; hence,
GE should not spend significant research dollars on this product.
Marvin was quiet until the meeting was almost over. Then he said,
“I do not believe that the refrigerator is a mature product. It may be
old, but it is so complicated and so essential to human needs that I
do not believe that the refrigerator will ever be a mature product.”7

Now, four decades later, the refrigerator continues to evolve (e.g., ice
and water services in the door, side-by-side doors, sub-zeros) and GE is
the only brand that has maintained its market position. History has cer-
tainly borne out Marvin’s message to the team and the client back in 1962.

Finding and putting in place solutions to critical issues is good leadership

Inspiring Organizational Courage 139

11131_Edersheim_c06_f.qxd  2/10/04  3:25 PM  Page 139



and often requires: courage to embrace the collective wisdom (versus making
decisions in hierarchical isolation); courage to think out of the box (versus
automatically following the conventions of the time); courage to empower,
equip, and trust others to execute and own the solution (versus blindly fol-
lowing a mandate); and courage to let others take credit for successes (versus
having the need to feed a bottomless-pit ego). It is in this approach that real
power and leadership resides.

Time and time again, Marvin demonstrated his own courage and
inspired courage in others. Three examples are detailed in this chapter: the
Royal Dutch Shell Group, Price Waterhouse, and the Harvard Business
School. In two cases, it was courage to take fundamentally different orga-
nizational paths (Shell and Price Waterhouse); in the third, it was courage
to reconfirm but refine its role in corporate America at an especially tur-
bulent time (Harvard Business School).

Royal Dutch Shell, 1956: 
Challenging the Organizational Heritage 

of an Established Global Leader
In 1956, John Loudon, one of the managing directors of the Royal Dutch
Shell Group, came to the realization that the organization in place was
reaching the end of its effective life. A truly multinational and complex
business, Royal Dutch Shell presented a significant organizational chal-
lenge. Growing out of a 1907 alliance between Royal Dutch Petroleum
Company and the Shell Transport and Trading Company, Limited, Royal
Dutch Shell was still operating with its original organizational structure a
half-century later. The organization relied on centralized control for deci-
sion making and a strong, embedded culture for commonality in execu-
tion. While this structure had clearly facilitated the company’s ability to
operate internationally well before other industrial companies, by 1956 it
had become expensive, and more important, its decision-making speed
was slow relative to that of competitors.

Loudon knew that something had to change, but he also recognized
that the existing organization represented a strong heritage and that a con-
vincing, compelling argument needed to be presented before any restruc-
turing was undertaken. In light of this situation, he felt it was important
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that outside management consultants help him and his team think through
the issues. In seeking an outsider’s perspective, Loudon was looking for
confirmation of his belief that the organization as it had evolved over time
was no longer sustainable. He believed that he could find a way to position
the company to be more competitive in its business arena. His decision to
bring in McKinsey was in part the result of the need to tread carefully
within his own company:

I couldn’t have a Dutch [consultant] because the British wouldn’t
like it, and I couldn’t have a Britisher because the Dutch wouldn’t
like it. I was always very pro-American, having spent so much
time working in the U.S. Gus Long, chairman of Texaco, recom-
mended McKinsey & Co. and Marvin Bower in particular.8

The Organization and Culture in 1956

The Royal Dutch Shell Group consisted of over 400 national operating
companies, which were the basic building blocks of the group. The small-
est was in Costa Rica, where Shell had one filling station, and the largest
were the truly national companies (e.g., France, Germany, Holland). All of
the companies formally reported either to The Hague or to London,
although in certain matters they reported to both. Shell did not have the
same degree of close line control over these operating companies as its
American counterparts, in part because Shell was far more international
than any other oil company at this time. By 1956 Royal Dutch Shell was
operating comfortably and effectively all over the world. When starting a
business in a new location (say, Borneo), they were able to staff that oper-
ation with people who were so indoctrinated with the Shell philosophy
that they could be relied on to do whatever was necessary without much
instruction or reference back to the head office.

Shell employees were highly flexible and accustomed to accepting
many different assignments to different sites. If a man (it was men only in
1956) was working in Jakarta and was told to take his family and move to
Berlin, he accepted that as part of his life with the company. Some people
had moved three or four or a dozen times in the course of their careers at
Shell. On reaching retirement age, their reward for long and tough service
was a job in London or The Hague (the two head offices). By 1956, this
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policy resulted in something like 10,000 people staffing each head office.
Because of the cultural imperative to check things out with the managers
in the two head offices, decisions were made slowly and, arguably, in less
than optimal fashion.

The culture of the Royal Dutch Shell Group was multinational and mul-
tilingual—relatively rare in 1956. Because it was an Anglo-Dutch organiza-
tion, all of the key personnel in the head offices in London and The Hague
were highly educated and primarily Dutch or English. Only a small number
of American employees, managers or frontline, were in the mix. Given the
educational backgrounds of the Dutch and the British personnel, the office
in The Hague tended to direct the technological groups (exploration, pro-
duction, and refining) whereas the London office tended to oversee the non-
technical functions, such as marketing, personnel, finance, and shipping.

Royal Dutch Shell had seven managing directors—four Dutchmen
and three Englishmen—reflecting the balance of shareholding between
the Dutch and the English (60/40). John Loudon was one of those seven
and was due to become chairman of the Committee of Managing Direc-
tors in the next 12 to 18 months. The managing directors were at the very
top of this sophisticated company.

By 1956, available communications and infrastructure were no longer
suited to some of Royal Dutch Shell’s practices and needs. This was espe-
cially problematic because the international oil business was a very complex
logistical network of exploration, drilling, tankers, pipelines, and refineries
that had to be carefully balanced. No part of the Royal Dutch Shell Group
was independent in reality because there was always an imbalance between
the oil found and produced and that refined and sold. Rather, the group was
an international network that had to be coordinated, with the supply and
distribution function critical in that regard. For example, of the oil lifted in
Venezuela, that portion refined into heavy fuel might go up to New England
in the wintertime and the lighter fractions sold in Europe after being refined
in Aruba. With this type of logistics replicated all over the world, the inter-
national oil business was an extremely complex operation.

Venezuela—The Testing Ground

John Loudon knew that organizational change was required to address the
Shell Group’s complex, worldwide operational needs, but where and how
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to start in such a large, global company? He did not want to take any rash
action and risk undermining the operations of a successful company. He
decided to begin in Venezuela at Compañía Shell de Venezuela (CSV),
where the organizational redesign would be a meaningful pilot test for
change. He chose Venezuela because he had worked there himself and
knew that CSV’s operations included all five elements of the oil industry
(exploration, production, refining, shipping, and marketing). CSV was an
organizational and cultural microcosm of the Royal Dutch Shell Group.
Loudon’s intention was to let McKinsey & Co. and Royal Dutch Shell
familiarize themselves with one another (in terms of both institutions and
key personnel) during the study of operations in Venezuela before moving
on to tackle the whole organizational structure once he became chairman
of the Committee of Managing Directors.

The effort in Venezuela was the first major study that McKinsey had
undertaken outside the continental United States, thus constituting a new
experience for everyone on the McKinsey team, including Marvin.

When the effort began, Shell had just combined 13 separate companies
in CSV. The management positions in Venezuela were apportioned by
nationality (between the Dutch and English) and by function. For example,
from among the five oil industry activities performed at CSV, refining typ-
ically was Dutch and marketing typically was English. With this split of
activities and management positions, managers could find themselves over-
whelmed by the requests from both The Hague and the London head
office. The McKinsey team (four associates led by Marvin) witnessed this
tugging and pulling along with the extraordinary power and economic
clout of the Royal Dutch Shell Group in heavily influencing the politics of
the countries in which they operated. True to Loudon’s expectation, CSV
was a realistic proxy for the Royal Dutch Shell Group as a whole.

The study began, as did all of Marvin’s studies, with fact finding.
Accordingly, the team’s initial charter was to “live with the organization”
and track decision-making processes, which was a key area of concern for
John Loudon and, in Marvin’s view, represented the essence of manage-
ment. In tracking decision making, the team was to focus on who made
decisions, what were the key points of decision making, how decisions
were made, how long they took, and what issues and/or barriers got in the
way of effective, streamlined decision making. This effort, in conjunction
with management interviews, would elicit the team’s first set of facts.
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During the first three weeks of the study, Marvin worked closely with
the four associates. He would talk to executives throughout the course of the
day and compare notes with his team in the evening, continually refining
hypotheses and advising the team on how best to move forward. During
these first three weeks, Marvin often invited management to join the team
in the evening for dinner in order to solicit management’s perspectives in a
less formal setting.

Hugh Parker, the McKinsey engagement manager on the effort,
remembers how one of the Royal Dutch Shell managers viewed Marvin:

One of the Shell team members said, “Marvin Bower really is a
very simple person with ideas and total integrity.” I responded,
“Well, I don’t think he’s simple . . . but I do think he is uncompli-
cated.” The Shell team member said, “uncomplicated and with
total integrity—he really wants to do the best thing for us.”9

Living with the organization meant being on site at CSV’s western
division located on the shore of Lake Maracaibo and in the surrounding
oil camps, as well as the refining division located in Cardon. The geogra-
phy of CSV’s operations was challenging in 1956. Lee Walton, one of the
associates and later a managing director of McKinsey, never forgot the
novelty of this experience for the team:

The study began at the grass roots level where they were drilling and
producing the wells. So I visited all of the camps around the lake:
Bachaquero and Lagunillas Mene Grande. There was one camp
that was particularly notable called Casigua. . . . The entire camp
was surrounded by the Montelone Indians, a totally untamed tribe.
They had interesting bows that they shot with their feet.

. . . To go up the river you had to ride a boat that was roofed
over with hardware cloth. Frequently you couldn’t see the Indians
but you could see the arrows come whistling out and bounce off the
hardware cloth into the river. It was great sport. In the oil field,
Shell would build a cyclone fence about 200 yards from each well
because these Indian bows could carry about 100 yards. The Indi-
ans would come up at night and sit on the outside of the fence.The
rigs were lit up at night. The Indians would shoot their arrows at
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the drilling rig but they’d only carry about halfway.The next morn-
ing the drillers would go out and pick the arrows up and take them
into Maracaibo to sell them to the tourists. Some of the arrows
were extraordinarily long, like four or five feet. I remember graph-
ically one picture of a farmer who was shot near the Shell camp in
Casigua. This fellow was sitting on his tractor with an arrow stick-
ing about one foot out of his chest and about one foot out of his
back. He was, of course, dead. That gave you pause, to think about
these Indians.10

After getting the fact gathering under way, Marvin came down about
one week every month. Loudon was apparently monitoring the CSV
effort all along. He visited Venezuela several times and spoke on the phone
with Marvin often.

The first major meeting on the team’s preliminary recommendations
for a modified organizational structure for CSV came after the facts were
collected, compiled, and analyzed. The recommendations were to be pre-
sented to John Loudon and the CSV management group. Marvin arrived
well in advance of the meeting and as the team was still assembling its
reports. Marvin was, as always, a stickler for well-written presentations,
which was quite understandable in view of the fact that this was McKinsey
& Co.’s first major study outside the continental United States and a chal-
lenging organizational effort at that.

While Marvin’s input was always invaluable, it also more often than
not meant additional work for the team. This was the case on the CSV
study, as Lee Walton recollected:

Marvin always managed to stir up a lot of dust while he was there.
I was in great awe of Marvin and was very attentive to him. When
he had something to offer, it was not trivial and it was something
you should listen to and at least contemplate. I always relished
Marvin’s visits but they sometimes brought with them a lot of
headaches.

We’d written reports on each segment of the Shell organiza-
tion—about a dozen reports. Hugh [Parker, the team manager]
and I split them. For example, I had written the refinery report
and Hugh wrote the government relations report. But there was
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one report that had to do with the western division that we wrote
jointly since we both had spent so much time down there. Hugh
wrote his portion in Caracas and I wrote mine in Maracaibo. Our
intention was to get together in Caracas and put these two pieces
together into one report. . . . We didn’t have time to do this. Mar-
vin had arrived and wanted to see the reports. We were going to
hold the western division report and work on it, but somehow it
got in the stack, and, worse than that, it was right on top of the
stack.

Marvin breezed into our office and said, “I’m going to take
some of these reports and read through them.” We were still busy
editing the last one or two of them so we just nodded and off he
went. What in fact he took was the western division report.

He was gone for about an hour when the door slammed open
and there was Marvin holding this thing in one hand. He said,
“This is the worst report I have ever read.” And he said, “If all of
them are like this, this is a disaster.” He pointed to me and he said,
“You come with me. You’re coming to my office and I’m going to
dictate this report. You’re going to listen to me dictate this report
and learn how to write reports.” I didn’t know what to do. Hugh
didn’t know what to do. So I got up and dutifully went upstairs to
Marvin’s office. Sure enough he brought a secretary in, sat back in
his chair glaring at me all the time and started to dictate.

Well, it soon dawned on me that he had picked up the one
report that we had never had a chance to work on and to integrate,
and the one he knew the least about. Although Marvin had played
a big role in a lot of the problem solving in various segments of the
organization, he had not spent that much time out in the western
division.

I finally got enough courage up after about 15 minutes and I
said, “Marvin, could I have a word with you privately, please.” He
glared at me because I’d interrupted him and he wasn’t too happy
with me to start with. He sent the secretary out and I said, “Look, I
don’t think you can write this report. I don’t think you know enough
about this particular subject to do that. This is the one . . . we never
got a chance to edit so I would suggest that you give me the report
and we will get it edited for you . . Frankly, my stomach is tied into
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a knot over this whole thing. I don’t know whether I’ve got a career
left or not because you seem to be very angry about this but I can’t
just sit here. So I’m going to leave.” There was a pregnant, as they
say, silence while Marvin fumed and considered this. Finally he said,
“All right, take it.” And he gave me the report.

So I took the report and went down to work with Hugh.
Marvin came barreling in shortly after me, picked up two other
reports off the stack and went back to his office without saying a
word to Hugh or me. I explained to Hugh what had gone on and
what I’d done. . . . So we both started to prepare for my funeral
while working on the report, trying to get it married together,
which we did in an afternoon.

But lo and behold, to give Marvin his full marks, about two or
three hours later he blew back into our office. Of course my heart
stopped and Hugh’s did, too. Waving a report, Marvin said, “This
is the best report I have ever seen.” It turned out to be my report
on the Cardon refinery. At first I thought he was just being nice
but the atmosphere was totally different. He was very positive. He
said, “Maybe I’ve made a mistake with the first report and I’m
anxious to see what you guys are going to do with it, but these
reports, this and the other one are just excellent. If the rest of them
are as good as these, why we’re home and dry.”

I later learned that Marvin really did think that was a great
report. It got included in the firm’s Report Writing Guide as an
exemplary report.11

The team’s focus and reports were on organizing the internal structure
of CSV, as well as developing an optimal framework for collectively inter-
acting with The Hague and London from the Venezuelan viewpoint. The
recommended internal structure entailed creating an operating company,
combining some of the 13 independent businesses into six businesses with
clear authority and accountability, and creating a CSV management team
and enhancing the flow of statistical and financial information (and, hence,
communications) to ensure the businesses were well linked.

These recommendations were adopted, and the operating company
philosophy proved to work well in Venezuela, paving the way for a study of
the headquarters organization. Loudon had known that a headquarters
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study was required. The CSV effort only confirmed this need: The recom-
mendations on how CSV should interact with The Hague and London
were not complete and could not be fully realized in Shell’s status quo
world.

From Venezuela to the Royal Dutch Shell Headquarters

Immediately following his appointment as chairman of the managing
directors in 1957, John Loudon called Marvin and said, “Now I want a
study done of the headquarters organization of the Royal Dutch Shell
Group.”12 Loudon had already told Marvin that as soon as he assumed
the chairmanship, he planned on asking McKinsey & Co. to undertake a
full-scale study of the central organization of the Royal Dutch Shell
Group.

Up front, Loudon told the McKinsey team what he was looking for in
this engagement:

We want this thing to be a really fundamental search, not a cost-
cutting exercise or a superficial thing. We want it to fundamentally
look at the way this company is organized and we welcome rec-
ommendations that may change it. But you may find that there are
some things you cannot change.

For example, you might think it makes sense to combine these
two offices, one in London and one in The Hague, and maybe
have another office in Nice. Forget it.That is not going to happen.
But apart from that, anything you recommend will be listened to
and debated.13

Loudon’s involvement did not end with his initial advice and directive
to the team. Although the Committee of Managing Directors had collec-
tive authority and the committee’s chairman did not have any supervening
authority, Loudon did, in fact, have a great deal of power. Once described
by a Norwegian ship owner as “the iron fist in a velvet glove,” Loudon was
an urbane, sophisticated man who spoke seven languages. Underneath his
aristocratic exterior, however, he was a tough operator who both helped and
pushed the team, staying on top of their effort throughout the engagement.
He did so in a relaxed way, drawing on his charm and dry sense of humor.
Marvin, by contrast, was described by a client once as the Cleveland Plain
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Dealer, but even with this difference in personality, the two men appeared
to hit it off in all their interactions. Although there was a regular schedule
of formal meetings, John always made sure that the atmosphere was not
stiff or stuffy. Like Marvin, he was insightful and courageous, always listen-
ing, inquiring, and open to learning. His influence on the management
committee was comparable to Marvin’s on McKinsey & Co.

Not surprisingly, there was great mutual respect and trust between
John Loudon and Marvin. Absent that respect and trust and the fact-
based approach, skills of persuasion, passion, practicality on both sides,
and the integrity that Marvin built into the fabric of the McKinsey-Shell
working relationship, it is unlikely that the joint team would have arrived
at a solution and path that Loudon could promote with conviction.

The Team

Marvin led the effort, and Shell assigned John Berkin, one of the manag-
ing directors, to act as the team liaison. In addition, Shell contributed three
of its people to work with McKinsey—Tom Greaves, Norman Bain, and
Hank Kruisinga.

Lee Walton and Hugh Parker, who had played important roles in the
Venezuela effort, continued on McKinsey’s Shell team, with two other
associates, John Macomber and Ian Wishart, joining the team.

These team members, from both the Shell and McKinsey sides,
moved on to senior management positions later in their careers, as did so
many of those who worked directly with Marvin. Hank Kruisinga became
chairman of Akzo-Nobel, and the other two Shell team members ulti-
mately became managing directors. Lee Walton became managing direc-
tor of McKinsey 13 years later, Hugh Parker ran McKinsey’s U.K. office
beginning in 1959, John Macomber became a McKinsey director and then
CEO of Celanese, and Ian Wishart became member resident in The
Hague.

During the course of the engagement, Marvin spent much of his time
in London, focusing on testing ideas and listening to Shell senior manage-
ment. At various stages in the process, he brought over other partners,
including Zip Reilley and Gil Clee, to add perspective on the relatively
uncharted waters that characterized the Shell study. Marvin was very gen-
erous with the client relationship. He allowed each member of the team to
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develop his own relationships with the managing directors, something that
meant a lot to a young associate and helped create an aligned team.

The Engagement

As Lee Walton recalled, the effort began in a manner similar to the
Venezuela engagement—collecting facts and gaining an understanding of
the organization by getting under the skin of Shell to discover what made
it tick:

We had offices in the Shell building, which was a typical drafty
English building. My first memories of it were the tea ladies who
came around at 10 o’clock in the morning and sometime in the
afternoon. And everybody’s first reaction to English coffee in the
morning was one of “Yuck.” But after about three weeks we got to
like it, which shows you can get used to anything.

We didn’t stay in London long. We each were sent to differ-
ent areas . . . I was living in Abadan [Iran], a strange experience
for a start. Abadan was and probably still is nothing but an enor-
mous refinery on the edge of the Persian Gulf, but you know, it’s
pretty bleak and the minute you leave the precincts, you’re out 
in the desert. God, I remember some extraordinary things. For
example, driving up to a place called Masjid i-Suleiman, I believe,
which was one of the oil fields. We approached it at night and
they were flaring gas. When you produce oil, there is often a gas
by-product. Nowadays there are ways of capturing it, compress-
ing it, and all that. In those days, unless you wanted to use the gas
right there on the site, there was nothing to do with it except get
rid of it, and the way they did that was flaring it. But these flares,
of which I recall there were six, and each one of them a pipe two
feet in diameter with gas pouring out and flames shooting hun-
dreds of feet into the air, that’s a sight that you cannot describe. I
mean, six of these things, huge flames like enormous torches, you
know, illuminating the landscape for miles. If you think about the
waste, it’s criminal, really. I mean, that’s energy. That’s the kind of
recollection you have.”14
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Despite encountering some resistance, the team was able to be effec-
tive in its fact gathering and recommendations, in part because the Com-
mittee of Managing Directors was vocal in its full support of the team’s
efforts. Furthermore, that the team won the confidence of the operating
committee was attributable to its ability to listen and thoughtfully inter-
pret what was being said, as well as its demonstrated sensitivity to the peo-
ple at Shell.

This sensitivity is reflected in Lee Walton’s recollections:

There were emotional issues arising from Shell being a 60/40
company, 60 percent Dutch, 40 percent English. The Dutch really
wanted to establish that 60/40 rule right down to the lowest pos-
sible organizational position. In other words, for every 10 sales-
men, 6 would be Dutch and 4 English. It was seriously impeding
the growth and development of the Royal Dutch Shell Group to
have these nationalistic traits exemplified and executed in organi-
zation structure and job content. We had to break that policy and
in so doing we engendered a lot of resistance—particularly from
the Dutch.

Another 60/40 issue arose from the fact that Shell was build-
ing a brand-new building on the south bank of the Thames and the
Dutch were insisting that they build a building of exactly the same
size and caliber in Holland. That just didn’t make any sense at all.

I got to learn a lot about problems associated with or arising
from mores, customs, nationalism, and politics. You see this in any
corporation, but it was in bold relief there because of the two differ-
ent nationalities and the two different locations. We spent a lot of
time battering those brick walls down and even though the manag-
ing directors were fully supportive, we really injured the sensibilities
of a lot of the other people and we had to go back and make amends
with them as we proceeded.15

In overcoming resistance, gathering and communicating credible facts
was paramount, as Hugh Parker recalls:

Among the early recommendations we presented to the whole of
the Committee of Managing Directors . . . was that control over
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things in the field, that is, the operating companies, had been
overly centralized. . . . There was a strong tendency among the
Dutch to say, “Control for everything really ought to be here in
The Hague,” and by that they meant those functions for which
they were responsible—the technical functions of exploration,
refining, production . . . not marketing, the marketing was cen-
tered in London.

When we said this to the Committee of Managing Directors,
they said, “Well, we don’t agree. We think you’re mistaken and we
would like you to demonstrate much more convincingly that this
is in fact so,” . . . I mean, if too many things were in fact unneces-
sarily centralized, it would follow that you would have a lot of peo-
ple in London and The Hague who didn’t have to be there.16

In response to the Committee of Managing Directors’ challenge,
Marvin sent out three task forces to find evidence of the claim that Shell
was overly centralized. Each task force focused on a different part of the
world (Europe, Asia, Africa, and Venezuela) as they sought proof in the
form of anecdotes, correspondence, or any other kind of documentation
that would say, “Here it is, this proves that you are trying to control too
many things from The Hague or from London.”

Some six weeks later, the team was able to report back to the Com-
mittee of Managing Directors with 50 case examples of overcentralization
in their pocket as a result of the task forces’ efforts. Hugh Parker remem-
bers that meeting well:

As we recounted these [case examples] to the managing directors,
there were gales of laughter because some of these things were
almost absurd. I’ll give you some examples. When I was in Vene-
zuela, I was told that the Venezuelan management wanted to erect
an oil depot, a storage farm. You know, these big cylindrical tanks,
and they had sent a plan of one of their depots back to The Hague
and said, “We intend to put another tank here.” The Hague came
back and said, “We don’t think you should put it here, we think
you should put it there.” Then the answer to that was, “That’s all
very well but what you don’t see from this plan is that that’s on a
cliff.” It was that sort of nonsense, you know.

There was a classic one that Lee Walton came back with from

152 McKinsey’s Marvin Bower

11131_Edersheim_c06_f.qxd  2/10/04  3:25 PM  Page 152



the Far East. I think it was Malaysia, where, for some reason, 50
years before the head office had demanded to have tire pressures
reported each month for all the trucks in the transportation fleet.
It was something to do with the rainy season and the traction of
tires in mud and all that, but the point is that they were still
reporting monthly the tire pressures from the truck fleet . . .

Then there was their man in Cuba . . . , this was, of course,
before Castro . . . who was Cuban and a real businessman who
was very much respected in London and The Hague, but The
Hague resented his independence, and they said, in effect, “Look,
if you build a refinery in Cuba, you’re going to build it to our stan-
dards. We are the experts on engineering standards, and we don’t
want any cut corners and shoddy refineries operating.” This guy
said, “Well, look, if you insist, my economics are going to be bad.
It cannot be profitable, so you must let me build the refinery in a
way that I think is commercially and economically sound.” And
there was a big fight about this that lasted over six months. But
apparently he won the day and instead of building what he con-
temptuously called a gold-plated refinery, he built one that he
thought was commercially right. . . .

These are examples of the kinds of arguments that went on
all over the group all the time. There was a constant struggle
going on between the head office and the operating companies
as to who should have the authority to do what . . . Now, some
of those were trivial and we intended them to be trivial, and
these are the ones, of course, that people laughed about. There
were other more serious things which we felt should not be as
centralized as they were.

. . . The effect of that meeting with all of these case histories
was that they said, “All right, we agree. You’re right. We probably
are trying to control too many things centrally. Therefore, let us
change.” And so we progressed.17

Marvin’s role in helping to overcome the cultural resistance went well
beyond directing his team to uncover the facts. He was a key presence at
all of the team’s many presentations to the Committee of Managing
Directors (such meetings were held every other month), setting the stage
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for each interaction by creating a philosophical foundation for the conclu-
sions and recommendations.

Every team member remembers those meetings and describes Marvin
Bower as brilliant and at his best as he held the full group of managing
directors spellbound. Capturing the undivided attention of this group was
no small feat—all seven of the managing directors were stellar business
statesmen at the international level. And, as Hugh Parker recalls:

They listened with respect because what he said was said so well
and made so much sense that it was almost irrefutable, his logic.
Marvin could put over a presentation with enormous conviction.
He had conviction and it came across. In a couple of hours of pre-
sentation, with slides or without, he more or less lectured them on
what management was all about.18

In addition to the cultural resistance, there were legal issues and barri-
ers that needed to be overcome. As the recommendations moved toward a
more decentralized form of organization, Shell’s legal department became
very concerned. There is a Napoleonic law in Venezuela that says that tax-
ation vests at the point of the mind and management of the company. So,
for example, if the mind and management of Shell Venezuela were found
to be in London and The Hague, then the Venezuelan government could
tax all of Shell’s worldwide activities. A team of lawyers, management, and
consultants worked the issue and constructed a solution by creating service
companies based in London and The Hague, much to the relief of the
managing directors and much to the relief of McKinsey & Co.

The Recommendations

What resulted from this consulting engagement was a matrix organization
(in which managers have both geographic and functional responsibilities)
for Royal Dutch Shell—quite an achievement in several regards. First, it
was one of the first of such organizational structures in Europe. Second,
implementing this new organization would be difficult because it required
fundamental changes to the company that seemed to conflict with ele-
ments of its culture, which had developed over the previous 150 years.
Nonetheless, the Marvin-led team had conducted itself flawlessly, provid-
ing Loudon with the ammunition he needed and turning the whole of the
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Committee of Managing Directors into a receptive and strong advocate of
the recommended changes and path.

In reflecting on the recommendations, John Macomber believes that the
reason it worked was they knew that Hugh and I and the rest of the team
were absolutely rock solid as far as our integrity was concerned. There was
never any question about McKinsey hanging around there for more billings.
It was clear that the team’s motivation was to help them, not just to get paid.
And they knew that.19

As pointed out earlier, the Committee of Managing Directors main-
tained a healthy skepticism and demanded a strong, solid rationale for the
recommendations. And although he was chairman, John Loudon ostensi-
bly was no more powerful or influential than any of the other six members.
In reality, however, he held tremendous power. Marvin was well aware that
Loudon was the client, so Marvin worked hard at convincing Loudon of
the merits of the overall matrix organization concept, knowing that once
Loudon bought in, he would encourage the rest of the committee to accept
the bulk of the recommendations, subject to any necessary revisions that
might arise during implementation.

The recommendations were based on the belief that management in
each operating company needed to be responsible for the performance and
long-term viability of its own operations. In carrying out its responsibility,
local management could draw on the experience of the service companies
and, through them, that of other operating companies. To enable this
would require common practices and disciplines in the areas of accounting,
safety, environmental controls, and so on; a common language; and very
explicit, clear definitions of authority and responsibility. The managing
directors carefully considered the viability of this approach before adopt-
ing it. In one meeting, they sat with the team and tested how 100 decisions
would be made under this scenario, what issues might arise, and who
would own each decision.

When distilled down, there were four key recommendations. The first
was that there should be a chief executive officer. Marvin was accustomed
to the American style of management, and, at that time, he believed very
strongly that there should be a single chief executive officer. This was an
alien notion to the Shell culture with its Anglo-Dutch parentage. Finally,
and with lingering reluctance, the managing directors agreed to this con-
cept, appointing John Berkin to the position.
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However, as the managing directors had predicted, this organizational
change did not work out because the role and responsibilities proved to be
too much for a single person. So, within six months of effecting that
change, the position was eliminated.

This failure became an important learning experience for Marvin.
He had entered the Shell study absolutely convinced that without a sin-
gle chief executive, it would be impossible to have a clear line of deci-
sions. And, indeed, the team pushed that argument right to the limit at
Shell. Marvin’s view softened considerably because he could see that the
Royal Dutch Shell Committee could act effectively as a collective chief
executive. At the age of 92, when Marvin wrote The Will To Lead, he
argued for the benefits of having a group, rather than an individual, at
the top.20

The second recommendation was for a series of functional and regional
coordinators. Shell’s functions were exploration, production, refining, trans-
portation, and marketing (the basic oil functions), plus finance.The regional
coordinators would be responsible for logical groupings of countries, with
the United States treated separately for myriad legal reasons (including that
Shell U.S. was not 100 percent owned by Royal Dutch Shell). Five regional
and five functional coordinators were appointed. Although a complex con-
cept, this change worked to clarify lines of control.

The third recommendation was to establish service organizations to
support, advise, and set standards for the operating companies vis-à-vis
finance, health, safety and environment, human resources, legal, public
affairs, information, materials planning, and research. Tom Schick, the
retired director of Shell R&D, described his service organization:

R&D at Shell in 1959 was set up like most IT organizations are set
up now—with central resources serving the business requirements,
and supporting them with new technology as needed. The operat-
ing companies were treated with care as a customer. We also main-
tained a small group for advanced, or longer-range research, about
300. I believe it was the strongest R&D group of any oil company
for 25 years.21

The fourth recommendation was to continue to nurture the common
culture, shared experience, and common objectives of the Royal Dutch
Shell Group. Marvin invested much time working with Shell in creating
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the right training programs to help ensure that all of the staff could under-
stand issues as they arose from both the local and the group perspective, and
would be aligned with and oriented by the Group’s objectives. These rec-
ommendations represented fundamental, massive changes at Shell while
preserving the benefits of its strong culture. And, with the previously noted
exception of the single chief executive position, the recommended organi-
zational changes have stood the test of time.

Impact on John Loudon

John Loudon described Marvin as one of the “most convincing protago-
nists of certain principles of sound organization.”22 After the study ended
in 1959 and up until Loudon’s death 35 years later, John and Marvin spoke
a couple of times a year and exchanged ideas. On the occasion of Loudon’s
80th birthday, his respect for Marvin was still evident: “I was at a party in
New York in October . . . a dinner at “21” for my 80th birthday and they
[had] asked me whom I wanted, and I said, ‘I want Marvin.’ And he 
came. He was very good, excellent.”23 As George Loudon, John’s son,
noted, “there was nobody my father trusted more in the business world
than Marvin Bower.”

Three Decades Later

The matrix organization recommended by Marvin and McKinsey & Co.
proved its merits through its impressive longevity. As Hugh Parker recalls:

We left Shell with the new structure in about 1959. And some-
thing like 30 years later, I was invited by a middle management
club at Shell to give a presentation to them on the history of the
organization. Basically, with some minor changes, the essence of
what we had recommended and which they adopted was still in
place, to my immense satisfaction. Since then, it has been re-
studied and reconstructed. But the organization that we put in
place did last for something like 30 years.24

In a 1983 Conference Board Report, “Organizing for Global Com-
petitiveness: The Matrix Design,” the Shell organization was held up as a
model of success:

Inspiring Organizational Courage 157

11131_Edersheim_c06_f.qxd  2/10/04  3:25 PM  Page 157



The Group’s organizational formula, based upon a decentralized
federation of country-based operating units held together by its
management systems and strong Group culture, has created one of
the world’s most successful business corporations. Moreover, the
structure has exhibited the resilience to withstand both political/
social upheavals in some of its locations as well as major global
business turbulence such as that caused by the oil crises of the mid
1970s and 1980s. . . . In recent years, Shell’s matrix has been mod-
ified in ways to accommodate system-wide information exchange
and implement pooling and common structures across certain sets
of countries.25

Price Waterhouse, 1979: 
Consulting to the Consultants

In the late 1970s, public accounting (in particular, the then Big Eight) was
expanding its horizons in a search for new and different forms of business,
as well as seeking to reevaluate the core audit and accounting business to
seek more growth and greater profitability. Familiarity with clients’ finan-
cial processes, gained during auditing, provided a prospective launchpad
for diversification into faster-growing tax and information services work.
Like its peers, Price Waterhouse saw opportunity in service realms that
edged toward the better-paid arena of management consulting. With
some trepidation, Price Waterhouse managing partners approached pre-
sumptive competitor McKinsey & Co. about working on strategic posi-
tioning of the accounting firm.

The initial call from Price Waterhouse came to Marvin Bower, even
though he had stepped down as the firm’s leader some years earlier. As
Joseph E. Connor, then the senior partner at Price Waterhouse, recalls:

Marvin had a special standing within McKinsey. He was still con-
sidered a thought leader and he would undertake those assign-
ments, as I understand it, that interested him. What interested
him about the assignment from Price Waterhouse, he told me, was
that it was the first time a professional firm in a relatively compet-
itive environment would ask another professional firm to study its
strategy.26
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Connor had pursued Marvin because of his reputation:

I did not know Marvin before we engaged him; I knew who he
was and what he did, but we had no personal relationship other
than fleeting contacts.27

And despite his reputation:

I must say that I had heard Marvin in other venues talking about
how the auditing firms were going about their consulting expan-
sion in the wrong way. This was not particularly complimentary to
any of the accounting firms.28

On his part, Marvin’s decision to accept the engagement came only
after careful consideration, according to Connor:

It took Marvin a little time to convince himself, and subsequently
us, that client confidentiality would be maintained and that McKin-
sey would not use any information in a competitive situation.29

Marvin had great respect for Price Waterhouse, having witnessed the
firm’s high level of professionalism, its outstanding client roster, and dis-
tinctive partnership since the 1930s. Since Price Waterhouse was a very
successful professional firm, Marvin was eager to not only assist them, but
also to witness firsthand the factors and characteristics that led to Price
Waterhouse’s long-term success. Even though serving Price Waterhouse
was not viewed favorably by many inside McKinsey, Marvin believed
strongly that the insights gained would far outweigh the risks. Marvin was
determined to not only serve Price Waterhouse, but to serve them superbly
and to help shape their future firm.

The overlap of services between the two firms was determined to be
about 5 percent, an acceptable amount. Even more important to Marvin
than concerns about competitive integrity was the impossibility of
externally imposing a strategy on fellow professionals. He knew that
whatever the recommended strategy, it must be crafted and owned in
partnership with Price Waterhouse. Accordingly, Marvin assembled a
small joint team of McKinsey and Price Waterhouse partners, which he
would lead.

As the leader of the joint team, Marvin brought to bear his key prin-
ciples of leadership, garnering the respect of Connor:
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He would try to lead you and convince you that his thought process
was pretty good, but he was always receptive, ready to exchange
views rather than come out with a mandatory one. Still, he did not
kowtow to his clients. He told them what he felt was the best advice
he could give them—whether they wanted to hear it or not.30

Two Views of the Problem Leading 
to an Unexpected Solution

The effort began with two different views of the challenge at hand. Price
Waterhouse wanted McKinsey & Co. to work on a strategic study to assess
the market positioning of the U.S. firm and the directions it should pursue.
The internal view of the issues at hand was a need to prioritize new prac-
tice areas and identify new areas of expertise to develop (e.g., electronic
data processing).

The McKinsey team viewed the key issues as organizational; in partic-
ular, the internal struggles associated with distinguishing among the
accounting and audit, the consulting, and the tax partners (the three big
practice areas). They felt that Price Waterhouse did not have a shared set
of values that brought together the different areas.

The team began the study in the summer of 1979 with Marvin’s pre-
ferred approach as phase 1: seeking facts from the front line by interview-
ing across the Price Waterhouse partnership. Before the team could
interview, Marvin made sure that the interview guide was perfect, putting
his associates through roughly 10 drafts before he was satisfied the right
questions were phrased in exactly the right way.

The team interviewed over 50 Price Waterhouse partners, nearly 10
percent of the firm, to learn their views of how the firm worked, and its
standing and direction. Phase 1 also included external interviews with cor-
porate executives, public officials, and others. Analysis of the interview
results became the project’s core fact base. Even in an organization study,
Marvin was a stickler for fact-based analysis and respectful of frontline
testimony, although it wasn’t strictly quantitative data.

In phase 2, the team drafted the new strategy built on shared value,
and in phase 3 they developed an implementation plan and identified nec-
essary revisions in management processes and organization.

The fundamental recommendation that emerged from the study was
that Price Waterhouse make more of what it already was: the Tiffany of
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accounting firms. McKinsey recommended that Price Waterhouse empha-
size a distinctive manner of service delivery that existed within the firm but
was not embedded as widely or with as much fervor as Marvin believed it
should be. The plan relied on the relationship between the engagement
partner and his or her client as the delivery mechanism for rendering the
highest level of professional service. McKinsey’s recommended strategy was
built on the special qualities with which Price Waterhouse had always iden-
tified itself, but had never explicitly built into its approach to the market.
The bias at Price Waterhouse was that their strategy needed to be focused
on building new practice areas and expertise to be sold centrally.

Despite a recommendation that did not directly square with Price
Waterhouse’s view of the issues at hand, leadership at the accounting firm
came around to Marvin’s and McKinsey’s point of view. In the words of
Joe Krovanski, a senior partner at Price Waterhouse:

He made us see what we had always known in our heart existed,
but were afraid to rely on. It was unique and it would give us a dis-
tinctive market advantage.31

Joe Connor remembers receiving the recommendations:

I was surprised that Marvin was not looking at the type of service
but the way in which we delivered it. He found what we were
doing and what was working, that we didn’t recognize ourselves.
That was not what we thought we were getting. However, when the
McKinsey report came out, the engagement partners (who consti-
tuted 90 percent of the partners in the firm) were basically extremely
supportive. They wanted that change in direction to be articulated
and then put in our rulebook. They saw it as a decided change in
direction, and I think they were a little bit amazed that the firm’s
leadership could accept it so readily and implement it so vigorously.

That in fact is what happened. This was not a report that met
resistance; this was a report that met acclamation. We began to
recognize that we had a golden opportunity with our newly artic-
ulated professional reliance on the engagement partner. We could
preach the message to audit committees as to why we were differ-
ent and what they could expect from us because of it.32

By helping Price Waterhouse gain the courage to take what was
unique at their firm and turn it into their explicit calling card, Marvin was
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able to arm Price Waterhouse with a differentiated basis for competition as
the other then Big Eight accounting firms fought for the same extended
markets.

Making Each Manager an Owner

This approach was not without risk. Price Waterhouse had been selling
the firm’s experience on a project-by-project basis from a central head-
quarters. Resting the responsibility on the shoulders of the person in the
field—the engagement partner—shifted the emphasis from selling to
client service. The operating implications were enormous. First and fore-
most, the plan gave tremendous responsibility to the engagement partner:
He or she basically made the decisions in relation to clients based on what
he or she concluded was the right approach. Second, the role of the
national office shifted from control to support—to bring all the resources
of the firm together to enhance the advice given by the engagement part-
ner to the client. That was a radically different approach from that used by
most of the other accounting firms at the time.

Minimizing the risk of this revolutionary approach meant properly
empowering, training, and supporting the engagement partners. Marvin
felt there was much room for improvement in this area, and he challenged
the senior partners on numerous policies regarding treatment of staff. He
pointed out inconsistencies between the firm’s mission statement and the
way it really ran things. His message was emphatic:

You can’t run a professional firm this way. You will fail. You will
lose good people. Here are some bedrock principles that you need
to consider. And I ask you, from my observations, why you don’t
follow them.33

Marvin’s list was long. Practices that he found particularly problematic
included the internal transfer, compensation, and training policies. Price
Waterhouse, like many accounting firms at the time, had transfer policies
that did not really respect the needs of either the client or the partner.
Every year, the senior management committee met to look at the firm’s
geographic needs. If Houston, for example, was growing, they would
decide to place six more partners there. This policy was not viewed favor-
ably by the affected partners. Unless partners were locked in with strong,

162 McKinsey’s Marvin Bower

11131_Edersheim_c06_f.qxd  2/10/04  3:25 PM  Page 162



producing client relationships or had a protector on the senior manage-
ment committee to act as their advocate, they were subject to reassignment
without consultation. After new partners were elected, most of them were
asked to move to a different geography. The good news was that you were
elected. The bad news was you were uprooted to a new location, which you
may or may not have interest in. Every June, several hundred partners
would get a letter from the managing partner saying, “We’re pleased to tell
you that you have been assigned to [a certain] office, effective August 1.”
There was no negotiation.

Marvin considered that practice to be counter to his belief that peo-
ple are one of the most important assets of a company; and, as witnesses
recall, while never offensive, he did not mince words: “You cannot run a
professional firm with a practice like that,” he told the senior partners.
There was silence. After a few more seconds, he would continue, “So, I
assume, when you see our recommendation to change that policy, you
will do so.”34

Marvin had an equally strong point of view on Price Waterhouse’s
staff and partner compensation program. He felt it was not sufficiently
transparent for people to know where they stood. He criticized the lack of
good evaluation and advancement mechanisms within the firm. He was
also disappointed in the firm’s training. While it was strong in technical
areas, he thought it should provide the professionals better insight into the
businesses they were serving. He believed that auditing couldn’t be done
just from knowledge of accounting rules. Auditors needed to understand
business in order to assess the health of a business.

People policies became the area of implementation on which Marvin
focused. As Joe Connor recalls:

Courses were added on client relations, client problems, that sort of
thing. Before, most of the language had been very technical. Now
it came out as how you could persuade people, how you could
influence the outcome. And, most important, how you could main-
tain that distinctiveness. Remember, there were a lot of accounting
firms. We were faced with developing a commodity product—the
audit—that we had to, in effect, customize and articulate and
believe in and carry out. And that was not easy to do in a very
crowded marketplace.35
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The McKinsey recommendations provided an independent appraisal
that the firm could point to in getting engagement partners to adjust their
behavior. The report’s recommendations provided the framework for
numerous one-on-one conversations between the engagement partners
and firm leadership on how to behave toward clients. Behavior modifica-
tion was a critical requirement for success of the new organization and a
difficult nut to crack, as Connor remembers:

One of the worst examples was when an engagement partner
would write to the technical service component of the national
office with a request like, “Give me your preliminary thinking rela-
tive to the client problem.” That was absolutely going 180 degrees
the wrong way. The engagement partner should be the one think-
ing through the advice he was going to give his client. He should
use the national office as a resource to marshal all that the firm
knew about a particular subject matter. But it was up to the engage-
ment partner, as the third step on that ladder, to put it in place. To
bring that news—good, bad, or indifferent—to the client.

That clearly became a new and required process between the
engagement partner and the research partner. But the relationship
was always advisory. In other firms—and I think Arthur Andersen
was one—it was not voluntary, it was mandatory.36

A Business Week article from 1983 described Price Waterhouse as
“bucking the trend” toward centralization.37 Other firms were described as
responding to the intensifying competitive atmosphere by reining in field
partners’ power and consolidating decision making (something Arthur
Andersen was viewed as long having done). As Business Week reported, to
the contrary, at Price Waterhouse, “making each manager ‘an owner’ of the
firm, its leaders argue, is a powerful motivational tool and a much more
effective means of instituting change than an executive fiat.”

Impact on Joe Connor

Joe Connor credits Marvin Bower with “turning my thinking all the way
around.” Before the McKinsey engagement, Connor recalls, Price Water-
house was heading toward escalation of the same central control, “double-
and triple-check” environment, as its competitors. Marvin’s thinking moved
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the firm away from duplication of others’ practices to an innovative approach
that was unique to Price Waterhouse. Connor goes on to point out that it
was not just his thinking that was turned around, but his actions as well:

Marvin was seizing the high ground in a way that would give us a
distinctive relationship that the other firms had not achieved and
may not have been able to achieve. The role of the engagement
partner took a leap ahead: We began to focus on the relationship
between the engagement partner and the CEO, rather than the
CFO. We began to act differently.38

For Connor, this meant behaving differently in his relationships with
engagement managers. In the past, as managing partner of the CPA firm,
Connor had devoted much of his time to meeting with major clients to
help solidify and expand relationships. He now had to make changes in
how that outcome was achieved:

I had to take a step back to make sure that the prerogatives of the
engagement partner were not being curtailed by rank and status.
One of the chairman’s main jobs is to stay in touch with the blue
chip clients that Price Waterhouse has always had. I needed to
make sure I didn’t show up at a client meeting with the head of
IBM as if I was bringing along a little boy who happened to be
called the “engagement partner.”

He’s got to demonstrate his command of the client’s business
problems, and how we could provide help in solving those busi-
ness problems. So, I took a step back in those meetings and let the
engagement partner carry the ball. Between the two of us, we
would in fact divide the professional and the business aspect of our
client relationship. I’d handle one and the engagement partner
would handle the other.39

Connor shifted the emphasis of his visits from that of being the pri-
mary person on the relationship-building end to that of staying abreast of
client requirements and soliciting performance feedback:

As chairman, you visit clients to ask, “What are we doing right for
you and what could we be doing better for you?”That inherently has
a questioning value relative to the partner and how he is exercising
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his responsibility. And sometimes we found that they weren’t exer-
cising it properly.40

The culmination of Marvin and McKinsey’s effort was the Price
Waterhouse partners’ meeting in the fall of 1983 in Phoenix, when the
final McKinsey report and recommended strategy would be shared with
all the partners. In preparation for that meeting, Marvin wrote to Connor
in August, detailing the speech he would give if he were chairman. The
two traded drafts several times, and Marvin helped Connor practice the
speech the night before he gave it.

Arriving the day before the meeting, Marvin took advantage of those
remaining hours to gauge the pulse of the audience (the Price Waterhouse
partners). With his typical formality, he was dressed in a blue suit as he made
his way around the pool talking to the golf-shirted partners, still listening
and learning even at this late stage of the engagement.That night, he helped
Connor practice his speech, and early the next morning, he suggested a few
minor adjustments to the speech to better reflect the partners’ mood.

Connor recalls that working with Bower on the speech fed his own
excitement:

He was articulating a concept that I knew was there and hadn’t
[been] found. He opened the floodgates, so that it became accept-
able to go in a different direction than the other firms.

Simultaneously, there was a willing and excited audience in
the engagement partners. They wanted to be professional service
leaders, not just somebody conveying advice from the national
office. So, we had a good reception. We could deliver what we said
we were going to do, we could act differently from other firms, and
all that gave us a competitive advantage.41

Connor says he has never forgotten Bower’s words: “This can be the
reward of unleashing the inherent power of a professional service firm. And
you can do it.” He remembers Marvin the consultant as “a caring person”:

He wanted the client, at the end of the engagement, to say, “This
was the best work we’ve ever had.” He held his own organization—
he held himself—to the highest challenges. And I’m sure he didn’t
miss many of them.

He came across not as a guru of consulting, but as an involved,
interested, dedicated professional who was trying to help a client
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through whatever problem was on the table. He got down into the
trenches and worked very, very hard himself. This was not a con-
sulting assignment where his staff did all the writing. Marvin was
in there. You know, I asked myself several times, why does he want
to do this? He must have been in his 80s at this point.

It was the challenge—nobody had ever developed a strategy
for a professional firm. That’s what he got out of it. He not only
did our job, but he satisfied himself that there was another practice
area for McKinsey.42

Two Decades Later

It is not difficult to imagine what Marvin Bower would say about the tar-
nished reputation of public accounting today. He was a constant critic of
the marriage of auditing and consulting, and not because this would raise
the prospect of potential competition for his own firm. McKinsey’s origin
as the first modern management consulting firm rested largely on Marvin’s
belief in the distinction between the historical, reporting perspective of the
accountant, and the unbounded, “what if ” view of the consultant. The per-
ils of unbounded “creative” accounting, on the other hand, became all too
vivid as the century turned.

Two of Marvin Bower’s McKinsey colleagues on the Price Waterhouse
team credited him with anticipation of today’s issues in the now 20-year-
old study. Don Gogel found Marvin’s advice to Price Waterhouse particu-
larly prescient:

There is no question that, if you went back to the study and had
Bill Donaldson at the SEC read it as part of his speech on the way
accounting firms should work, it would ring absolutely true today.43

And Robert O’Block, a retired McKinsey director, who was with the
firm from 1969 through 1998, remembers that Marvin

. . . continually advised Price Waterhouse to avoid conflict of
interest potential. He was adamant that consulting and account-
ing and auditing services did not belong together. He also raised
issues of potential conflicts between auditing and tax services 20
years ago.44
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There is no doubt that Marvin’s involvement with Price Waterhouse left
a business-values compass in place that remained influential after the firm
merged with Coopers & Lybrand and helped restrain the merged entity
from engaging in the questionable practices that damaged its peers in the
late 1990s. In 2002, PriceWaterhouseCoopers divested its 60,000-person
consulting division to IBM, eliminating a potential source of conflicting
interests. Although it should be noted that some of the elements of the orga-
nization changed over time with growth, acquisitions, and Connor’s retire-
ment from Price Waterhouse, in its public communications, the firm
continues to stress its dedication to responsibility, honesty, and integrity.

Harvard, 1979: Making the Case 
for the Case Method

In 1979, Marvin Bower took on a daunting challenge: responding to Har-
vard University president Derek Bok’s criticisms (some might say attack) of
the Harvard Business School (HBS). This was a particularly formidable
task. If not handled properly, Marvin’s close association with HBS (initially
as a student, later as a member of several Harvard committees and as an
employer of HBS MBA graduates) could give the appearance of bias. To
complicate matters, the issues on the table, particularly the use of the “case
method,” were fundamental to how Marvin believed leaders should be
trained. Derek Bok, with a law degree and strong academic orientation, was
skilled at controlling the discussion and not easily dissuaded from his beliefs.
And finally, while Bok’s criticisms may not have been delivered in the most
tactful or considerate way, stirring up anger among faculty members and
alumni of HBS, many of his concerns were justified and had to be addressed.

What unfolded at HBS shows how one can avoid the appearance of
bias by presenting credible facts and persuasive arguments to support an
alternative vision and how one can gain the respect of a leader despite dif-
fering opinions. It also shows how to design and execute an unemotional
communications strategy that will be effective in a university environment;
and how to stay committed after the study ended. Marvin’s partner on the
HBS effort was Albert Gordon, who was the chairman of Kidder Peabody
from 1957 to 1986. He describes Marvin’s approach:

He was superior to most of us in that . . . he was much better
trained mentally. Much more like Bok. He could put himself in
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Bok’s shoes. He was a great listener. He was judicial. Marvin was
a huge intellect and not assertive. And he was phenomenally
meticulous in his communications.45

HBS in 1979

In 1979, Derek Bok created a storm of alumni fury by daring to criticize
HBS in his annual report to the Harvard Board of Overseers. As was his
tradition, each year he would single out one of the Harvard schools and or
some major part of the university for scrutiny. By 1979, he had addressed
virtually all components of the university except HBS. His overall ap-
proach was always the same: act as prosecutor in making his case and then
put on his judicial robes to listen to the full case as it was filled in by the
defense. From this, he would form a set of working ideas on moving for-
ward. Sometimes it led to picking a new dean, thereby influencing the
direction of the school in question.

Ten years prior to Bok’s controversial report, Larry Fouraker had been
appointed dean of HBS by President Nathan Pusey, Bok’s predecessor.
Shortly thereafter, Bok became president. When Dean Fouraker took over
the helm at HBS, he was faced with an academic institution that was suf-
fering from many of the by-products of rapid, unfettered growth—namely,
lack of direction, a fragmented faculty, lack of continuity, and highly prob-
lematic economics. He knew he had to rein in growth (not an easy deci-
sion given the career implications for the nontenured faculty). While
taking a more paced and vigilant approach to growth was an important
and courageous step, it was not sufficient. By 1979, competition had in-
creased with over 700 business schools in the United States, and there was
much turmoil in terms of what methods were best for management train-
ing. The broader political unrest (civil rights and antiwar movements) on
campuses across the country made things more difficult. Further, Dean
Fouraker’s relationship with Bok over an almost 10-year period could not
be described as the easiest of associations.

The Bok Report

President Bok’s critique of the school was logical in its argument and also
productive, as it included many suggestions for improvement. The essence
of his critique was that HBS’s strict adherence to the case method as the
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primary means of imparting a business education was possibly outmoded.
He also questioned whether the current crop of business graduates was
acquiring the knowledge it would need to become successful.

The Bok report was lengthy, but the following extracts capture the
heart of the message. Bok began by laying out his sense of the needs of a
business school graduate:

Over the past twenty years, as corporations have grown larger
and more complex, the practice of management has become
more sophisticated. Society has been making greater demands
on companies to serve new interests of public concern. Govern-
ment agencies and nonprofit institutions are looking to corpora-
tions for management methods to improve their operations.

. . . Under these circumstances, management arguably exists
not simply to serve shareholders but to exercise leadership in rec-
onciling the needs of stockholders, customers, employees, and
suppliers, along with members of the public and their representa-
tives in government.

. . . Every professional school must come to grips with two
questions that involve its essential nature and mission. What bal-
ance will it attempt to strike between research and teaching? And
in its teaching, what roles within the profession will it try to pre-
pare its students to fill? . . . Without neglecting research, the Har-
vard Business School has consistently maintained that it is, first
and foremost, a teaching school and that its teaching is aimed at
preparing general managers rather than staff experts or functional
specialists. In other words, Harvard seeks to produce top execu-
tives for corporations everywhere, and all its principal activities are
shaped to support that overriding goal.

. . . The Socratic Method pushes students into active roles in
which they must direct their thoughts not as much to the acquisi-
tion of knowledge as to the crucial task of making decisions. Vig-
orous class discussions also help students to learn when to speak,
when not to speak, and how to speak—skills essential for encoun-
ters with public officials, union leaders, stockholders, and, above
all, with management colleagues in the endless parade of meetings
where the critical corporate decisions will be made. So important
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is this learning process that the School follows the practice—
unknown in any other Harvard Faculty—of actually grading stu-
dents on the quality of their classroom performance.

. . . While retaining its traditional mission, the Business School
must make sure that it devotes its energies to the most important
issues that have arisen in the wake of the changes that have affected
American corporations over the past quarter of a century. . . . These
problems . . . will require a wide variety of disciplines and perspec-
tives. Fortunately, the Business faculty is already at work on many of
these issues.46

After covering the requirements that he believed business schools
needed to meet and giving credit to HBS for proactively trying to stay
abreast of market needs, Bok moved on to the bad news:

. . . Professional schools have a higher calling that derives from
their ability to be thoroughly informed about their profession, yet
sufficiently detached to examine dispassionately [their] larger
responsibilities to society. To the extent that business schools
neglect this responsibility, they become little more than purveyors
of technique, indifferent to the ways in which their methods are
used or the ends to which they are directed.

. . . Although leading executives often declare that the role of
free enterprise in society is the principal issue facing the corporate
community, no one would ever guess that this was so by examin-
ing the curricula of our major schools of business. Most classroom
discussions still proceed on the unexamined assumption that
growth and profits are the only serious concerns of the corporate
manager. The study of ethics has fared no better . . .

. . . By remaining silent, business schools not only fail to
awaken their students to a larger sense of their calling; they
neglect their responsibility to their profession and the society to
contribute vigorously to a debate of great public importance.

. . . As the problems of business grow more complicated,
however, a separation between teaching and research becomes
progressively harder to sustain. If the ablest scholars in the School
are not centrally involved in teaching, their work may be insuffi-
ciently related to the actual problems that executives confront in
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the conduct of their business. If teachers are not themselves
involved in research, they may fail to keep abreast of the concep-
tual insights and techniques required to penetrate beyond ad hoc,
anecdotal encounters with particular problems. Hence, continued
progress requires increasing numbers of teacher-scholars who can
carry on a constant interplay between the practical problems of the
real world and the insights and generalizations derived from
research. . . . Insofar as today’s practice perpetuates a separation
between teaching and scholarship, it deserves reexamination.47

Bok then homed in on the major teaching/learning tool at the school
(the case method), which, to his mind, was inadequate:

. . . Despite its virtues, the case method has evident limitations.
Although the case is an excellent device for teaching students 
to apply theory and technique, it does not provide an ideal way 
of communicating concepts and analytic methods in the first
instance. In fact, by concentrating the discussion on detailed fac-
tual situations, the case method actually limits the time available
for students to master analytic techniques and conceptual mate-
rial. This extension may have mattered little in an age when the
knowledge applicable to business decisions was rudimentary. As
the corporate world grows more complex, however, the problem
becomes more serious.48

News of the Bok report first appeared in a New York Times story before
Dean Fouraker, or anyone else connected with the school, had seen the
report and had an opportunity to discuss it with President Bok. There was
a meeting of the Board of Associates of the Harvard Business School the
morning the article appeared in the newspaper. Dean Fouraker hadn’t yet
seen the paper when he entered the room. Sitting there were Marvin,
Albert Gordon from Kidder Peabody, William Sneath from Union Car-
bide, Philip Caldwell from Ford, Charles Brown from AT&T, and Charles
Sanders from the Massachusetts General Hospital, among others. The
committee members (all involved with Harvard Business School and sup-
porters of Fouraker) were saying “Larry, you have been attacked by your
boss, and this is awful.”49 So, they threw out their planned agenda for the
day, and they spent hours talking about what they should do. Among other
things, they decided to write a report and send it to Bok.

172 McKinsey’s Marvin Bower

11131_Edersheim_c06_f.qxd  2/10/04  3:25 PM  Page 172



There was a general sense among those present that day and among
some alumni that Bok (and the Harvard University administration) had an
unstated agenda in unleashing this criticism—namely to rein in HBS from
its semi-independent status, a move to be facilitated by bringing in an out-
sider to be the school’s new dean.

Marvin Bower On the Case

At the time, Marvin was formally connected to HBS. He was a member of
the Visiting Committee (a university-appointed committee charged with
periodically reviewing how well the business school was performing). Al
Gordon was also a member. In fact, between 1940 and 1970, Marvin and
Al had effectively rotated chairmanship of this committee. Marvin was
also a director of the Associates of Harvard Business School—executives
of some 100 companies who contributed to HBS’s research and case-
writing programs. Given the close ties between the associates and the
school, it was not surprising that the members’ general reaction to the
report was one of outrage, particularly at the way Dean Fouraker and his
accomplishments were ignored. From their perspective, the relevancy of
HBS was being attacked. The committee insisted that there be a formal
reply to Bok’s criticisms and voted to establish a task force to challenge 
the credibility of the Bok report. The task force was to be headed by 
Al Gordon and Marvin Bower.

It was clear that neither Marvin nor Al could be considered an inde-
pendent outsider when they accepted this challenge: Beyond their services
on involved committees, they were HBS role models and undisputed
advocates of the school. Zealous in their activities, they were well con-
nected in nonobtrusive ways with the upper echelon of HBS.

In Marvin’s case, his close relationship with and advocacy of HBS
began the moment he decided to attend the school in 1928 and continued
until his death in 2003. He was the first Harvard law graduate to enter
HBS and the second person to hold both degrees. His oft-told story of
how his decision to pursue a Harvard MBA was received at the time sug-
gested that there was a lack of respect for business within the walls of
Harvard University itself.

Just before graduation [from law school], I was summoned to the
office of Roscoe Pound, probably the most famous dean in the
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history of Harvard Law School. Instead of a desk, he was seated
at the head of a long table. Always brusque, he started right out
as I entered the room. “Bower,” he said, “I have a job for you with
the general counsel’s Office of International Paper.” “Thank you,
Dean,” I replied, “but I don’t want a job. I’m going to Harvard
Business School in the fall.”

He stared at me. “My God, Bower, you are about to graduate
from the greatest educational institution in the world, and now
you’re going to that place?” He pointed across the Charles River
where the Business School is located, picked up a book, and threw
it the length of his table. That’s what academia thought of busi-
ness in the twenties. (In fact, the feelings between the Law and
Business Schools were so negative that it was several years before
the joint program between the two schools could be established,
but it did, in time, take place.)50

Marvin clearly did not share the dean’s feelings about business:

I’d seen so much need for business understanding in law that I
knew there was an important body of knowledge to be learned. I
felt that it would make me a better lawyer and I would be more
attractive to Jones, Day, which was where I wanted to work.51

When Marvin entered HBS, the case method had recently been intro-
duced to the business school by Dean Wallace Brett Donham, who, per-
haps not so coincidentally, was a prominent Boston attorney. Donham
believed that a reality-based case system (as opposed to the public case
method used in law education) would facilitate a business education by
focusing on the skills required for decision making (the most critical role
of leadership according to Marvin).52 Here, the learning was derived by the
“how,” not by the “what.” In and of itself, a particular answer to a given
case was not important: Rather, students were evaluated on their method-
ology and rationale/supporting logic.

Marvin’s postgraduation association with HBS went beyond his previ-
ously mentioned committee involvement. He was a major end user of the
school’s output. Once McKinsey & Co. transitioned from experienced
hires to MBA recipients, many a Harvard MBA began his or her career at
the consulting firm. Marvin valued and put his trust in the quality of the
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students coming out of HBS: They were a large part of what differentiated
McKinsey. And the relationship was not unreciprocated—Harvard valued
Marvin. In 1968, Marvin and Albert Gordon were two of the three recip-
ients of the Distinguished Service Award (Robert McNamara was the
third). In bestowing this award, Dean George Baker captured the respect
and appreciation the university had for Marvin:

To Marvin Bower, Harvard LLB ’28, MBA ’30, conceptual archi-
tect in management, constructive critic, and warm friend.
Throughout a long and creative career, you have loyally and gen-
erously shared your experience, your wisdom, and your insight
with the Harvard Business School and effectively imbued genera-
tions of talented young people with the will to manage that you
personify so ably and articulate so eloquently.53

Creating a Powerful, Credible Fact Base

President Bok heard of the plans to respond with a report critiquing him
and requested that John McArthur, the subsequent dean of HBS, and at
the time an assistant dean, meet with Marvin and Al in New York City to
discuss the nature of their report. John met with Al54 first because he knew
him better and recalls:

In my mind, I wanted to go down and see Marvin with Al. When
Al and I went in and suggested that a rebuttal critiquing Bok was
not a good idea, Marvin’s initial response was that he really felt
what Derek had done was wrong. He felt a responsibility to the
members of the group who had asked him to do a report and he
needed to think about asking them to change direction.55

After thoughtful consideration of what the committee’s ap-
proach should be, the original plan to prepare a direct point-by-
point rebuttal of Bok’s critique was abandoned. Marvin and Al had
decided a more persuasive and useful approach would be to write a
strategy report (entitled “The Success of a Strategy”), including a
plan for going forward that both embraced the strengths and shored
up the weaknesses of the business school. The first challenge would
be to diffuse the emotions of the committee and convince them that
a positive outcome was more likely from a report that was not
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defensive and did not attack Bok or attempt to extract an eye for an
eye. Marvin spent many hours on the phone with his committee
members (particularly Phil Caldwell and Don Perkins from Jewel)
to convince them of the greater value of a fact-based, unemotional
approach. His efforts met with success.

In Marvin and Al’s report, Bok’s issues are thoroughly covered in a
fact-based manner that takes into account the historical rationale and
freshly collected data that would either modify or support each of Bok’s
points. Marvin managed to rise above his close relationship with HBS and
create a credible, unbiased report that represented an alternative vision for
the school.

As the task force got under way, Al Gordon remembers how Marvin
crafted a strategy to ensure that their effort would be perceived as fair-
minded and communicated in a way that would make Bok receptive:

I never worked as hard on anything in my life as I did on this. It
was all in one summer. Marvin really led the thinking, coordi-
nated, and actively participated in the effort. He felt we needed to
write back in the same format Bok had written—it had to have a
lawyer’s logic to it. He felt we needed to collect all the relevant
facts and that the sources needed to be independent, because we
were not.56

Over the course of the summer of 1979, Marvin and Al drafted
hypotheses, planned the report, outlined the fact-finding and analysis on
which to base the assessment, did much of the interviewing themselves, and
coordinated the overall effort. Marvin had asked his partners at McKinsey
for a team to help with fact finding. Richard Cavanagh, currently president
and CEO of The Conference Board, was a member of that team:

Marvin and Al Gordon were organizing a group of business lead-
ers and they were going to do their own analysis of the Harvard
Business School and whether or not it worked and what was
wrong with it, what was right with it.

I was truly a bit player. They assembled an incredible group of
business leaders, including the head of Ford Motor Company, the
head of AT&T . . . all the big and successful companies of the day
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(the GEs of the time). Everyone on the McKinsey team was given
analyses to do.

I think in the end, Marvin did all the work. We were just fact-
gatherers trying to come up with information and trying to test
hypotheses that Marvin and Al Gordon had created. They came
up with a different view from Derek Bok’s view.57

Steve Walleck, a former McKinsey director and a McKinsey team
member, vividly remembers how Marvin helped the team grasp the con-
text of the effort that lay ahead:

I showed up in New York at Marvin’s very modest office. It was to
be one of the most eye-opening study experiences of my career
with the firm.

In our first hour together, Marvin brilliantly dissected Presi-
dent Bok’s report. What were his assumptions, his hypotheses, his
proofs? What research had he done, what facts had he produced,
and what arguments had he made? On what points had he been
challenged, either by the business school faculty, the alumni, or by
the press? Why were these challenges so acrimonious? What were
both sides reacting against? What were they afraid of?

Marvin sent me away with a promise to meet the next day to
review my issue analysis and study plan.58

As Steve points out, although the nature of the problem was not, at
first glance, a conventional McKinsey issue, with Marvin’s guidance he was
able to bring hard facts to bear on a soft issue:

It was the first time I had tried to apply McKinsey & Co.’s hard
problem-solving techniques to so soft a problem, and I wasn’t very
good at it. But over a week or so Marvin gently brought me along
and structured my thinking.

For example, on President Bok’s contention that today’s busi-
ness school graduates weren’t being trained to be future leaders,
I threw up my hands. “How can we get facts to dispute that?” I
whined.

“Well,” said Marvin with a smile, “we could ask today’s lead-
ers what they think of today’s graduates, and how they are trained.
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You know, it takes one to know one, as they say. Why don’t we just
call up the CEOs of the top Fortune 500 Companies, and ask
them what they think of today’s HBS graduates?”

I was aghast at the task being laid out, since I figured I’d have
to do the calling. “Marvin, I don’t know a lot of CEOs on the For-
tune list, but for those I do know their secretaries have secretaries,
and those secretaries consider it their first duty to protect their
bosses’ time. We’d only get through to a few of them, and then
how would we protect ourselves from the charge of talking to only
friendly CEOs who had nice things to say?”

“You’re right, we’d have to talk to them all,” Marvin conceded.
“So let’s just talk to the top 25. Do you think you could get me a
list of their telephone numbers?”

Now here was a task I could do.
“I’m having lunch with Ben Shapiro of Dow,” said Marvin, “so

I’ll interview him first. Could you have the rest of the list ready by,
say 2:00 P.M.?”

That afternoon, Marvin went right down the list—General
Motors, AT&T, IBM, Ford, bang, bang, bang. Every single CEO
he called either took the call or was back with him within two
hours. Marvin had a polite, carefully structured interview with
each, and carefully noted their responses. Some of the interviews
took an hour or more, but Marvin wouldn’t leave a call until all his
questions were answered.

Marvin did the first 10, and then handed the list over to me.
“Now you try it,” he said. A few we couldn’t interview that after-
noon, but they called back before the end of the week. Their over-
all opinion was that the B-school was doing just fine; that they
wanted general managers, not functional specialists; and that the
business school should keep up the good work.59

Steve, like virtually everyone who worked with Bower, came away with
an important lesson:

“Now, what did you learn from that, Steve?” Marvin asked as I
handed him my write-up of the interviews I had done. I don’t re-
member what I replied, but it was not the answer Marvin wanted.
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“But you also learned something else very important, some-
thing that will help you in your career every day if you use it,”
Marvin gently prodded.

“That it’s possible to call up the CEOs of the Fortune Top 25
and interview them about HBS?” I guessed.

Marvin beamed. “You got it. CEOs are very lonely people.
Most of the time the people who try to talk with them are trying
to persuade them of something, or to sell them something. But if
you’re polite and well prepared and not self-serving, they will talk
to you and enjoy it. Never be afraid of calling a CEO. It’s the eas-
iest thing in the world.”60

In addition to interviewing the Fortune Top 25 and many of the direc-
tors of the associates of the Harvard Business School on the qualifications
they considered necessary for the general manager of the future, the task
force examined relevant written material and research reports, interviewed
36 members of the faculty (33 full professors and three administrators), pro-
filed the faculty’s background (inside versus outside), interviewed Dean
Fouraker, and met on two occasions with President Bok.These activities cre-
ated a powerful, credible fact base from which to test and refine hypotheses
for their alternative vision for the school.

Communicating Effectively to a Tough Audience

The meetings with President Bok were critically important—well deserv-
ing of the careful planning that preceded them. Al Gordon remembered
how he and Marvin prepared for each meeting:

Marvin and I had a couple of interviews with . . . President Bok.
They were rather stormy interviews. Before we would go into
meetings with President Bok, Marvin would review what he
thought Bok’s logic would be. We would discuss our responses.
Marvin could think like Bok, he almost always anticipated his
responses. We rehearsed what we were going to do. We had a plan.
We executed it.61

He also recalled how Marvin was able to avoid confrontation:
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Bok is a very persuasive, aggressive lawyer. So, in one of our inter-
views we realized that we had to get our words in before he started
to talk. We got there at 9:00, and before we sat down, by prior
arrangement, Marvin immediately went into a story. After he had
expostulated for 20 minutes, I rudely interrupted him and grabbed
the ball and then went in on my story for another 20 minutes. Bok
said, “You two are trying to blackmail me.” Marvin did not respond
to this affront, but instead blandly replied: “We’re just acting on
behalf of a mandate we got from our advisory committee.”62

At Bok’s request, Marvin and Al subsequently met with the head of the
Board of Overseers, and avoided yet another confrontation by not cam-
paigning for any particular individual to be the next dean of the school.

We anticipated that [the head of the Board of Overseers] would
ask who our candidate was to be the next dean. He [Andrew
Heiskell] was the chairman of Time Life—a big shot. He warmed
us up, then said, “Who’s your candidate?” We said, “Our candi-
date? We haven’t got any candidate. It would be presumptuous of
us to have a candidate. Forget it.” . . . At one stage, he said, “Well,
you’re not going to get McArthur.” We said, “We don’t care who
we get. We want somebody in the school who would carry on the
tradition of the school as we explained in our report.” So, that was
the end of it.63

In fact, Marvin and Al did favor John McArthur as the next dean, and
despite Heiskell’s assertion, McArthur did replace Fouraker as dean and
continued in that role for 16 years.

The Task Force Report

Marvin wrote the report and Al edited it; they both took great care in how
they presented their arguments and recommendations. The following
extracts from their 80-plus-page report, entitled “The Success of a Strat-
egy,” illustrate the flavor of the response. The report began with one of
Marvin’s favorite quotes:

“The secret of success is constancy to purpose.” So said the great
British prime minister, Benjamin Disraeli. . . . Harvard Business
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School is distinctive in having a clear mission—to be a teaching
school dedicated to preparing enlightened general managers for
business firms. Constancy to this mission and to its strategy for
achieving it is a principal reason for the school’s success and lead-
ership position.64

Marvin then went on to note the school’s overall success as measured
along various dimensions:

By quantitative measures, the school’s performance is impressive.
The demand for the program remains strong. . . . The demand for
graduates and the responsible positions and the levels of compensa-
tion many of them attain attest to the success of the school’s
alumni . . . the leadership of the school’s alumni in business and
non-business institutions throughout the world.The positive evalu-
ation given to the school’s executive education programs . . .
the school’s ability to gain financial support. During the past ten
years, . . . the school has been the beneficiary of 16 endowed chairs.65

Despite these outward signs of success, Marvin gave credit to Presi-
dent Bok’s evaluation of the school and explicitly considered the issues
raised in the Bok report, acknowledging their validity and evidencing
Marvin’s respect for Bok:

A good way to assess the educational strategy and resources of a
graduate business school committed to training general managers—
and the one chosen by Mr. Bok—is to evaluate the effectiveness of
its responses to major forces affecting the corporation and the role
of the general manager. During the past several decades, many pow-
erful forces have been operating. Since we could not consider them
all, we decided to deal chiefly with those mentioned by Mr. Bok.
They are sufficiently representative for our purposes.

Although the survey request assumed that the future manager
would have the basic qualities, many directors singled out some for
special attention—notably, ethics—a leader must plan for the moral
and ethical stance of his corporation. Integrity means that the per-
son does the right thing and represents the company properly under
all kinds of circumstances. Leadership—business leadership—
requires a personality, a self-confidence, and perhaps a magnetism
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that give an organization confidence and belief in that leadership,
and qualities of the mind. In terms of qualities of mind, the direc-
tors broadly agree on the importance of analytical ability. But they
cite other qualities of mind that future managers should have.

In his analysis President Bok correctly listed tantalizing
problems confronting modern management. Please note these
are problems of the present and of the past, and may or may not
be the big problems of the future. Even if some of these prob-
lems continue unsolved, you can be sure that students today who
will be managers tomorrow will face problems now unforeseen. I
think the answer lies in preparing to handle the unforecast as
well as the predicted problems. . . . The merit of the Business
School is that it is providing one way of dealing with the new
and the old, with hard and soft information, with cold facts and
hot opinions, with poetry and engineering, with pure science and
unreasonable human expectations, and with shortages of data,
time, and resources.

No one is always right. Therefore, flexibility must be expertly
blended with firmness and determination, to find solutions.
Above all, a general manager must know how, when, and to what
degree to mix toughness and diplomacy (in its best sense).66

Then Marvin skillfully argued that the case method was still, in fact, a
valid teaching and learning tool given the issues and challenges facing
business schools in their mission to help shape future business leaders:

. . . Of the 172 projects referred to in the 1978 report of the Divi-
sion of Research, 25 are concerned with research on business/gov-
ernment issues. . . . Our assessment of the business/government
area shows that the School has devoted increasing attention to
course development, culminating in [the newly required] BGIE
[Business and Government in the International Environment].
Course development has, in turn, stimulated case development
and research on a substantial scale. It is difficult for us to conceive
that a graduate business school dedicated to training general man-
agers for business could show a greater sensitivity—and a more
effective response—to the impact of government regulation on
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business strategy, decision making, and the role of the general
manager. . . .

A careful examination of the case method convinces us that this
distinctive, student-centered learning instrument is superior to the
lecture in preparing general managers. This method is especially
well suited to teaching decision-making skills, but is not limited to
that. Although it is supplemented by other learning instruments—
student study groups, lectures and notes on theory, audiovisual
materials, and computer games—we urge the school to keep the
case method dominant. We also suggest that it make a greater effort
to promote understanding of the case method outside the School.
Were the method better understood, we believe that its value as a
learning instrument would be even more widely recognized.

. . . Although we believe strongly in the current mission of the
school, we suggest that it be broadened to include more specific
preparation for managerial leadership. This broadened mission
would support, not conflict with the present mission. In our sur-
vey of the directors of The Associates on general manager qualifi-
cations, many respondents mentioned leadership, and one of them
put it first.67

He concluded by praising both sides—the school for working hard to
keep abreast of changing needs in business education and President Bok
for identifying and raising awareness of potential vulnerabilities. This
evenhandedness was instrumental in helping to diffuse the adversarial
environment:

Our general conclusions can be simply stated: The school has been
remarkably sensitive to external forces, and its educational responses
have usually been timely, effective, and adequate. Although in hind-
sight some of the responses might have come earlier or been more
complete, many have been so forward-looking as to provide leader-
ship for other graduate business schools, and a few have been so
substantial as to build knowledge bases that constitute a national
resource—for example, in the areas of organizational behavior, the
multinational corporation, and energy policy.

At the same time,our appraisal confirms some of the weaknesses
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noted in Mr. Bok’s report. In nearly all cases, we find that the Faculty
had previously been aware of the shortcomings and had remedial
action under way.68

Through their adept handling of the situation, Marvin and Al were
able to turn a perceived attack into beneficial actions moving forward. As
Marvin noted, the end result was positive in nature:

Over the subsequent 15 years, McArthur [Dean Fouraker’s
replacement] addressed a number of the issues that the Bok report
outlined—he created a real PhD program, rather than just the
DBA program; he connected the school; and he created joint pro-
grams with a plethora of other departments at Harvard . . . and he
kept the teaching centered around the case method. Anyway, it all
worked out, and I believe the business school is better for having
appointed McArthur the dean.69

While not willing to publicly concede to all of Marvin’s arguments as
expressed in the task force report, even President Bok begrudgingly gained
respect for Marvin.

Marvin’s commitment did not end in a published report. He subse-
quently took proactive steps to address some of the valid issues President
Bok had raised. For example, President Bok was concerned about the iso-
lation of the HBS faculty. The Bower fellowship was established to medi-
ate this issue. Ted Levitt, a long-time Harvard Business School professor
and thought leader, talked about the fellowship:

One of the things that impressed me was how little our own fac-
ulty was known among the faculty of other schools where we were
interested in recruiting. I thought one of the reasons they didn’t
know us is because our faculty was not interactive . . . I thought it
was high time for us to get to be known better by encouraging
leading schools elsewhere to see what we do, and Marvin created
this idea of a fellowship program for younger faculty. They got
regular salary, moving allowance, they could hang around our
school, do whatever they wanted, and see what we did, et cetera.
And, importantly, we could and did learn from them. So we
launched this new program and called it the Bower Fellowships.
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They got financed, in part, by contributions from McKinsey part-
ners. Since the first one was appointed, Marvin has sent all of
them a letter congratulating them on their appointment.70

Impact on Dean McArthur

As noted previously, John McArthur succeeded Dean Fouraker in January
1980. In light of the controversy sparked by the Bok report, Marvin felt
that McArthur quickly needed to establish the right working relationship
with Bok, as well as help solidify HBS’s identity and address certain valid
issues raised in the Bok report.

Soon after the appointment, McArthur established a dialogue with
Bok that was characterized by give and take and by agreeing to disagree.
The fundamental disagreement revolved around the differences between
an education in business and an education in the other professional disci-
plines offered at Harvard. As McArthur remembers:

Derek [Bok] used to say to me, many times, “I never understand
this business education. In medicine, every medical school is the
same. The kids have to pass the same board exams at the end. It
doesn’t matter where they go. And in law schools it’s the same
thing. The New York Bar exam. The business schools—they teach
this way and they teach that way—they teach about this and they
teach about that. Some are management science and some are
music and poetry. And it doesn’t seem to matter in the market-
place. I find it hard to know how to think about your school.” I
said, “Derek, how you’ve got to think about it is that it’s not clear
what is important to study or research today for people like you
who, 10 years from now, are going to be running a big university
or a big hospital or a big company. We don’t know. So, it’s a good
thing to not have an orthodoxy. . . . It would probably be good
there [in medical and law school] too.”71

Dean McArthur told Bok that business education was not an exact
science and would not fit the sort of template that could be applied to
other disciplines at the graduate school level. Nevertheless, he worked
hard at rebuilding a distinct identity for HBS in the aftermath of the hard
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questioning from Bok. While the Bower and Gordon report had con-
firmed the value of the case study method, it had also acknowledged that
Bok had raised some real issues that needed to be addressed, and Dean
McArthur concurred:

The [Bok] report itself was good. It forced our generation to come
to grips. I was trying to say, “Look, gang, in a lot of different ways,
we can fix the things that need fixing.” The research wasn’t OK.
And we weren’t open enough to other people’s ideas about man-
agement and where the important questions were.72

At the heart of the matter was the challenge of linking business 
with theory—the same challenge that Marvin’s and other management
consulting firms faced. Perhaps taking his cue from the approach used by
Al Gordon and Marvin in crafting “The Success of a Strategy,” McArthur
began his effort from an historical perspective by commissioning a study of
the history and intellectual roots of HBS that he termed “A Delicate
Experiment.”This study reaffirmed HBS’s identity by linking it to the his-
tory of the school and the associated intellectual focus and the history of
and rationale for the use of the case method.

While acknowledging the need for reform, McArthur was careful not
to throw out the baby with the bathwater:

I felt that the core of using the case method was an important
idea . . . [as] Marvin saw with his firm [McKinsey]. . . . The role
of a person running an organization is fundamentally different
than every other person in the organization. Marketing, manufac-
turing, finance, personnel—all important, but nobody was study-
ing what the world looks like if you’re Marvin Bower at
McKinsey, or Phil Caldwell at Ford. And that’s what we do. It’s a
delicate experiment and if we lose faith in it and lose sight of it, it
will be gone because no one else could understand it. And, further,
it’s an extremely expensive mission because we have to develop all
of our own material, almost all of it. Ninety-five percent of the
world’s cases are done here at this factory.73

As McArthur remembers what “Marvinisms” he consciously repli-
cated in his leadership style, he mentions three: caring, being an “intellec-
tual venture capitalist” (investing in people), and succession.
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In describing the caring Marvin, McArthur related a story from 1982
where Marvin went beyond the call of duty to help HBS obtain funding to
establish a leadership chair:

It was the Thursday before Labor Day. Marvin called and asked
me if I had read in The Economist that Mr. Matsushita (the
founder of Matsushita Electric Industrial Co., Ltd., with Pana-
sonic the principle brand name in America) had just given $46
million to start a new school in Osaka, Japan—a school conceived
to train the next generation of leaders for Japan?” I said, “No.” He
said, “Well, why don’t you take a look at it.” Marvin had talked
about the need for better leadership training at the Harvard Busi-
ness School for some time.

So, I read the article and talked with Marvin again and he
said, “Maybe we should try to raise some money from him if he’s
in the business of giving money away right now. Why don’t you
get Hugo Uyterhoeven (a leading professor) and I’ll fly up, and
we’ll write him a letter.” He came up on a Friday, just ahead of the
long weekend. And I remember this school was empty. We sat
around and gamed the thing out in our minds. He called Kenichi
Ohmae (the McKinsey director of the Tokyo office and an influ-
ential player in Japan) at some point during our conversation
because Ken knew Mr. Matsushita.

We wrote a letter to Mr. Matsushita asking for $5 million. We
didn’t hear anything for quite a while. Finally, Mr. Matsushita’s
office called and invited me to come and visit to discuss our idea.

So we had another meeting—Marvin, Hugo, and I. Then
Marvin looked at me and said, “Well, someone’s going to have to
go out and see him. You don’t look much like a dean. Why don’t
we think of someone we can send who looks more like a dean.” We
batted around some names. We picked Roland Christiansen and
Abe Zeleznek. They were from the generation ahead of me, and
looked something like Marvin imagined a dean must look like in
the eyes of an 86-year-old Japanese guy. They went to see him.

When they got there, things went pretty well. Except there
was one translation error. We’d asked for $5 million and it had
been translated to $50,000. And the error was discovered just
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before Mr. Matsushita was to be brought in to the room to give
the money. So Zeleznek called me. And he said, “Oh, this is awful.
I think we should just take it.” I said, “No way.” I said, “Just stick
with it. You know we asked for what we wanted.” In the end, after
some months, it was worked out. And we did establish this chair
at the school in leadership.

This Marvin-led effort profoundly changed the core mission
of the school. When you listen now to the dean and to the faculty
and if you look at curriculum in the MBA program and in the
other programs, leadership is a central part of what it is we’re try-
ing to talk about with our students.

Marvin was somebody who really cared. Lots of people you
see in the course of life and say, “You should think about doing
such and such.” But that isn’t what Marvin did. Marvin didn’t just
encourage me to think about doing this or that. He invariably
helped me do it. That’s the Marvin Bower I knew. And he always
kept coming back for more!74

When McArthur began to think about retiring, he borrowed directly
from the succession model established by Marvin’s own retirement:

I retired the way I did because I saw how he [Marvin] did it. And
I saw how other founders of Bain and BCG did it. These were all
very successful people . . . each one created their own paradigm
and built firms that stand at the forefront of consulting. Marvin
basically turned the firm over to the next generation, and others
handled this challenging transition differently. Many founders
hung on, hung around, and were greedy. But McKinsey made it
through from Marvin to the next governance system with rela-
tively few problems.75

Three Decades Later

It is worth noting that, over the years, the case method has increasingly
been accepted by the general business population and other business
schools, and remains a validated teaching tool to this day:

To the extent that general management can be taught in the class-
room or through books, it is best done by looking at case studies.
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It’s not just that stories are more entertaining, although that is cer-
tainly true. It’s that cases come closest to capturing the multidi-
mensional nature of the work, the need to understand concepts in
a specific context. Nevertheless, examples are the only way to show
that the principles apply as much to Henry Ford in 1910 as they
will to whoever makes the cover of Fortune in 2010.76

These case examples are stories of courage. Courage on the part of the
Royal Dutch Shell Group to let go of the cultural and organizational her-
itage that had spurred its growth since its birth in favor of an almost
unheard-of organizational structure that could properly support and fur-
ther its growth. Courage on the part of Price Waterhouse to trust in its
strengths and translate them into a successful value proposition as it navi-
gated new markets. And courage on the part of the Harvard Business
School administration (in particular, Dean McArthur) to admit to and
address problems, while staying true to the fundamentals that constituted
the strong identity and stellar reputation of the school. But a prime mover
in all these examples is the courage shown by Marvin and his teams.

In the words of Winston Churchill, “Courage is rightly deemed the
first of human qualities because it is the quality that guarantees all others.”
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C H A P T E R  7

Educating a Generation of Leaders
The problems differ from generation to generation, but the qual-
ities needed to solve them remain unchanged from world’s end to
world’s end.

—Theodore Roosevelt, 19031

Throughout his life, Marvin Bower held fast to his belief that peo-
ple are the most important assets of any organization. While at

Jones, Day, he had experienced only too painfully the downside of hier-
archical organizations that, by their inherent structure, failed to leverage
this asset. Furthermore, Marvin knew that no organization was sustainable
without a strong foundation of committed people willing to act individu-
ally and as a team to ensure the future.

Building and empowering people requires integrity, respect, caring,
trust, a willingness to invest time and money in development, and other
leaders who believe the same. Marvin designed, built, and led McKinsey &
Co. with these beliefs in the forefront of his consciousness. Thus, it is not
surprising that Marvin’s McKinsey became a veritable spawning ground
for a generation of business and public sector leaders, who, after leaving
McKinsey & Co., took their wisdom and empowerment to new arenas, in
turn empowering thousands of others. Marvin’s impact attests to the
power of one: He influenced those who had the good fortune to work with
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him either as consultants or clients, and they influenced others, who influ-
enced others, and on and on.

The list of graduates from the “Marvin School” is long, diverse, and
impressive, making the task of choosing examples a daunting one. This
alumni association is global: Corporations throughout not just the United
States but every industrialized country in the world have benefited from
Marvin’s legacy.

The following four examples (Harvey Golub, retired chairman of
American Express; Gary MacDougal, leader of the Illinois welfare system
reform; David Ogilvy, founder and former Chairman of Ogilvy & Mather;
and Don Gogel, president and CEO of Clayton, Dubilier & Rice, Inc.) are
representative of the caliber and subsequent influence of those who learned
directly from Marvin. Each example brings to light from the perspective of
that individual how Marvin’s influence bore directly on his approach, style,
and accomplishments. Each man had very different careers in quite dissim-
ilar organizations.

Harvey Golub
Harvey Golub was with McKinsey & Co. from 1966 through 1973, and
from 1977 through 1983, when he left to tackle a turnaround situation at
Investors Diversified Services (IDS). He ultimately became chairman and
CEO of the parent company, American Express.

While at McKinsey, Harvey worked on many client engagements.
However, it was in his role as head of the firm’s training program that he
regularly experienced Marvin’s commitment to his employees—the peo-
ple asset component of the firm. Harvey’s training position afforded him
a bird’s-eye view of Marvin in action, interacting at McKinsey’s various
mandatory training programs with every new associate and every new
manager. In direct contrast to an isolated command-and-control senior
executive, Marvin was a known and frequent presence who worked hard
at developing his employees into leaders with the courage to believe in
and follow their instincts relying on a clear, unmovable set of business 
values as their compass.

Marvin was probably the best business leader I have ever met.
He built the firm and operated the firm based on a very specific
set of values which were well communicated and well understood
and constantly reinforced. And which operated when the times
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were good or not. Marvin illustrated every day in all the behav-
iors and values of the company. And I can’t recall that he acted in
a way that was inconsistent with those values. That is a power-
ful way to build a firm (or business) and unleash the creativity
and energy of able people. It worked for McKinsey and it worked
for IDS and for American Express. It establishes the basis for a
sound legacy and continued good results.

—Harvey Golub2

Harvey brought professional values to a financial service 
firm. He recognized that financial businesses are shot through
with the need for trust and hence should be run more like pro-
fessional firms. Even an insurance company that acquires a
security business should run the joint business in that manner
to avoid fraud. That is how Harvey Golub achieved success
with IDS [and American Express]. He personally connected 
to thousands of people at American Express. He made a 
difference.

—Marvin Bower3

IDS

After almost 20 years at McKinsey & Co., Harvey left to take on a major
turnaround challenge at IDS, a Minneapolis-based mutual fund that sold
door-to-door and was a recent acquisition of American Express.

In Harvey’s view, the first task of any leader is to define reality (or, as
Marvin might have said, get the facts).4 His early assessment of IDS was
as follows:

Strengths Weaknesses
Very good salespeople High turnover (subject to poaching 

by competitors); limited commitment
to the firm

Organization pride in Limited support (databases,
history of service orientation training, etc.)

Competitively advantageous No strategy to leverage market
access to mid-America access/no relationship selling/no

competitively differentiated value 
proposition
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Furthermore, Harvey felt that the IDS culture was not conducive to
leveraging the insights of the frontline salespeople or to creating an invig-
orated, engaged organization with a strong identity. Harvey describes the
cultural challenge he faced at IDS:

I had to create an open environment in which people raised their
points and argued about their points and became less Minnesota
polite. And I did that by modeling that kind of behavior, and
rewarding that kind of behavior over a period of years.5

Based on his reality assessment of IDS, Harvey established his initial
tasks, drawing heavily on the lessons he had learned from Marvin:

We had to work through with the organization to define quickly
the mission, the strategy, and the values that we would follow in
order to achieve a level of success and it was meshing the strategy
with the values that ultimately allowed us to be successful. Values
without a strategy, values without an objective are just conceptual
and soft. And a strategy without values to support it won’t get exe-
cuted. So you have to have the two working together.6

Harvey’s strategy was to transition IDS’s huge, talented sales force into
financial planners by arming them with a set of business values to use as
their compass, developing and training them, and supporting them with
tools and a diversified menu of investment and insurance products that
would enable IDS to provide financial planning services:

Deciding on a financial planning strategy, and then, in fact, exe-
cuting it. . . . It was all the details of execution that made it suc-
cessful. And it was having a common set of measures and
objectives for all the senior executives against which we would all
be judged and against which we would all be paid.7

With Harvey leading IDS, developing people meant more than train-
ing. He believed it required his personal involvement:

There were lots of training programs with regard to, for example,
leadership training, and when we put in leadership training, I taught
the first course, and then the people that I taught would teach the
next course and so on. And once a year or so I would teach a new

194 McKinsey’s Marvin Bower

11131_Edersheim_c07_f.qxd  2/10/04  3:25 PM  Page 194



course. So that people would understand that part of their job was
to teach subordinates how to lead. The fact that we were not expert
teachers but we were expert leaders impressed the people in our
classes. There was a lot of room to be less than outstanding instruc-
tors. In fact, I think we were outstanding instructors because we
were real.8

Harvey began encouraging his employees to express themselves as
soon as he arrived at IDS:

When I first got there, there was a question about how we would
set accrual rates on annuities, which was a major values-driven and
economic question regarding what benefits would accrue to cus-
tomers who had bought annuities. And one of the people there
thought that I was making this decision in an insufficiently prin-
cipled way. She was a woman named Kathy Waltheiser who was
an actuary. Kathy went to her boss and asked permission to come
talk to me. And he asked for an appointment and they both came
to talk with me. Very, very nervous about it. And Kathy raised her
point of view. We discussed this for about an hour. I listened to her
and I explained my thinking and we discussed the pros and cons
of it. So that at the end, I didn’t change my decision, but she
understood the basis of it and became convinced that it was a
principled decision, one that was different from what she would
have made—maybe at that point. But certainly she no longer had
concerns about whether or not I was unethical. I used that exam-
ple . . . at a number of occasions at IDS, in a number of speeches
to indicate the value that I put on people who disagree in an
appropriate way and raised issues for consideration, not to be nit-
picky but to be supportive and helpful. So, I constantly in a sense
reinforced Kathy’s value by describing her courage.9

Similar to Marvin, Harvey valued the input of and ideas from all
employees:

I spent a lot of time with people who did not report to me. So, at
the time I joined the company, there were 4,411 field representa-
tives and when I left there were about 9,000. I guess I knew per-
sonally about a third of those people. I spent a lot of time with
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them and with people in the home office as well. And all of that
time got multiplied by people telling stories. So, it was not a mat-
ter of getting information filtered through channels, it was infor-
mation directly from employees, representatives, and, in fact,
customers. . . . That was very Marvinesque.10

Golub also shared Marvin’s awareness of the danger of being lulled
into a complacent, static mode of operations once having achieved success.
Such a sense of security was contraindicated in a fast-changing, competi-
tive environment:

I guess the most difficult parts related to actions taken when we
started to become successful. And as we started to become very
successful, I think people began to assume that if we continued to
do what we were doing, we’d continue to be successful. I was con-
cerned that we were getting into ruts, that our grooves had become
rutted. And the difficulty was to get people to shake out of ruts
when we were doing well. I did that mostly through consistently
defining new standards of performance, new objectives at the indi-
vidual level and at the corporate level. Trying to identify the com-
pany that could put us out of business and become that company.11

Critical to Golub’s success at IDS was a set of clear values providing a
compass and a rationale for management and employee actions and deci-
sions over time:

At IDS Financial Services, we have rigorous ethical standards that
govern everything we do. And we’re absolutely serious about liv-
ing up to them. There is very little gray area: Something is either
right—or wrong. And because our values are clear, we believe it’s
easier for our people, from the bottom to the top, to make the
right decisions about how this company should operate.12

Harvey subsequently renamed IDS American Express Financial
Advisers.13 In the 1990s, American Express Financial Advisors provided
more than half of the parent company’s profits. In 1993, the company had
reached $2.9 billion in revenue (having grown 30 percent per year since
1985) with financial planners (not salespeople) serving 1.4 million clients.
Economists deemed it “the lone star in Amex’s gloomy galaxy.”
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American Express

In 1992, on the heels of his turnaround success at IDS, Harvey Golub
became chairman and CEO of American Express, a firm with a 150-year
history during which it had evolved from a pre-Civil War delivery service
to a massive financial services provider.

As he had done at IDS, Harvey began by performing a reality assess-
ment of American Express. What he discovered was a fast-eroding brand
and a direct link between performance slippage and a troublesome culture:

American Express was hemorrhaging and the corporate culture was
arrogant and inflexible. The brand was eroding, and we had a high
probability of becoming a smaller, more marginalized company.

Like IDS, American Express . . . had a long and distinguished
history of a service orientation. We were very proud of that. It rep-
resented the core of what was American Express. What had hap-
pened over a period of time was the company got away from that in
terms of its actions and became more political, more internally
focused, less consumer oriented, and less open in terms of how peo-
ple talked to each other and how they communicated.14

What he also found was a company that had strayed from its core and
had become a mishmash of businesses that did not all necessarily align
with its strengths:

The company put together businesses that were not American
Express. So the cultural task and the strategic task [did not] again
match. You can’t just focus on one without the other. And the fun-
damental strategic decision made at American Express is that we
would be a brand company and our objective would be that we
would become the most respected service brand in the world.That
was relatively easy to adopt because it matched their own view of
what American Express was and could be.15

Having established that American Express’s goal was to be the “most
respected service brand in the world,” Harvey set about turning that goal
into reality:

What was more difficult is then saying, if that [i.e., that American
Express will be the most respected service brand in the world] is
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the case, what then do you do about it? What does that mean? It’s
not just a slogan. What does it mean? First, it means that you have
to get rid of any business that is not American Express, that can’t
be American Express, that can’t hold the brand. Which we did.16

Within months of becoming CEO, Harvey put Shearson and First
Data Corporation on the block. He did not stop there in bringing the
strategy to reality:

Second, it meant that the company, as a brand company, had to
become an operating company, not a holding company, which had
profound implications on how we structured the organization, how
we made the decisions, and criteria for defining those decisions. It
had profound implications on the compensation system. It had
profound implications on the performance evaluation system. So,
having made that top-level decision, there were then a whole series
of things that flowed from it. Part of the task of changing the cul-
ture was to get people to understand the behaviors that were incon-
sistent with that vision had to change. And behaviors that were
consistent with that vision had to be celebrated and rewarded.17

As Harvey had done at IDS, he took an active role in changing the
culture of American Express:

I tried to model the behavior. I also taught classes. I used presen-
tations as learning experiences with people. I changed the perfor-
mance evaluation systems. I changed the criteria on which people
would be paid and illustrated how we’d do it. I tried to model
openness and clarity.

For example, we had a meeting in the boardroom. It was a
number of senior executives and a number of junior people in the
back of the room. And there was a presentation being made. After
the presentation, I did something that had never been done as far as
I know in the company: I asked all the people in the back of the
room, who had done all the work, what they thought and how com-
mitted they were to the recommendation, what options they con-
sidered, and what they thought of as the risk. They were shocked at
having been asked. But that story apparently bounced around the
company very, very quickly.18
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Training was also an important component of the cultural shift:

There was lots of substantive training. But I guess the most impor-
tant training was leadership training. How you decide on a leader-
ship style to apply given the readiness level of an employee to do a
particular task and how to effectively apply that leadership style.
That was probably the most important.19

All of these factors—the alignment of strategy with core strengths, the
explicit focus on culture, the CEO as a role model, the involvement of
more junior people in decision making, and so on—were pure Marvin.
Having experienced the effectiveness and power of these very things dur-
ing his 20 years at McKinsey, Harvey acted on this knowledge at Ameri-
can Express (and IDS). In doing so, he applied his own style, but the
fundamentals remain the same. As Harvey remembers:

One of the things that Marvin did was that he constantly rein-
forced the values by writing and speaking about them rooted in
actions that had actually taken place so that it was a constant
reminder. At American Express, I did not do quite the same thing.
Instead of writing memos that stated, I tried to write memos that
explained the decision—not just what it was, but why it was, how
it came about, how I had thought about it. I changed the name of
the company magazine to Context. It was designed to provide
background, or the context for decisions that were made. So that
the people would understand where we were coming from and not
just the what. They might still disagree with the decision, but they
would understand the logic that led to it.20

Knowing that organizational values are not lip service platitudes, Har-
vey took care in selecting the values or principles at American Express, as
he noted in a 1995 letter to Marvin:

You might be interested in some of the other things we are
doing. . . . We’re approaching the task of defining our organiza-
tional attributes with the same rigor we use in developing business
strategies.21

The values or principles that Harvey embedded at American Express
were simple yet powerful:
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We would offer products that provided superior value to cus-
tomers only. We would operate at world-class economics. And we
would enhance the brand—anything that we do must support the
brand and be consistent with our client’s understanding of the
brand. If it is not, we can’t do it. All three of those decisions, I just
illustrated, flow from those operating principles.22

As Harvey pointed out, once the right values or principles had been
set, what was critical, as he had learned from Marvin, was to make them
real every day through actions and decisions. Furthermore, a clear set of
values would facilitate efficient operations by substituting a simple com-
pass for cumbersome procedures:

Marvin actually executed against those principles in a very direct
and deliberate way. He took them seriously. They were statements
of aspiration, but they were not simply platitudes. They had
meaning and substance. It was in putting life to those principles
that Marvin made a difference, and that’s what I try to do. It made
the decisions easy.23

The most difficult thing to do at American Express, Harvey found,
was to make decisions he felt were right and critical when the organization
did not fully support them. But once the guiding values were set, the deci-
sions flowed naturally:

There were times I had to make a decision in which I did not have
the full support of the organization. So, for example, when I
decided that we would issue cards operated under the American
Express network with banks, that was not fully supported in the
company. And I made that decision and we went ahead with it.
When I made the first decision to reengineer the company and
take a billion dollars in cost out, people understood that we had to
do that, but there was not much support for doing it. When I
made the decision that we would attempt to achieve universal cov-
erage for the American Express card, and not settle for just cover-
age of travel and entertainment venues, it was a difficult decision.
There were those kinds of business decisions that were difficult.
But . . . the principles we had were clear, and, therefore, the deci-
sions flowed from those principles.24
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Another important change that Harvey made to create a “competitive
advantage out of our employee base” was to put in place an evenly applied
performance evaluation process that tied a portion of each executive’s
bonus—including Harvey’s—to a survey of employee value, where value
was not defined solely by financial performance:

We had a principle . . . relating to . . . the necessity to create com-
petitive advantage out of our employee base. To make that real, 25
percent of every executive’s bonus, including mine, depended upon
the results of an employee value survey that we took every year. So,
we had 360-degree data over time. We translated the results of those
surveys on unit level into compensation results.The consequence of
that was that we reached world-class levels of satisfaction on virtu-
ally all of our employee values. And we eliminated all aggregate dif-
ferences among ethnic groups and between men and women.

Every year, for example, we would evaluate the performance
of each business unit for bonus purposes. And I would send out
the complete evaluation to all people in the bonus system. We
showed the ratings for every business unit in Context magazine for
all employees to see. So they would see that unit one got a rating
of A and unit two got a rating of C−, with an explanation of why.
Thus they could understand how evaluations came about, and why
they might differ from what the financial results were.

If people argued, I sought information. I’d ask people to give me
their comments. And I’d get those comments to make sure that my
thinking was as complete as possible. And, at the end of the day, one
can look at an essay and conclude that it’s an A− or a B+ and be
legitimate. What I wanted people to understand was that if I gave
somebody a B+, I was applying the same standard elsewhere.25

A standard approach to performance evaluation enabled a perception
of fairness and, again, was something Marvin had made a point of insti-
tuting early on at McKinsey.

Moving American Express to a new world state of mind was an eight-
year process for Harvey, punctuated by some difficult and creative man-
agement decisions. Fifteen years after first joining American Express to
turn around IDS, he stepped down from the job, and did so very much in
a Marvin way. As Harvey described it:
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Sometimes the outgoing CEO tries too hard to make his last year
the best year rather than making the first year of the successor a
better year. Some CEOs won’t let the successor expand responsi-
bility very much before the changeover and therefore don’t have 
an opportunity to provide at least some level of guidance. The
dynamic of having the old CEO hang around in order to be help-
ful to the new CEO is almost always nonsense. It can create two
problems. The successor may not want to make changes because
he doesn’t want to hurt the feelings of his predecessor. And the
person who is being succeeded may feel resentment if something
is changed. The old CEO ought to go away, and if the new CEO
has a question, he can call him or have lunch with him.26

In the 2000 American Express Annual Report, Kenneth I. Chenault,
the current CEO of American Express, describes the impact that Harvey
had:

In a 15-year period, Harvey has had an unparalleled impact on
American Express’s businesses, its corporate culture, its people, and
its share value. Whether at the helm of IDS in the 1980s, Travel
Related Services in the early 1990s, or the parent company over the
past eight years, he has been a dogged champion of the American
Express brand. Further, he harnessed the power of that brand—and
American Express’s people—to lead the turnaround of this company.

. . . Harvey leaves us with a legacy that will long outlast his
years here. He helped mobilize and motivate a dispirited group of
employees—people who now see themselves as winners, and who
work for a company that is a revitalized force in the marketplace.
He articulated the company’s values and made them more concrete
and meaningful to our employees around the world. And he has
entrusted us with a company for which he clearly—and deeply—
cares.27

Over his post-McKinsey years, Harvey wrote to Marvin regularly,
keeping him abreast of efforts at IDS and American Express and crediting
Marvin and his approach in building McKinsey with laying the frame-
work for Harvey’s leadership at American Express. The following letter,
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sent to Marvin in January 2001 after Harvey retired from American
Express, captures these sentiments:

I have often been asked about the people who influenced me in
my career. There were only two who had a profound effect on
me—my father and you. There have been numerous times when I
have told “Marvin stories” to illustrate a point.

Marvin, you built a firm based on establishing principles and
then adhering to those principles, even when it was expedient not
to. That is a powerful way to build a firm (or business) and unleash
the creativity and energy of able people. It worked for McKinsey
and it worked for IDS and for American Express. It establishes
the basis for a sound legacy and continued good results.

From time to time, I have observed that if I had only one lever
to pull to ensure success it would be to attract, develop, and retain
better people than my competition. Doing that would ensure the
nimbleness and ability of the firm to adapt, adjust, and lead. And,
the secret to people development is simple—get the hygiene right
(pay, benefits, working conditions), give people interesting, chal-
lenging work, and finally provide good leadership.

You did all that. And I am and will always be extremely grate-
ful to you and proud of my association with you.28

Gary MacDougal
Gary MacDougal was in the Los Angeles office of McKinsey & Co. from
1963 through 1969. In 1969, he left to become CEO of Mark Controls
Corporation, and in 1992 he led the effort to overhaul the Illinois welfare
system with remarkable success.

One of the most flattering things that happened to me after I left
the firm was when Marvin showed up as a stockholder. Each
week I would glance through a list of stockholders. And all of a
sudden Marvin shows up owning 1,000 shares of Mark Con-
trols stock. It wasn’t even NASDAQ. It was over the counter,
pink sheet, in those days pretty high-risk stuff. It was as though
I had been given a cardinal’s cap by the pope—a sort of valida-
tion I couldn’t even have imagined. That he would invest in me,
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in this company that had lost money seven out of nine years, a
valve company in the Midwest. It was wonderful.

—Gary MacDougal29

Gary has great imagination. He connects to people very well.
The clients who worked with Gary loved him. I think he made
a difference to the UPS board. . . . There was one point when he
was doing very well at Mark Controls that I thought he might
lose his humility. But he didn’t. He is still humble and he knows
how to lead. He has a lot of initiative.

—Marvin Bower30

While at McKinsey, Gary interacted regularly with Marvin, who was
managing director when Gary arrived at the firm:

Marvin and Warren Cannon were the central players in the firm.
And Marvin’s presence was everywhere. The blue memos with the
Judeo-Christian ethic and the occasional incident that happened
where Marvin stepped in. . . . There was a backbone in the firm
that was nonnegotiable when it came to matters of ethics.31

During Gary’s last year with the firm, he led the financial services
practice, and had multiple opportunities to learn about leadership and
business from Marvin:

One of my heroes is most assuredly Marvin Bower. He came
along when I was fresh out of business school. I didn’t know how
to work the buttons on a button phone; I had been in the Navy
and I had been in undergraduate engineering and I just didn’t
know anything about business. Marvin came along in my life at a
time when I was a sponge absorbing leadership models and under-
standing how business worked. He was a presence that the minute
you walked in the door at the firm’s new consultant training ses-
sion—day one—you knew it was real. He was real.32

Mark Controls Corporation

When Gary left McKinsey & Co. in 1969 to become CEO of Mark Con-
trols Company, he began a 17-year journey to transition this small, unprof-
itable valve manufacturer into a very profitable Fortune 1000 electronics
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and process control company. What at first glance appears a Cinderella
story was in fact accomplished through a fearless imagination of what
could be and a dogged persistence in communicating that vision and the
requirements to the 5,000 employees who would need to be part of this
transition every step of the way. In short, Gary’s “magic wand” was the
many lessons he took with him from his years of working with Marvin:

In my company, I was faced personally for the first time with tak-
ing what I believed and spreading it out to 5,000 people. I remem-
ber how scary it was thinking that, 24 hours a day, Mark Controls
was operating someplace in the world—be it a factory in Singa-
pore or a sales office in Germany—many people could be hurting
our firm or helping our firm depending upon how they behaved. I
recognized that I couldn’t be there to do it all, so I had to imbue
what I thought was important in the organization.33

Gary quite directly attributes his success in communicating to a large
and geographically dispersed employee base to Marvin:

I learned that you needed to put a lot of things in writing. There’s
a common mistake that is made by leaders that if you say some-
thing orally and you agree with a small group of people that sit
around a table that run the organization, that that is somehow
going to find itself disseminated throughout the organization.
What Marvin did through his blue memos and the training ses-
sions and his personal visits where he was traveling around the
world, is he made sure that those values weren’t just for the senior
partners in New York who sat around and talked about it, but were
communicated throughout. So, with my 5,000 [employees], I had
beer and pizza sessions everywhere I went. When I would go to a
factory in Singapore or Scotland or whatever, I would take a cross
section from the factory, from sales, from management, and we’d
go out and have beer and pizza and we’d talk about the company
and I would answer questions. I would follow every visit with
notes to the people with whom I had spent time, so that there was
never any “they.” I’m they, or we’re they. Don’t say “they think
this.” “What do you think? Is it good? Is it not so good? What are
your concerns?” Try to open up the dialogue.34
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The conversation had to be two-way in order to fully engage employ-
ees and develop this people asset base:

[We conducted] attitude surveys, which included ethics, and they
were anonymous. We did everything we could to make people feel
that they could express their actual feelings and top management
would listen.35

Gary recognized that the reputation of Mark Controls and its ability
to be perceived as something greater than a valve or control manufacturer
rested, to a large degree, with the employees:

You really needed to be vigilant all the time. The people that you
have representing you carried with them the values. And that
included hard work and doing a good job for the customer.36

Providing the right role model was an essential element of crafting the
sought-after culture at Mark Controls:

Some amount of humbleness [was also needed]. I used to give a
session on leadership at Mark Controls management conferences,
where we would have 200 people from around the world. I would
talk about everything from when somebody comes in your office
getting out from behind your desk and sitting with them so you’re
not presiding, the value of listening, the value of the example when
it comes time to turn down bonus and pay raises on bad years,
which I did on numerous bad years, of which there were many, too
many.37

Ensuring his organization adopted the values (working hard, doing a
good job for the customer, listening to and respecting others, etc.) and
demonstrating his own commitment to the company was a full-time job
for Gary. As Gary notes, the preceding points are just some examples of
how he accomplished this: “There are lots of ways to communicate what
you believe to an organization. I learned a lot of them from Marvin.”38

Gary’s persistence and hard work paid off. Seventeen years after he
took over the leadership at Mark Controls, it was clear that Gary had
achieved what for others might have been unthinkable: “In 1987, the var-
ious divisions of Mark Controls were, in total, worth almost three times
what the company’s stock sold for on the New York Stock Exchange.”39
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In fact, Gary was so successful that he worked himself out of a job:

I decided I should break it up by selling the pieces before some Wall
Street raider decided to do it for me—our longtime investors
deserved those gains. A Chicago Tribune headline said, “Firm Beat-
ing Raiders to the Punch, CEO Manages Himself out of a Job.”
The overall strategy worked well, with the stock becoming worth
$160 per share, compared with $10 per share when I became
CEO.40

The Illinois Welfare System

After Mark Controls, Gary took his time searching for a place where he
could make a difference. This time, that place was in the public sector, the
Illinois welfare system, and here the people assets were the government
agency employees and the providers along with the clients (the human ser-
vices recipients). The success of the system could only be measured by the
success of the recipients—the notion being to have fewer “customers” over
time, rather than more.

Gary’s association with this human services system began in 1992,
when he proactively created a role for himself:

This is the story of a from-the-bottom discovery of what is wrong
with the current system nationwide, anchored by the views of actual
welfare recipients, not ideologues or academics . . . I persuaded the
governor to set up a task force on human services reform and name
me to chair it . . . champions for change emerged within the huge
bureaucracies . . . the initiatives began to change people’s lives—
mostly by using existing taxpayer dollars better.41

Unlike Mark Controls, the output here was not pieces of equipment,
but rather a fundamental improvement in people’s lives and their ability to
be economically self-sufficient. Against this output, Gary adopted a Mar-
vinesque way of problem solving, going directly to the front line (welfare
recipients, state employees, and providers, in this case) to gather the facts
necessary to reform the current system into an effective, reality-based sys-
tem. He spent time with “the ladies in the backyard,” the men in prison,
the agency employees, and the supervisors.
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This fact-finding mission provided Gary with the ammunition to cre-
ate a different logic for the Illinois welfare system, one grounded in some
very practical realities about the recipients and one that took a “what if ”
mind-set to the governmental, bureaucratic side of the equation.

Gary’s experiences while chairing the governor-created task force on
human services reform in Illinois are captured in his 2000 book, Make a
Difference.42 The following excerpts illustrate how he took his fact-finding
mission to the end users (the “ladies in the backyard”) and the providers
(e.g., the government employees and legislators).

“The Ladies in the Backyard”

The Reverend B. Herbert Martin had set up a meeting for me with
a group of African-American women that . . . [we] came to call “the
ladies in the backyard” . . . [A] group of welfare recipients . . . who
gathered most afternoons in the small backyard of his apartment
building. “The bottom line,” he [Reverend Martin] said, “is unless
we can reach this group and do things that will result in a change in
their behavior, we won’t have succeeded in our reform efforts.”

I knew that you don’t really understand until you’ve spent
meaningful time face-to-face with the “customers.”

I was headed for an afternoon discussion with . . . Maxine, a
dour twenty-year old felon and mother recently released from
prison, and Lavon, a vivacious mid-twenties mother and prosti-
tute, among others.

I leaped in. “What would you do if you were governor?”
[Maxine responded] “I’d get me a job. I apply for jobs, but

they always wantin’ work experience. How’m I gonna get work
experience if I can’t get no job?”

Yet she was sitting in this living room facing a world that she
knew did not want to hire her—a felon with no work experience,
two kids, and like all but one of the women in the room, a high
school drop-out [in the ninth grade to take care of her son].

“Have you thought about getting a GED?” I asked.
Maxine looked thoughtful, and replied, “The only GED

course is at night up at Dawson [Community College] and it ain’t
safe. They rapes us up there.”
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Kathy, in her mid-thirties, unlike the others, had some work
experience, both domestic work, and for a brief period, work in an
office. I asked why the office job didn’t work out. “The job was out
in the suburbs. A friend helped me get it. To get there I had to
take a bus up into the Loop and then wait for a train for Des
Plaines. Then I had to arrange to be picked up or take a cab from
the train to the office building. It took me over two hours each
way, and it was expensive. With a car I could have done it in about
an hour, but I can’t afford a car. Traveling close to five hours a day,
and with three kids, I just couldn’t do it.”43

Gary held extensive interviews with the welfare recipients, bringing a
face (or many faces) and clear needs to that side of the equation:

The stories these women and men on welfare and in poverty told
gave me a richer understanding of the clients and circumstances
encountered in the welfare and human services systems. My meet-
ings with the ladies in the backyard and other close-up exposures
as “the only white guy in the room” always remind me that there is
a wide range of individual differences among the welfare popula-
tion, just as in any other large group. One-size-fits-all thinking is
usually a mistake.44

And, like most people, they wanted an opportunity to do their best:

At the heart of all this are real people, people whom most of us,
including policymakers, rarely get to know. I contend that the great
majority of the individuals on welfare share the same desire to work
and have the same personal aspirations for themselves and their
families that most Americans hold. We need to create a ladder of
opportunity for those willing to climb it.45

The Government Employees

Gary’s fact finding also included visiting the plethora of involved govern-
ment agencies learning how time was spent, what the results were, and
where people saw opportunity to do things better.

An important baseline for Gary’s investigation was the creation of a
chart of the organization and the processes of how decisions and dollars
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were flowing from each involved department, and, as he called it, a “Rube
Goldberg can of snakes.” What he found was a system characterized by
excessive rules and procedures and not tied to meaningful measures of
success:

Much of what I saw seemed poorly managed or on the edge of
being out of control. I was determined to learn what was really
going on.

The people at the top, especially those who wrote the regula-
tions, were evaluated on reducing the agency’s legal risk to an
absolute minimum, satisfying the federal inspectors, and avoiding
embarrassment to the governor. Since real outcomes in the form
of helping people change their lives and become self-sufficient are
rarely measured, micromanagement and the pile of rules grow
unrestrained.

I arranged to see a program called Project Chance. I asked one
of the attendees why he was there. “Got to do this to get my check;
this is my second time.”

“Do you think you’ll be able to get a job?” I queried.
“Ain’t no jobs ’round here no how,” was the response.46

Gary found that those running the program were as aware as the wel-
fare recipients of its shortcomings but, as in other overbureaucratized
organizations, people’s ideas were unlikely to get acted on (or even heard).
In response to Gary’s question on what he would do if this were his own
money, Fred Collins, the program administrator, had a ready, practical
answer:

“Heck, that’s easy, I’d use the money to run a van from the Robert
Taylor Homes where many of these people live out to Elk Grove
Village where the jobs are.” On to the list went “outcome mea-
surement.” Imagine spending millions and not knowing what you
are getting in return other than employment for instructors and
MSWs. Also on to the list went “local flexibility.” How could we
try out his van idea?47

However, adopting Fred’s good idea was not actionable under the pro-
gram’s then current interpretation of its mission: “We’re human services,
we don’t do transportation.”
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The Results

Gary created test sites in five areas. In the new world to be tested, the
processes began at the front line, decisions would be integrated and aligned,
the orientation would be around getting people back to work in a viable way
(that fit with their daily realities), and a new, meaningful measurement sys-
tem would be implemented. This meant locating the center near where the
people lived, and collaboration among government organizations.

The five test sites proved successful. The governor signed into law on
July 3, 1996, what he termed “the biggest reorganization the State of Illi-
nois has seen since the turn of the century.” Most of six separate depart-
ments were combined into a single unified department of human services.
In the legislation creating the department, it was specified that services be
integrated, that they be connected to the communities in which they serve,
and that outcomes be measured for all state human service expenditures.
The results were not measured on Wall Street, but they were as powerful
as what Gary had achieved at Mark Controls—an 82 percent reduction in
the number of welfare recipients in Illinois as of September of 2002, by far,
the best record of any state since 1996 with more than 25,000 welfare
recipients.48 Donna Shalala called Illinois “the first state with a very big
city that has done very well.”49 As Gary shows in his book, most important
behind the numbers were a vast number of people with new economic self-
sufficiency and a new level of self-esteem:

Janice McCrae, the chronically unemployed welfare recipient, was
able to move into meaningful work, despite having spent thirteen
years on welfare. Janice happens to live in the Grand Boulevard
community of the south side of Chicago, an area some have called
the most disadvantaged urban area in the country. As a result of
the Illinois effort, Janice has now worked part-time with full ben-
efits sorting packages at a United Parcel Service hub for over two
years, and is being considered for promotion to full-time work.
She is thirty-one years old, has sons nine and fourteen, and a
twelve-year-old daughter. She lives in the notorious Robert Tay-
lor Homes housing project, a half-hour bus ride from her job.50

These results continue.51 In 2003, President Bush came to UPS on the
south side of Chicago to celebrate the success of people who had moved
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off welfare.52 On the stage with Mayor Daley; Mike Eskew, the CEO of
UPS; and President Bush was Vivian Kimmons. As the fourth speaker, she
related her story—on welfare for nine years, mother of nine children, and
now a three-year employee, manager, and stockholder of UPS. There were
tears in many people’s eyes.

Over his lifetime, Marvin Bower had stressed the need to give back 
to the community. With his role in helping reshape the Illinois wel-
fare system into an effective provider of human resource services, Gary
MacDougal was able to apply his business acumen and skills to the 
benefit of the community and to the creation of a priceless product—
people’s self-worth and pride.

As Marvin noted in 2002, “Gary has made an important difference.”
MacDougal’s respect for Marvin continues to this day: “He was one of
those people who was absolutely unwavering in his integrity and commit-
ment to other people.”53

David Ogilvy
David Ogilvy, founder of Ogilvy & Mather and one of the legendary
giants of advertising, had a long relationship with Marvin Bower. Like
Marvin, he had a background that ideally qualified him for his leadership
role. He started out as a salesman (he sold Aga stoves and did so well that
he was assigned to write the salesman’s handbook),54 worked for George
Gallup (and never forgot the importance of hard, scientific data on opin-
ion and preference), worked a farm in Amish country, and served in
British intelligence in the Second World War (where the importance of
understanding the front line and using facts was driven home). Ogilvy and
Marvin were among the last survivors of people who contributed to the
Industrial Revolution. Ogilvy and Marvin also contributed to the leader-
ship culture of today.

I have learned from my own mistakes, from the counsel of my
partners, from the literature, from George Gallup, Raymond
Rubicam, and Marvin Bower.55

My admiration for Marvin amounts to hero-worship. My
partners are sick to death of hearing me exhort them to conduct
our business the way McKinsey conducts theirs.56

The great leaders I have known have been curiously com-
plicated men. Howard Johnson, the former President of MIT,
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has described it as “a visceral form of spiritual energy which pro-
vides the element of mystery in leadership.” I have seen this mys-
terious energy in Marvin Bower of McKinsey.

—David Ogilvy57

David Ogilvy was a great leader. He fundamentally changed
how people viewed advertising.

He understood and appreciated the requirements of build-
ing an institution.

We were never close socially, but I viewed David as a very
close friend.

—Marvin Bower58

The Bonds of Shared Values

In the 1950s, four men were independently trying to build professional ser-
vice firms linking theory with practicality—Marvin Bower, David Ogilvy of
Ogilvy & Mather (O&M), Leonard Spacek of Arthur Andersen, and Gus
Levy of Goldman Sachs. They would frequently lunch at the University
Club and compare notes on their common ambition. Marvin often com-
mented to his partners on how Andersen had one door around the country—
every office had its door carved exactly the same way—and, on occasion, how
Goldman invested in training and tools to support consistent services. Mar-
vin Bower and David Ogilvy were particularly close. They shared a number
of philosophies and basic characteristics, which makes it difficult to isolate
the many and different ways in which they influenced and supported each
other. Yet it is clear that each of them often spoke or wrote of the other per-
son as a role model, and they frequently discussed key decisions. They
encouraged each other in breaking new ground and redefining the great ser-
vice company.

Above all, they shared an unremitting drive to achieve excellence in
everything they did. And both men were grounded in nothing but the
truth. Anything less than excellent was not good enough. Anything other
than the truth was not tolerated. The key to that pursuit of excellence was,
as both Ogilvy and Bower said on separate occasions, to hire people who
were better than you.59 And to keep them. Both of their firms were often
on lists of best companies to work for. In 1965, Ogilvy & Mather and
McKinsey & Co. had two of the most generous retirement programs in
America, which had David’s and Marvin’s signatures on them.
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Inside both McKinsey and O&M, everybody from the boardroom to
the mailroom knew and understood what the firms’ values were, what the
mission was, and “the way things are done here.” In both cases every em-
ployee had an obligation to dissent.

As Ken Roman, the former chairman of O&M, describes the O&M
culture: “The Ogilvy philosophy rested on four pillars: Research. Results.
Creative brilliance. Professional discipline. Ogilvy believed in studying
precedents and codifying experience into principles—treating advertising
as a profession with a body of knowledge.”60

Research

David Ogilvy’s rigorous training during his years with Gallup taught him
to always do the same things that Marvin urged his associates to do: find
out the facts first and respect the front line. It was David’s belief that work-
ing at Gallup and interviewing a vast range of Americans accounts for
much of his success in this country. And he respected the consumer and
consistently preached “the consumer is not a moron.”61

Results

Ogilvy, like Marvin, believed serving clients well led to results. As Ogilvy
wrote in his autobiography:

The most priceless asset we have is the respect of our clients. . . .
When a client hires Ogilvy & Mather—or McKinsey—he expects
the best. If you don’t make sure that he gets it, you shortchange
him—and he won’t come back for more.62

Creative Brilliance

“Encourage ferment and innovation. In advertising, the beginning of suc-
cess is to be different, the beginning of failure is to be the same.”63

“Brains? It doesn’t necessarily mean a high IQ. It means curiosity,
common sense, wisdom, imagination, and literacy.”64
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Professional Discipline

Much of David Ogilvy’s professional discipline mirrored Marvin’s, in ori-
entation and in his own involvement and commitment. As David writes:

Superior service to our clients depends on making the most of our
people. Give them challenging opportunities, recognition for
achievement, job enrichment, and the maximum responsibility.
Treat them as grown-ups—and they will grow up. Help them
when they are in difficulty. Be affectionate and human.

Encourage your staff to be candid with you. Ask their advice—
and listen to it. Ogilvy & Mather offices should not be structured
like an army, with over-privileged officers and underprivileged sub-
ordinates. Top bananas have no monopoly on ideas.

I see all the campaigns created by our fifty-five offices, prais-
ing the good ones and damning the bad.

It does a company no good when its leader refuses to share his
leadership functions with his lieutenants. The more centers of
leadership you find in a company, the stronger it will become.
That is how Ogilvy & Mather became strong.65

As David Ogilvy led Ogilvy & Mather, he made a number of decisions
like Marvin, for instance, setting up international offices, putting in strict
antinepotism policies, and opening up the leadership ranks to women. He
frequently referenced Marvin both formally

. . . There is no one that had greater influence on how I led Ogilvy
& Mather than Marvin Bower. He helped me and continually
reminded me to articulate my convictions so an organization
could operate by them. No one better defines what it takes to cre-
ate and be an excellent service firm, no . . . any firm.66

and informally:

It is said that if you send an engraved wedding-invitation to my
friend Marvin Bower, the great man of McKinsey, he will return it
to you—with revisions.67

As Ogilvy frequently referenced Marvin as a role model, Marvin
pointed to David Ogilvy as an example for McKinsey on many occasions.
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For example, in 1961, one of Marvin’s blue memos was sharing some Ogilvy
wisdom:

Before I turn to the future, I would like to preach my perennial
sermon on the subject of behavior. I want the newcomers to know
what kind of behavior we admire, and what kind of behavior we
deplore:

1. First, we admire people who work hard. We dislike pas-
sengers who don’t pull their weight in the boat.

2. We admire people with first-class brains, because you can-
not run a great advertising agency without brainy people.

3. We admire people who avoid politics—office politics, I
mean.

4. We despise toadies who suck up to their bosses; they are
generally the same people who bully their subordinates.

5. We admire the great professionals, the craftsmen who do
their jobs with superlative excellence. We notice that
these people always respect the professional expertise of
their colleagues in other departments.

6. We admire people who hire subordinates who are good
enough to succeed them. We pity people who are so inse-
cure that they feel compelled to hire inferior specimens as
their subordinates.

7. We admire people who build up and develop their subor-
dinates, because this is the only way we can promote from
within the ranks. We detest having to go outside to fill
important jobs, and I look forward to the day when that
will never be necessary.

8. We admire people who practice delegation. The more you
delegate, the more responsibility will be loaded upon you.

9. We admire kindly people with gentle manners who treat
other people as human beings—particularly the people
who sell things to us. We abhor quarrelsome people. We
abhor people who wage paper warfare. We abhor buck-
passers and people who don’t tell the truth.

10. We admire well-organized people who keep their offices
ship-shape, and deliver their work on time.
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11. We admire people who are good citizens in their 
communities—people who work for their local hospi-
tals, their church, the PTA, the Community Chest, and
so on. In this connection, I am proud of the example set
by some of my colleagues during the year.68

Don Gogel
Don Gogel was with McKinsey & Co. in New York from 1976 through
1985. Marvin was still a very active force in the firm during these years,
and Don had the opportunity to work with Marvin on several client
assignments. In 1985, Don moved on to Kidder Peabody where he worked
with Al Gordon for the next 12 years in mergers and acquisitions. In 1996,
Don joined the investment firm of Clayton, Dubilier & Rice, Inc. and
became chairman in 2001. This firm was a good fit because Marvin’s 
philosophy was well embedded in the institution. Martin Dubilier, one 
of the founders, and many of the subsequent partners had all graduated
from the Marvin school of leadership. Don frequently references Marvin,
Al Gordon, and Joe Rice in influencing the type of firm he joined, his 
values-based style of leadership, and key leadership decisions he has made.

I think probably most people have these Marvin vignettes,
because they are just so memorable. I can’t remember as many
things about anyone else that I’ve encountered over the years. So
he really is a larger-than-life presence.

For several years in the late 1980s . . . I used to see Marvin
on the train platform at the Bronxville station going into Man-
hattan, which was always a treat, if I could get up early enough
in the morning to catch a train as early as Marvin.

—Don Gogel69

Don and Georgia moved to Bronxville. When Don missed his
early train, we would ride in together. I always enjoyed getting
Don’s thoughts on current issues. He wasn’t constrained to
what he read. He really thought about the implication of his
responses.

—Marvin Bower70

As Don notes, his decision to join Clayton, Dubilier & Rice was a
direct offshoot of Marvin’s influence:
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The book Marvin told me to read—we were talking about leader-
ship . . . —was John Gardner’s The Leader As Servant. And that
was very influential. I think my management style reflects a lot of
that. There are a lot of leadership styles. But one of them is more
consensus building, more listening, more a definition that says
leadership is providing opportunities for other people to succeed.
I think that’s really what Marvin tried to do. His leadership was
providing opportunities for other people to succeed. I think that
affects how I operate here and it also affected my career path. I was
really not interested in command and control.

I really wasn’t interested in running a big business. That’s
what led me to a smaller firm like this where my job really is to
motivate and lead a group of very strong partners. This is a firm of
14 partners and 10 associates. So it’s a firm of leaders. It’s a natural
outgrowth of what I learned from Marvin.71

Strong, explicit values and a disciplined adherence to those values are
critical elements of Clayton, Dubilier & Rice, Inc., and Don acknowledges
Marvin’s impact in this regard:

It certainly resonates with me from Marvin, but also from Joe
Rice, who, not coincidentally, was trained as a lawyer, and [who]
established this firm with principles similar to the ones Marvin
did. . . . Joe brought some of the same standards of professional-
ism that Marvin incorporated in the code of ethics in establishing
this firm. And, we’re probably the only private equity firm that
has a formal policy manual with a code of ethics. . . . We are a
value-driven organization, and I think that the firm had that at
its roots . . . Chuck Ames [a partner with Clayton, Dubilier &
Rice, Inc. and with McKinsey & Co. from 1957 to 1972] and I,
with Marvin’s deep impact on us, have made that far more
explicit here. . . . There is no doubt that Chuck’s and my training
at McKinsey led us to try to shape the firm to be more formally
value driven.72

Common values enabled Don to effect a leadership style whereby all
partners were equally engaged:
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In terms of creating opportunities for others, this business really
works when individual partners find investment opportunities
that they really like, understand, and work. So, my job is really to
encourage each of the partners to reach for investment opportuni-
ties that they like and develop, and not to hog it myself. I’ve turned
out to be, to my surprise, a pretty good deal person. So, for the first
eight or nine years that I was here, I did the deals. I mean I did the
negotiation, I met the CEO, I negotiated the price. And I love to
do that. But you don’t build an organization by having me do that
and not have the other partners do that. So, I’ve had to, when I
formally took on the leadership role here which is now six years
ago, step back and encourage people to do that and not do it
myself, which is hard sometimes.73

Although delegation can be difficult, Don recognized that a one-
person show that did not provide equal opportunities and potential re-
wards for other partners would not translate into a sustainable company.
Some of the key decisions that were made to ensure the sustainability of
Clayton, Dubilier & Rice, Inc., can be directly linked to Marvin’s role-
modeling behavior at McKinsey:

But there is no question that that’s how you build an institution.
It’s in that regard that I often think about Marvin because Joe
Rice is very much like Marvin in wanting the firm to outlast his
personality or mine. He wants to build an ongoing institution.
Because it’s value based, we think it really has value. Not only the
people that work here, but we think we do a good thing in trans-
forming tired businesses into businesses that otherwise wouldn’t
succeed, and making them work and creating employment and
wealth and a lot of other good things.

But to institutionalize . . . that isn’t easy. To date, investment
firms haven’t proven they can be institutionalized . . . because they
are only 25 years old and they haven’t had to outlast their founders.
But we’re at the stage of doing it. We’re doing a lot of things to try
and institutionalize that.

In Joe’s mind, the most important first thing was transition.
And, very interestingly, Joe looked at transition in some ways

Educating a Generation of Leaders 219

11131_Edersheim_c07_f.qxd  2/10/04  3:25 PM  Page 219



similar[ly] to Marvin because Joe and Marty [Dubilier] gave up a
lot of their economic interest in the firm to the next generation.
Not when pushed out the door, but early on. They said that’s a
better way to run the firm.

Joe did it as soon as he brought in partners. . . . The compen-
sation here is very simple. You come in as a one-point partner and
then if you are here and you make it you’re a two-point partner. Joe
is a two-point partner. I came in as a one-point partner, and I
proved myself and now I’m a two-point partner the same as Joe
and Marty. Joe and Marty did not keep the entrepreneur’s pre-
mium, so to speak. All of the senior people have the same level of
compensation. That clearly was helpful.

This contrasts, by the way, with how most of the other firms
like Henry Kravits or John Hicks and Muse operate: The founders
keep half for themselves and then they split the rest even if they
have 15 partners. With us, it just was never that way. I think that
was pretty remarkable.

I think of Marvin when thinking of building an institution, as
does Joe. When Marvin gave up a lot of his shares, I said it’s amaz-
ing. I can’t imagine someone doing that. Then when I came here
and saw Joe do it I thought it was pretty amazing.74

Like Marvin and Joe Rice, Don was willing to forgo personal gain to
ensure that his firm would be an enduring institution:

. . . This is sort of a compressed history of the firm, but we had a
billion-dollar fund that I helped raise when I came here and then
we raised a billion-five fund. Then, about three years ago, we
raised a $3.5 billion fund. We really had to increase the size of the
partnership. The structure at the time . . . was the sort of two-to-
one structure, [and] Joe and I and Chuck Ames were the only
two-point partners at the time. The three of us concluded that we
needed to change the structure and give up half of that premium.
So the structure of the partnership is now 1.5 to 1 for partners
because that seemed a better way of building a partnership with-
out creating tensions.

Ironically, after having been amazed twice at people voluntar-
ily doing this, I found myself doing it . . . and it just seemed like
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the most natural thing to do in the world. I know of no other cases
where it’s happened. And I’m not saying that because I’m such a
great guy. It’s natural to do if you’re really as interested in building
an institution as Marvin was. That’s what you do. I’m not sure it
would have been natural for me had I not thought about Marvin
and that experience.75

Don also points out the similarities between the working style/philos-
ophy at Clayton, Dubilier & Rice, Inc., and that of Marvin’s McKinsey:

The ability to both conceptualize at the grandest level hence the
strategy practice, and yet to translate that into something that is
actionable is Marvin. I think it really reflects a habit of mind. It’s
very important as you institutionalize a culture. Marvin developed
this habit of mind. Looking at big problems and then pushing
them down to what you do tomorrow morning. That’s pure Mar-
vin and that’s still the essence of McKinsey.

That’s the style of investing here. I’ve never quite articulated it
this way but it is parallel—the investment decision that we make
is the early, McKinsey, fact-finding analysis, deductive or reduc-
tive logic, but we have to reach a conclusion that there is an invest-
ment thesis that we can support and [that] it’s a smart thing to do
to put all this money to work. Unlike other firms, though, we’re
very activist. We’re interventionist in the extreme. One of our
partners is always the chairman of the board of the company and
it’s not a nonexecutive role. It’s a very in-your-face kind of role. So
that when we make an investment we know we are going to have
to do five or six things. And, when we do them, the investment is
a success, and if we don’t do them, we’re not successful. And, of
course, things change and by the time we are into year five, two of
the things that were on our initial list of things that we have to do
have changed, and there are two more things. So, it’s interactive
that way. But very much the investment thesis is the McKinsey
analysis and then the question, now that we have this investment,
how do we execute the strategy?76

Don tells the story of an acquisition from Kraft to exemplify Clayton,
Dubilier & Rice’s action-oriented approach:
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We bought . . . an institutional food service distribution company
that serves hospitals and restaurants from Kraft [Phillip Morris].
The cost structure was crazy for a business with 18 percent gross
margins. So, part of our investment thesis was you have to run this
like an 18 percent gross margins business, not the 70 percent Kraft
was used to. In the Kraft business, when you have those gross mar-
gins, you drive sales and you don’t pay a lot of attention to cost. In
an 18 percent business you don’t want to forgo sales, but you can’t
chase sales without much greater attention to cost.

When we bought the business, it was growing at 17 percent a
year on the top line and was losing more money as it grew. It was
a sales-oriented place. Having recognized that, we realized we had
to change that orientation to make the business a lot more prof-
itable. Then we spent five years changing it. We started by chang-
ing sales compensation: Instead of having people paid on a sales
line we ended up paying on gross margin only. So, salespeople now
understood that this was possible. It turned out that gross margin
wasn’t sensitive enough because our below gross margin cost var-
ied so much. We didn’t even know that until we started studying
some classic McKinsey customer segment profitability analysis.
Once we saw that, we had to change the compensation system
again, so it was really based on true customer profitability because
food service distribution is a huge logistics chain, and it’s very easy
to end up chasing the wrong volume.77

Don remains president and CEO of Clayton, Dubilier & Rice, Inc.,
today and continues to hold Marvin’s accomplishments in the highest
regard, recognizing that Marvin’s methods continue to be very relevant for all
leaders:

If we could bottle it, it would be worth a lot wouldn’t it? First, he
led by example. He was so successful, and he had done it for such a
long time, and he was so consistent. I came to the altar, so to speak,
inclined to listen carefully because I knew of his success. It wasn’t
pontificating, and it wasn’t, “Of course, this doesn’t apply to me, but
I think you should do it.” Because he was all of one piece. He was
wholly consistent, he had done it for such a long time, it was so
successful. So, the consistency in living in his life and living by his
own principles I think certainly had an impact.78
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FIGURE 7.1 MCKINSEY MAFIA

(The Sunday Times, 3 September 1995)
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The graduates of the Marvin Bower school described in this chapter
all evince leadership characteristics that Marvin cherished: the courage to
imagine what could be and to follow that imagination; a penchant for get-
ting the facts; respect for and proactive involvement of the people-asset
base; humility and an ability to listen to others; adherence to a clear set of
values; and readiness to always seek improvements in a rapidly changing
world, rather than just sitting on the laurels of their initial successes.

Among the many others from Marvin’s McKinsey (See Figure 7.1)
who went on to take their leadership abilities and knowledge to new arenas
are the following.

Chuck Ames
Retired chairman, Acme Cleveland;

Partner, Clayton, Dubilier & Rice, Inc.

“You have to give up something you want, something that you
would like to have, if you are going to stick to your values. And you
had better stick to them or they don’t mean much. And that’s what
I always got from Marvin.”79

Sir John Banham
Chairman, Whitbread PLC

“I joined McKinsey in 1969, and was there until 1983. Nobody
who was part of the firm at that time could not have been influ-
enced by Marvin and the way he thought about the nature of
management consulting as a profession, the importance of putting
the client’s interests first, and his whole set of values, which, I
must say, have influenced me throughout my professional life.
And it didn’t take long to experience Marvin’s influence. If I spent
two hours in total with Marvin that would have been a lot. And
yet, in those two hours, he could impress upon you what he
believed, what was important, what you should think was impor-
tant, the kinds of questions you should be asking about yourself
and your clients. Marvin’s concerns and interests are still with me.
And that was a very long time ago.
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“Most notably, Marvin’s influence directed me when I was
setting up the English equivalent of the Congressional Budget
Office—called the Audit Commission. The Audit Commission,
which was modeled very closely on the firm, has oversight over
virtually all of what you would call state and local government
expenditure, and the national health service. The commission
reviews and reports on all of these key areas. It’s very roughly
20 percent of the GNP. It has been one of the most successful
examples of public administration in Britain in basically the
second half of the twentieth century and is still going strong
20 years later. In structuring the commission, I applied the
disciplines and principles that Marvin had been preaching for as
long as anyone can remember; in this case, treating the British
public as the client. Despite considerable pressure (bureaucrat-
ing and political) over the years, the commission has held fast to
its principles in providing oversight on behalf of the millions of
citizens whose welfare it looks out for.

“In 1994, I wrote a book about the Audit Commission and
sent a copy to Marvin. At the age of 91, Marvin responded with
an eight-page critique. ‘I agree with this. I don’t agree with that.’
I think it was absolutely astounding. The time he took to read
and evaluate my history of this important commission under-
scored his unwavering support and commitment to his beliefs.
And I’m quite sure that, even though I was only one of 40 direc-
tors at the time that I left the firm, and I had been gone from the
firm 10 years at this point, he knew exactly what I had been up
to, and for all the best of reasons. He was a great influence on me
and I think on absolutely everybody that had anything to do with
the firm. In fact, I believe that the firm and people Marvin
touched in Europe are even more influential than those on your
side of the Atlantic.

“There is absolutely no doubt that Marvin’s approach to lead-
ership and the notion that leadership is all about serving, not
ordering, was a huge influence on me personally. And I’m
absolutely convinced that anything I’ve been able to do since owes
a great deal to Marvin.”80

Educating a Generation of Leaders 225

11131_Edersheim_c07_f.qxd  2/10/04  3:25 PM  Page 225



Sir Roderick Carnegie
Retired Chairman, TRA

“What I learned from Marvin: Number one—don’t think that
simply making money is a good focus for your life. Number
two—in whatever you do, have a vision about where you want to
be in 10 years’ time and why will that make you feel good about
what you’ve done with that 10 years of your life. Number three—
keep your mind open to new possibilities which you hadn’t
thought of before. Number four—remember the world is chang-
ing and you better keep yourself trained and educated and alert
because the new possibility, or the new thought, might be the
one you need. If you’re not open-minded, you’ll forget it or you’ll
miss it.

“When I went back to Australia and ran a large mining
company, I had a clear view about what had to be done in 10 years’
time. I wanted the business to be seen as a responsible mining
company. Therefore, I wanted us to discover enough new resources
so that we weren’t simply using up the resources of the world as we
mined. It was important to articulate this vision in a convincing
manner because being a responsible mining company sometimes
meant you had to spend money, which was awkward to find, on
exploration with attendant risks.

“We had to define how to mine wisely and responsibly. That
meant not wasting—on average, a lot of what is mined is wasted,
and that mode of operations would be unacceptable in our com-
pany; adding maximum value; rebalancing our activities and being
countercyclical (e.g., taking advantage of good prospecting prices);
and keeping a constant eye on safety—in mining, there are always
chances that a rock could fall. It was critical to constantly reinforce
that we not do anything that would reduce safety.

“We had to use human beings as wisely as possible. That
meant trusting human beings to maximize their potential in a way
that was satisfying to them.

“We had to be commercially viable—not maximizing profit
but ensuring we were solid economically.
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“And finally, we had to communicate. To turn our vision of
being a responsible mining company into a publicly viewed reality,
we had to get all of our people on board with and speaking and liv-
ing that vision, on both the decision-making and execution
ends.”81

Richard Cavanagh
President and CEO of The Conference Board

“To me he was a father figure. I knew nothing about how to nav-
igate in the world when I joined McKinsey. He cared about the
organization he was building and leading. I think he really did see
it as an extended family. He was a wonderful teacher. He cared
enough to spend time teaching me. And he would go out of his
way to do kindnesses. He got me appointed to the Brookings
Board when he retired from it. As a great teacher and leader, he
changed the world.”82

Ron Daniel
Retired Managing Director of McKinsey

“What did I learn from Marvin:

“1. The immense power of shared values.
“2. How critical it is for a leader to communicate to the

troops.
“3. The power of recognition/acknowledgement of

others’ ideas and successes.”83

George Dively, Deceased
Chairman, Harris Graphics (1939 to 1972)

“I could not make a major decision without checking with
Marvin.”84
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Roger Ferguson
Vice Chairman of the Federal Reserve

“I give a speech here to our up-and-coming leaders where I talk
about leadership and the great leaders I have known, and Marvin
is one of the few people I always talk about. Marvin remains high
on my list for many reasons:

“• His obvious ability to shape the culture of McKinsey.
“• His obvious self-sacrifice in a financial sense to keep

McKinsey a private organization.
“• His combination of astuteness and modesty to not

name the firm after him when he had a chance to do
so early on.

“• The way that he, until the last I assume, and certainly
until the last piece of correspondence that I got, always
used every moment as a teachable opportunity to rein-
force the values of the firm and bring those values to
our attention, even to those of us who were no longer
in the firm. There was a strong sense that he was
watching and trying to reinforce in all of us the kinds
of things he thought were so important, and proved to
be so important, about the success of McKinsey.

“The Federal Reserve is a superb organization in terms of its
strong culture and its strong sense of values that go hand in hand
with public service. I have explicitly tried to encourage in the Fed
that we add to our values the obligation to dissent. We don’t quite
call it that, but the obligation to have an independent point of
view based on analysis, and to bring that to the forefront.

“I also hope that I leave people here with an impression that I
really do care about how they’re doing: How they are doing their
jobs, how the Fed is treating them, how they are treating the Fed,
whether or not they think we are living up to our mission as a pub-
lic service institution. But, in a very real, more personal sense, I hope
I am doing this in the way that Marvin would do it. I’m not as good
as I’d like to be at writing those little notes that he would write to
people, reminding them of the right way to do things. But, I hope
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I’m at least as good as he was at recognizing when people do
extraordinary things and making an effort to notice the human side.

“Another thing I’m doing is trying to introduce the concept
that it’s actually okay to call the most senior people in this institu-
tion by their first names, which was very much a Marvin concept.
It doesn’t work nearly as well here because we all have titles. It’s not
the first name in and of itself that matters obviously. It’s what a
first-name environment reflects about a lack of hierarchy in a cul-
tural sense. There is obviously a hierarchy in this institution, and
there is obviously a hierarchy in McKinsey. But there is no hierar-
chy when it comes to McKinsey problem solving. And I think call-
ing people by their first name is emblematic of that. And, frankly, I
think there should be no hierarchy when it comes to the Federal
Reserve addressing the challenges that confront our nation. It is
with this mind-set that I encourage the most junior person that I
happen to work with on any of the initiatives and projects I have
under way to call me by my first name. It’s not something I would
have thought of doing were it not for Marvin. By signaling that it’s
okay to be called by one’s first name, you are giving a clear message
that you’re not trying to use the hierarchy in a way that’s inappro-
priate. In fact, you are inviting others to come in and criticize
you—at least your ideas—to help you get to a better solution.85

Michael Fleischer
President, Bogen Communications

“Although I never met Marvin, he had a profound impact on me.
When I went to West Point, they taught us that a general feeds
the troops before he eats himself. In that setting, it was straight-
forward and a matter of survival. When I saw those same values,
take care of others first, evident at McKinsey and always attrib-
uted to ‘Well, that’s what Marvin Bower did,’ I paused. I tried to
take that same perspective when I led companies, and I found that
decisions were easier and, more importantly, that the ability to cre-
ate a motivated, effective, and ethical organization was greatly
facilitated. That is the mark Marvin Bower had on me.”86
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Lou Gerstner
Retired Chairman, IBM

Chairman, Carlyle Group

On business: “I believe that I learned from [Marvin] the impor-
tance of articulating a set of principles that drive people’s behavior
and actions. And that’s a much more powerful leadership tool
than a bunch of procedures and guidelines—particularly in a
knowledge-based enterprise like consulting. Principles connect
people to a sense of rightness, and for this reason people follow
them and follow leaders who adhere to them. I learned this from
Marvin and I’ve carried it forward to every company I’ve operated
in. IBM has been the most important place for me to apply these
learnings, because it is, in a sense, a knowledge company just as
McKinsey is.”87

On community: “I remember Marvin marching into my office
one day 35 years ago. ‘What are you going to do to give something
back?’ he asked. ‘Come with me.’ We went together to a meeting
on public-school reform, something I’m still involved in.”88

Albert Gordon
Partner, Kidder Peabody (1931–1957)

Chairman, Kidder Peabody (1957–1986) 
Honorary Chairman, Kidder Peabody (1986–1994)

“Marvin will be remembered with Alfred Sloan as a great business
leader. We all learned from Marvin. The only thing I beat Marvin
on was longevity.”89

Bruce Henderson, Deceased
Founder, The Boston Consulting Group

“Marvin Bower precipitated the initial decision that eventually led
to my book [Henderson on Corporate Strategy].”90
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Herbert Henzler
Vice Chairman, Credit Suisse

“I am trying to bring Marvin’s definition of professionalism to
Credit Suisse.”91

Jon Katzenbach
President of Katzenbach and Associates

“Mother and Marvin.”92

Steve Kaufman
Retired Chairman, Arrow Electronics 
Professor, Harvard Business School

“Marvin Bower, fabled builder and leader of McKinsey, could
greet me and my wife, by name, when I was at McKinsey. When I
was a three-year associate, Marvin sent me a simple, three-
sentence note telling me how pleased he was with the work I had
done for client X. I took that note home and showed it to my wife
Sharon, to my son Jeremy, who was all of three months old at the
time, and then I pinned it to my wall, where it stayed until we
moved, eight years later. Marvin’s note, and his remembering my
name and how it made me feel, was a major lesson for me.

“I worked hard at trying to replicate for others [at Arrow]
Marvin’s personal impact on me. I consciously developed some
memory tricks to remember names . . . or at least appear to
remember names, by having a little 3 × 5 card in my pocket. So, I’d
be ready to greet and mention something personally.

“I also religiously spent (my assistant made sure to schedule in
this time) 30 minutes each month in my office, writing short notes
to five or ten junior people congratulating them for some accom-
plishment or thanking them for some extra contribution I had
heard about.

“Toward the end of my Arrow career in the late 90s, I was pro-
filed in the New York Times. The Wednesday after that profile
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appeared, I received a letter from Marvin. Inside the letter was a
clipping of the article, with certain sections underlined. The note
said:

‘The New York Times got it wrong in describing you
as an effective manager. For what they were describing
was an effective leader, something much more rare and
valuable. And I am proud to have known you at McKin-
sey.’

“After I read the note, I let out a whoop, called Sharon, and
taped it to the wall in my office at Arrow. Here I was, approaching
60, a big shot CEO at the peak of his career, and that letter turned
me into Jell-o.93

“My objective at Arrow Electronics was to create the pride of
association that Marvin had created at McKinsey. That was the
power and legacy of Marvin Bower.”94

Linda Fayne Levinson
Senior Partner, GRP Partners

“I’m a member of several boards. Over the last year, the values I
learned from Marvin helped me navigate through all sorts of pro-
fessional and corporate governance issues that many peers had
trouble with in difficult times.”95

John Macomber
Retired Chairman, Celanese

Retired Head, Import/Export Bank

“I think Marvin had a profound effect on me and on everybody. I
started at McKinsey & Co. when I was 26 years old. I’m almost 75
years old now, and I can still tell you, almost verbatim, what Mar-
vin meant by the top management approach. And he was consis-
tent. He never wavered from the concepts of one firm, and the
clients’ interests always being first. He was absolutely predictable.
There was never a surprise.”96
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Leo F. Mullin
Chairman and CEO of Delta Air Lines

“Ralph Waldo Emerson said, ‘Great institutions are the reflection
of one man,’ and that is absolutely true in the case of McKinsey
and Marvin Bower.”97

Andrall Pearson
Retired President, Pepsico

Founding Chairman, Yum! Brands

“Well, I learned a hell of a lot from Marvin. First, and foremost
was the impact that a leader can have on the work environment of
a firm or a company. Although I graduated from business school
back in the early 1900s, they didn’t really teach anything about
what I call the work environment or the culture and what goes on
in the business. Marvin understood the importance of the culture
and elevated it to an explicit dimension of a successful firm. At
McKinsey, he worked hard to create an environment that would
attract, motivate, and retain high-talent people and that was
aligned with the vision for the firm which was to serve the top
managements of the Fortune 500.The McKinsey culture was built
on a whole set of values, not the least of which were integrity and
putting the client’s interests first—not doing studies for the sake
of doing studies.

“I guess another thing I learned from him was to be comfort-
able about delegating a lot of responsibility and authority to quite
young people. When I was still in my early 30s, I was the head of
McKinsey’s global marketing practice. I had relationships with the
CEOs of most of the major consumer goods companies and retail-
ers, and Marvin was comfortable with letting that level of respon-
sibility rest on my young shoulders.

“I can remember riding on the train with Marvin from
Bronxville, where we both lived, to White Plains, where General
Foods was located. I said to Marvin, ‘What role would you like to
play?’ (He was the managing director of the firm so I didn’t expect
him to do everything.) He said, ‘Well, isn’t that sort of up to you,
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Andy? Whatever you can’t do I’ll do.’ He was true to his word. You
didn’t feel like he was looking over your shoulder and constantly
second-guessing you. If you made a mistake or he discovered you
were about to do something stupid, he was willing to point that
out. If he praised you, you knew it was praise. If he criticized you,
it was . . . you winced at it, but you finally came to realize that he
wasn’t doing it to embarrass you, he was doing it to improve the
breed. The nature of that relationship was that you felt he had
confidence in your abilities or he wouldn’t have delegated the job
to you. That’s helped me a lot through the years. When I left Pep-
sico, there were people in their thirties running big, multi-
hundred-million-dollar businesses representing billions of dollars
in decisions and revenue.”98

John Sawhill, Deceased
President and CEO, The Nature Conservancy

“Marvin convinced me that the power of cooperative effort cannot
be underestimated. At the Nature Conservancy, our philosophy is
to never approach an issue with an adversarial stance, but to find
solutions for all interested parties.99

“Marvin’s major influence on me was in the arena of empha-
sizing the importance of organizational values. I always thought
that it was very important for the head of an organization to com-
municate clearly with other people in the organization about what
values the organization endorsed and stood for.”100

Frederick Schieffer, Deceased
Chairman of the Board of Management, The Allianz AG

“Marvin’s influence meant McKinsey had a tremendous capability
to meld or to develop cosmopolitan characters through the work,
the transfers, through exchange at large, through practice groups,
through committees, you name it. People behaved differently, they
talked differently, they argued differently. That’s what I tried to
replicate at Allianz.”101
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Klaus Zumwinkel,
Chairman of the Management Board, Deutsche Post AG

“When I came to Deutsche 14 years ago, my main message was to
deliver quality to everyone. What I learned from Marvin was the
power of values, consistency, and communication. When I talk to
our top 500 executives about the importance of our corporate
culture (which I will do in a few weeks), I talk about our core
values, which are:

1. To deliver excellent quality—I think Marvin would
have said this

2. To make customers more successful—customers at
McKinsey were clients and I remember learning that
value from Marvin

3. To foster openness—at McKinsey, Marvin called it
the obligation to dissent; in fact, young associates,
when doing problem-solving, had the same tenure as
a director

4. To always act in the context of our priorities—
Marvin called it ‘how things are done around here’

5. To act as entrepreneurs—Marvin said ‘every partner is
a leader’

6. To act with integrity, inside and outside—Marvin
called it professionalism

7. To accept social responsibility—Marvin called it
being part of the community”102

Believing as I do that every citizen of the world has a duty to do
what he or she can to help increase the strength, productivity, and
character-building contributions of our private-enterprise system,
I feel some obligation to make the distillate of my experience
available to others.

—Marvin Bower, 1966103
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Author’s Note

I first heard of Marvin Bower in 1962. I was eight years old. My father,
a mathematician and provost at Purdue University who was working
with Marvin at the time on a project for General Motors Institute,
spoke of Marvin with the same respect he gave to John von Neumann.
That got my attention. Two years later, as a 10-year-old with a preco-
cious interest in how things were manufactured, I had occasion to
meet Marvin, and came away knowing that business could be a
respectable and rewarding pursuit even though I had grown up in an
environment where scholarship was considered a higher calling than
business.

Some 14 years later, I was in my graduate school office at MIT
when Marvin phoned me to welcome me to my new job as an associ-
ate at McKinsey & Co. and to talk about what I had been doing at
MIT. When I realized it was Marvin on the line, I immediately stood
up. My adviser, who happened to be in my office when the call came
in, asked me with whom I was speaking. When I told him, he said,
“I’m glad you’re standing up; Marvin Bower deserves your respect.”

For my first assignment with McKinsey, I had the good fortune
to be on one of Marvin’s teams. When encouraged to go beyond the
project’s base information gathering and analytical functions, my
mind quickly opened to new dimensions—namely, the power that
comes from respecting an organization and its people. I felt person-
ally powerful after every conversation with Marvin, and I watched
him use this power to transform a machine tool company in Detroit,
positively changing the fundamental orientation and character of the
company.
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Some years later, when I left McKinsey to start my own business,
I found myself applying the “What would Marvin do?” gauge to every
challenging decision I had to make and, when necessary, asking Mar-
vin for guidance. He was always available and insightful.

When I was 48, and Marvin was 98, I had the courage to begin
writing this book. I called Marvin and asked him if we could work on
his biography together. I explained that it was something I felt was
important and had been thinking about for almost 20 years. Marvin
was initially hesitant because, as it turned out, he was working on his
memoirs and felt that it would be difficult for him to handle both
projects at the same time. Nonetheless, he invited me down to Florida
to discuss the possibility of a biography.

On the flight down, I was both scared and exhilarated at the
prospect of writing a book (up until that point, I had only written arti-
cles) and bringing to a wider audience Marvin Bower’s valuable wis-
dom and insight. I was wrestling with conflicting thoughts. I felt it
was very important that young people hear Marvin’s stories and have
the opportunity to meet Marvin through these stories as he was a
compelling role model of professionalism and character. On the other
hand, I did not want to impair Marvin’s efforts to document his per-
sonal memoirs for his family. (Marvin was already 98 years old.)
Throughout the flight, I took deep breaths and found comfort in the
thought that Marvin would know what to do. But my comfort was
short-lived as I began to worry that perhaps his memory was failing.
Would he even remember me? It had been a dozen years since we had
last seen each other.

After landing, I went to meet Marvin in his office, which was
located across the street from his apartment. When I walked in, as
always, Marvin was impeccably dressed and we connected in our per-
sonal space, when he looked directly at me. It was not his age or pos-
ture that captured my attention, and that surprised me. Rather, it was
his familiar gaze and the absolute sparkle in his eye. On the wall hung
his favorite painting, Forces in Motion. He saw me looking at it and
smiled, reminding me that he had bought it in London in the 1950s
for $57 because he had liked the title.
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We sat down at his desk. I asked him about his current project,
and he explained to me that before Cleo, his second wife, had passed
away, he had promised her that he would complete his memoirs. We
looked through his manuscripts and talked about what was required to
finish them.

We then discussed the possible biography. I explained that the
first step would be to interview people Marvin had influenced and
hear their “Marvin stories.” The challenge would be to weave those
stories together so that more than just providing isolated anecdotes,
they would comprise a compelling and robust lesson in integrity-based
business values for the reader. I gave Marvin a copy of some of the sto-
ries I had already begun to collect.

Marvin look through a few of the stories, underlining with his
blue-green pen, and then told me that it was time to have lunch. He
grabbed his walker, and we went outside and crossed the street to his
apartment. He showed me around, crediting Cleo for everything in
the apartment. Marvin’s love for and pride in his second wife was
evident. He then took me on a tour of the apartment complex, pro-
viding detailed commentary about the landscape that I hadn’t even
noticed myself.

During lunch, several people stopped by and introduced them-
selves. Juliette Dively, George Dively’s widow, came over to our table
and kidded Marvin about not having seen him for a while. Marvin
introduced me and explained that I was writing his biography. (He
had not given me a definitive yes or no while we were discussing the
project earlier in his office, so I was both surprised and pleased by how
he chose to introduce me.) He then asked me if I knew who George
and Juliette Dively were. I proudly responded, “Of course, George was
chairman of Harris Intertype that he turned into Harris Graphics and
the man you checked with before you joined McKinsey; and Juliette is
a very important person for me to interview and in getting this book
started.” Marvin chuckled—a familiar sound even though it had been
years since I had heard it.

After lunch, we returned to his apartment and agreed to meet two
weeks later to discuss the two books. And so our journey began, with
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Marvin actively participating in and giving his blessing to the biogra-
phy, and me helping Marvin to complete his memoirs.

I was able to work closely with Marvin for most of 2002. Once
again, he inspired and impressed me. He was characteristically modest
(“I can’t believe people have time to talk to you about me”) and precise
(“The year was 1967, not 1966”) . He was energetic and determined to
use his time efficiently (“I get up at seven, because there is so much to
do”).

As I continued collecting and compiling Marvin Bower lore (as
told by him and others), I discovered that an extraordinary number of
today’s leaders credit Marvin with helping them understand what
really matters—the power of values. They, like me, continue to apply
the “What would Marvin do?” gauge when making major decisions.

From April through September 2002, I conducted the bulk of my
interviewing, with 92 individuals who had worked with Marvin either
at McKinsey or at a client, to gain firsthand insights on people’s expe-
riences and how Marvin had influenced them. Throughout the time
period, I met with Marvin often, and we would discuss what I was
hearing and who I was interviewing. Marvin would share with me his
correspondence and files on each person before I would conduct the
interview and he would read through my subsequent interview notes.
In the end, 97 senior executives and business leaders took an hour—or,
in some cases, a day—out of their busy schedules to spend time with
me. On each visit, we would also spend time on his memoirs.

From September through December 2002, Marvin was reading,
underlining, and on occasion correcting the drafts of Part I of the
book. We also spent some time talking about the stories in Part II, and
he indicated what he thought was key in the client case studies and in
the success of the leaders he influenced.

I spent the last two weeks of December with Marvin in the hospi-
tal, and at his home observing his visitors and reading him his letters
(somewhat of a “who’s who” in the business world). As it turned out,
these two weeks were our opportunity to say good-bye. In one of my
last visits with Marvin, he sat up from his hospital bed, holding the
draft of the book in his hand, looked at me, and said, “It has to be orig-
inal and important.” I briefly felt this great weight on my shoulders—
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would I let Marvin down? I thought for a moment and looked back at
Marvin, and the weight lifted. I said, “It’s about you, Marvin; it will be
original and important.” He smiled and closed his eyes.

From the view of the many individuals he influenced, Marvin
radiated insights. The continuing relevance of business values,
integrity, and respect for people will live on in those of us who have
had the good fortune to know him. For the business leaders of tomor-
row who did not have the opportunity to meet Marvin directly, this
book provides firsthand lessons from those leaders who worked closely
with Marvin, as well as from interviews with Marvin and his writings
and speeches. I hope I have managed to convey some of Marvin
Bower’s timeless wisdom and insights.
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A P P E N D I X  A
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A P P E N D I X  B

Brief Biography

Born

August 1, 1903, Cincinnati, Ohio

Education

• Brown University, PhB, 1925
• Harvard Law School, LLB, 1928
• Harvard Business School, MBA, 1930

Married Helen M. McLaughlin in 1927. Helen Bower died in Janu-
ary 1985.

Married Clothilde de Vèze Stewart in 1988. Clothilde Bower died in
August 1999.

Three children

• Peter Huntington Bower (deceased)
• Richard Hamilton Bower
• James McKinsey Bower

Six grandchildren; 10 great-grandchildren (9 at the time of his death)

Died

January 22, 2003, Delray Beach, Florida
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Professional Career

• 1930–1933: Practiced corporate law with Jones, Day, Reavis &
Pogue in Cleveland, Ohio, and was a member of the Ohio and
Massachusetts bars.

• 1933: Hired by James O. McKinsey for his new accounting
and engineering management firm, which consisted then of
two offices and 15 people. Marvin served as manager of the
New York office from 1935 through 1950 and managing direc-
tor of McKinsey & Co. from 1950 to 1967. At the behest of
his partners, he continued to serve clients and the firm until
his formal retirement in 1992.

Other Positions/Roles

• Trustee and chairman of the board of Case Western Reserve
University (1968–1971)

• Trustee of Brown University (1968–1973)
• Chairman (longest serving) of the Joint Council on Economic

Education (1967–1986)
• Committee for Economic Development (trustee/vice chairman

and member of the executive committee)
• Member of the Visiting Committee of General Motors Insti-

tute (1962–1965)
• Member of the Advisory Committee of the Economic Growth

Center at Yale University
• Member of the Bronxville, New York School Board

(1945–1948)
• Member of the board of directors of the Associates of Harvard

Business School
• Member of the Advisory Committee on Business Programs of

the Brookings Institute
• President of the Florence V. Burden Foundation
• Director of Religion in American Life and the Associates of

Harvard Business School
• Fellow of the International Academy of Management
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• Harvard Business School (member and chairman of the Visit-
ing Committee; chairman of the Dean’s Advisory Committee
on Administration)

Honors

• Founding member and first president of the U.S. Institute of
Management Consultants (1969)

• Elected to Fortune magazine’s Business Hall of Fame (1989)
• Distinguished Service Award from the Harvard Business

School (1968)
• Recipient of a Harvard Medal during the 350th Harvard Uni-

versity anniversary (1986)
• Harvard Business School Marvin Bower Professorship of

Leadership Development established (1995)
• His book, The Will to Manage, published in 1966, selected in

Business: The Ultimate Resource, published in 2002, as one of
history’s 70 most important business books

• Included in Brown University’s list of Alumni Who Changed a
Century (2000)

Author

• The Will to Manage (McGraw-Hill, 1966). German, French,
Swedish, Finnish, Spanish, and Japanese editions.

• Perspective on McKinsey (privately printed, McKinsey & Co.,
1979).

• The Will to Lead (Harvard Business School Press, 1997).
• Memoirs (privately printed, 2003).
• Numerous articles on marketing and general management.
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A P P E N D I X  C

McKinsey & Co. 
Partners’ Conference, 1964

Address
by

MARVIN BOWER

Annual Conference
Tarrytown, New York

October 16 and 17, 1964

MR. MARVIN BOWER: Since our last conference, since we last met
together in this conference, we have lost by death two directors.
Howard Smith, in the sunset of his career, died of cancer and Bob Hall,
in the high noon of his career, was snatched out of the sky. These two
men have made great contributions to the good things that we have
here, and I’d like to pay tribute to them by simply saying that; but more
specifically, to illustrate in some of the remarks that I make the contri-
butions that they made so that they would be more real than just words.

In these discussions that I’ve carried on over the years I’ve tried to
pull together these meetings in terms of a single theme, and that
theme is the role of the firm and the individual and what the firm’s
program means to the individual. As I did that a good many years ago
I used to prepare very thoroughly for it: I would write it out and get it
thoroughly in mind, and then I found that as the session went on
everybody was saying everything I had planned to say. So I got wise to
that and I don’t prepare any longer. What I do is to make some
notes—if I showed you the pack of notes that I’ve got you’d surely be
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staggered—and I try to tie the things that have been said into the total
theme of the meaning of the firm to the individual, and I found that
that works better. Of course some of the figures don’t jibe and a few
things of that kind, a mechanical problem, but that’s what I propose to
do today, to try to pull this conference together in that fashion and on
that theme.

The first Earl of Beaconsfield, better known as Benjamin Disraeli,
one of the great Prime Ministers of Great Britain, said the secret of
success is constancy to purpose; and this firm has had that as a guiding
light for a long time, constancy to purpose, and my theme then is con-
cerned with how each of the individuals making up our firm can have
greater constancy to the purposes of the firm.

The purposes of the firm have been discussed here, of course. It’s
been quite evident during the last couple of days that we have two pur-
poses: The first one and primary one, of course, is to solve the prob-
lems of organizations and to do that in a superior fashion. You notice
I don’t say corporations and I don’t say businesses. Our purposes are
broader than that, and just because we have a predominance of corpo-
rate clientele doesn’t mean that that is our only purpose. John Gal-
lagher pointed out our weaknesses in many respects, and therefore our
purpose is not to serve business alone, it’s to serve government and
other kinds of organizations. The second purpose is to grow in size,
stature and profitableness. We think we have to grow in all three
respects in order to attract and hold the kind of people that are neces-
sary to achieve our first purpose. So these are two interrelated objec-
tives or purposes, and what we are concerned with is a constancy to
those purposes in the words of Disraeli.

Our first speaker talked about the multi-national corporation, and
I want to start out with some brief review of the multi-national firm
that we are—with six offices in the United States, one in the United
Kingdom that you’ve heard about from the leader of that office,
Geneva, Amsterdam, Paris and most recently Düsseldorf. Someone
asked me how soon are we going to open the office in Düsseldorf. I
said as quickly as they can get the facilities ready; they have a lease and
we sent a cable that we’ve taken up our option, so it’s imminent. Paris
is being constructed and the people are about ready to move in.
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Amsterdam is a jewel of an office—I was in both of those places this
summer—and Geneva’s being cut back, of course, because the people
that were gathered in Geneva have been moved to these other offices
and that was, as the old saying goes, according to plan.

Now our multi-national firm has one very remarkable characteris-
tic and that is that it is one firm. It’s not only one firm in terms of pur-
poses and attitudes and philosophy; it’s one firm in terms of legal
entity, and this is quite a surprise to legal and tax experts. They won-
der how we did it. Well, we did it because Larry and our lawyers and
tax experts in these various countries made it possible, but it has a sig-
nificance to it: As long as we can, we would like to have a single entity.
It may be necessary sometime, as we go into other countries, to have
subsidiaries. We hope, however, the subsidiaries will not keep us from
being one multi-national firm. We will try to disregard the corporate
entity, to refer to the legal language. We don’t have to do that yet and
we are pleased as a symbol. But more important than the legal setup is
the fact that we are one firm in attitude, and I believe this is a very
remarkable development and a great element of strength.

If you think back during the course of the last couple of days, I
don’t believe you will have heard much talk about the profits of our
office versus the profits of your office; and what are you doing to us
that is hurting our office. And this is an element of great strength in a
multi-national firm, and it’s something that we want to maintain and
that we have to work at. I believe we can take great credit on ourselves
for having achieved a singleness of purpose and a unity of the firm.
That hasn’t come about just by happenstance. A lot of people have
worked at it, and Alex Smith was one of the big workers at that. Alex
was the manager of the New York office which began shucking off its
people to these other offices, and Alex didn’t resist it because he could
see the value of this in a multi-national firm. As the manager of the
office he wasn’t worried about the profits of the New York office, and
this had a great effect throughout this firm and it’s a monument to
Alex Smith that it happened.

Now, who are we that are trying to carry out these two basic pur-
poses? Here’s where my figures differ—my figures are as recent as last
night (laughter) and maybe Bill Watts was the last man aboard, but
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there are a couple of contenders for that role. My figures tell me that we
have a consulting staff of 250 which is up 24 net as of this time; that 
we have 50 full-time administrators; 263 operations staff—for a total
firm personnel of 538. Now those people are scattered all around this
world and, more than that, they are multi-national personnel. I only
have the nationalities of the consulting staff, but it runs like this: We
have 23 Britons, 4 Swiss, 2 French, 3 Australians, 2 Italians, 1 German,
1 Swede, 3 Dutch, 1 New Zealander, 1 Canadian and 1 Yugoslav who’s
about to become an American. That makes 42 other nationalities, and
the balance of the 250 are Americans. So you can see that the propor-
tion is changing rapidly and, as Hugh brought out, it’s likely to change
with continuing rapidity.

What else can we say about ourselves in terms of the people that
are trying to achieve those objectives? I’ve got some more data here
about our educational background. Education isn’t important only
because of the qualities of mind that it builds in a person; it’s an evi-
dence of drive and initiative and ambition and determination and a lot
of other things to get all the degrees that this group has gathered and,
while I don’t have them for the administrative staff and the operations
staff, they’ve got a lot of degrees too. At the university and college level
we have 247 degrees—14 PhDs, 9 LLBs, 15 MAs of one kind or
another; Masters of Science 23; MBAs from various schools, 148
(laughter)—I’ll give you the breakdown: from Columbia, 2; from
Wharton, 9; from Stanford, 10; from Harvard, 99; and from others,
28. Of those 99, 39 of them came directly from Harvard Business
School and I think about the same proportion—if you can make a sta-
tistic out of 2 or 10 or 9—it’s about the same, maybe 100 percent for
Wharton but I don’t think so. I don’t have that compiled. Anyway, the
people trying to achieve those two objectives have got 461 degrees and
that says more than the degrees themselves.

In the achievement of these two objectives, who are we serving
currently? Again, I give you the figures as of October 8 in this case. On
October 8 we had 147 clients. We’ve probably got more than that now
because this doesn’t include Coca-Cola, but we haven’t quite started
the Coca-Cola study and you can probably think of other ones that are
about to start. I’m going to talk only about the clients that we were
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serving on the 8th of October. I’m not going to go back and talk about
the clients we used to serve or the clients we might serve. This is a
brief analysis of the clients we are serving in the achievement of those
two objectives.

Our largest, most important and perhaps most difficult assignment
is for the Air Force Systems Command. It’s large because it’s a large
activity, they have a lot of people on it; it’s important because it has to
do with the superior Free World and the solvency of the United States
government. (Laughter) If we don’t keep those missiles in place ready
to shoot when the other fellows shoot theirs—and now the Chinese
have got one to shoot—then we’re in real trouble. And if we don’t get
those Air Force fellows buying them cheaper, it’s going to break us. So
between those two things—remember Khrushchev said he was going
to bury us economically and now they’re burying Khrushchev—but
seriously we do have to control the cost at the same time that we are
keeping the missiles in place, and that is a great project in which we
have an important part.

Our most unusual study is for the International Labor Organiza-
tion, an organization that includes not only the countries of the Free
World but the countries of the Communist World, and we have made
an organization study there and it’s going on and being implemented.
It’s a most unusual study and a very prestigious one.

Within the corporate world, we have a number of clients and I’ve
classified them by industry, just to touch on them. Many of them have
been already mentioned, but I think it is significant to see for whom we
are trying to achieve these objectives. In the oil industry,Texaco, Socony,
Shell Mex B.P., Standard of Indiana, Union Tidewater and several
others too numerous to mention; in chemicals, Union Carbide, FMC,
Celanese, Geigy, Monsanto, Dynamit Nobel and several others; in food,
General Foods, Lever and Unilever which are unrelated—that is, one
came in one way and the other came in another, and Heinz; in steel,
Inland, Wheeling, English, and Stuart & Lloyd; in paper, International,
Union Bag, Scott, Goldwater and others; in airlines, American, KLM;
in railroads, C&O, B&O, Southern, Reading, Southern Pacific, and the
Boston & Maine; in the insurance field, Metropolitan, New York Life,
Life Insurance of Virginia, Equitable of Iowa, Allstate, Minnesota,
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British Insurance Association and several others; in banking, Morgan
Guaranty, First National City, Commerce Union of Nashville, North-
west Bank Corporation, Seattle First National and others. And then
these other miscellaneous—listen to some of the miscellaneous compa-
nies: IBM (laughter), International Harvester, Massey Ferguson, Dun-
lop Brothers, Bally Shoe, Volkswagen, Caterpillar Tractor and Johnson
& Johnson.

That’s a pretty good group of people to be pursuing these two
objectives with and we are trying to serve them well, of course.

Now with all of our people and all of those clients scattered around
the world, how do we maintain constancy of purpose? First, we have a
philosophy and a set of beliefs and strategic concepts, and, second, we
have a system of management geared to our philosophy. If the system of
management doesn’t sometimes seem like a system, it’s only because it
doesn’t look like it. It has been planned and we are trying to program it.

Not long ago you all received—and all of you who have joined the
firm recently, I hope have received—a memorandum called “The
Strategy for Professional Growth.” This is a document that summa-
rizes our concepts, our beliefs and our philosophy, and also gives some
thought for the future.This is a document that was prepared under the
leadership of the Executive Group; it was processed seven drafts by the
Management Group, in all offices; many revisions were made; many
contributions went into it from people in various parts of the world.
Here in a few pages—let’s see, twenty pages—we have a statement of
what it is we’re trying to do and what are the things that are holding
us together in terms of this scattered group of people, serving this scat-
tered group of clients on all of the problems that we are dealing with
them. And so I commend this to you as a document of real impor-
tance, if we are going to hold this group of people into one firm and
make it effective for the client and make it effective for ourselves and
make it grow and prosper in size and stature and in profit.

So we start out with that as a set of beliefs, and I’d like to read you
a few sentences here now from The McKinsey Foundation Book that
Tom Watson of IBM prepared. These are lectures, as you know, deliv-
ered in the McKinsey Foundation Lectures at Columbia. He says: “I
believe the real difference between success and failure in a corporation
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can very often be traced to the question of how well the organization
brings out the great energies and talents of its people. What does it do
to help these people find common cause with each other? How does it
keep them pointed in the right direction despite the many rivalries and
differences that exist among them? And how can it sustain this com-
mon cause and sense of direction through the many changes which
take place from one generation to another? These problems are not
unique to corporations; they exist in all large organizations, in political
and religious institutions. Consider any great organization, one that
has lasted over the years, and I think you will find it owes its resiliency
not to its form of organization or administrative skill but to the power
of what we call the beliefs and the appeal these beliefs have for its peo-
ple. This, then, is my thesis: I firmly believe that any organization in
order to survive and achieve success must have a sound set of beliefs on
which it premises all its policies and actions.

Now we have a set of beliefs that’s been hammered out over the
years and this set of beliefs is contained in this Strategy memorandum.
I don’t want to go over that memorandum. What I would like to do is
to look forward rather than even look at the present but, drawing on
our Strategy memorandum, to thread some of the comments on Six
Basic Requirements for Continued Growth in the firm, in size, in
stature and profit. None of these things that I call requirements is not
contained in the Strategy memorandum. I’m simply putting them in a
little different order and trying to pull together some of the things that
we have talked about in the last couple of days so that this might be in
a more cohesive form that we can think about.

When you’re tying to carry out strategy, concepts, philosophy and
to meet requirements, there are only two ways to do it: One is to
inspire that it be done; and the other is to require that it be done. We
have over the years depended chiefly on inspiring. I don’t mean by
inspiring exhortation. I mean leadership and dedication of people, and
that comes mostly on the job. It doesn’t come very much in the office
and it doesn’t come very much in gatherings. It comes on the job
where we have an inspiration from people who are really dedicated to
their work, to do that work well, and this requires people to adhere to
common beliefs and to have constancy of purpose.
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Now the second thing is requiring. We have insisted that certain
standards be met; we have insisted that some discipline be adhered to.
This over the years has been a minimum, and so we have hoped that
through inspiring rather than requiring people would first become
committed to the work of this firm and these objectives, and finally
become dedicated. And we hope that by the time they have been pro-
moted to the management group they are dedicated as well as com-
mitted. Having been dedicated, they are in a much better position to
inspire rather than require.

So now let’s take each of these six requirements and look ahead
and see what some of the problems are of meeting them and what
some of the problems are of inspiring and requiring that people meet
these six requirements.

First requirement is to bring beliefs and the ethical values essen-
tial for a professional practice and required to attract, hold, and make
fully productive the outstanding men and women needed to conduct
that practice. And here is a contribution that Alex Smith made in
great measure. Alex joined this firm when the management consulting
profession was not much of a profession, in fact, it was very new and it
was kind of scattered and people wondered if this was an activity car-
ried on by charlatans. Alex joined the firm many years ago and I’m
sure that some of you are here, joined the firm, because of Alex’s scin-
tillating personality and eminent quality; and I’m sure that some of
you stayed because of his leadership and his requiring that you stay
because of the inspiration that he gave.

For those of you who didn’t know him that may sound a little
sticky, but there was nothing about Alex that didn’t come through in a
very solid fashion.

Now the belief and ethical values is something that comes out of
your own training and your family background, and it can only be
brought out by other people. Alex did that.

In the adherence to ethical value we have some requiring. Over
the years we’ve had very few problems of people meeting high stan-
dards because we have selected them carefully. But we have had to
eliminate people rather quickly because they didn’t, and we even ush-
ered one man right off the premises without giving him a chance to do
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anything more than pick up his belongings and get out. This is the
other side of the equation; we haven’t had to use this very often.

One of the attributes of adhering to high ethical values that is
essential in maintaining constancy to purpose is the supportive atti-
tudes that we have to have for each other. If this group doesn’t support
the group and if the individuals don’t support the other individuals, we
can fly apart because we’re scattered around, we’re serving all these
clients, we have all these nationalities. Our common denominator
must be to support the group and not to downgrade the other fellow
and not to pick at him, not to make it more difficult, but to help him
succeed in our common purpose. This is an aspect of ethical values.

It always sounds a little bit sticky to talk about ethical values. We
expect that in people.They’ve been trained by the family and the church
and the school and the university to have high ethical values. It’s one of
our strategic concepts, and I’d like to show you how practical this can be.
We have in this room a network of people scattered from Australia on
one hand and Germany on the other, and if we can have confidence in
each other and in the quality of the work and the professional adherence
to standards, think of the power that we have to offer to our clients—
when the fellow here can make an arrangement for someone else to
carry out there and know that he might make some mistakes of judg-
ment, he might be technically unqualified; he might fall on his face for
a variety of reasons, but he isn’t going to fall on his face because he tries
to trim any corners or to depart from ethical values. This is an element
of strength of the greatest value to our clients and of the greatest value
to the firm, and it must be something to which we constantly adhere.

I’ve made a study of the history of the professions: The doctor, the
lawyer, and all of the other professions adhere to these professional
standards for selfish reasons. This is a concept, and here’s how it
works. Think of the value of the doctor who establishes a reputation
that he is never going to operate unless it’s necessary, that he is never
going to say come back and pay me another visit at another $10, $15,
$25, $35 unless it’s necessary, and only he can make that decision. It’s
a subjective decision. But think of the value to him when people rec-
ognize that he meets that kind of standard, and they can go to him 
in confidence and put themselves in his hands. This is the reason for
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professional standards. It is a selfish thing although it looks unselfish
at the outset. And we adhere to it for selfish reasons, if you take away
the surface and look at it. So therefore the maintenance of high ethical
values in this group by each of the individuals can be looked at, if you
will, in a very selfish way: that any of us who departs from the highest
ethical values in the professional approach to our work is cutting at the
heart of the thing that we stand for and, if you will, he’s cutting our
stature, he’s slowing down our size and he’s cutting our profits, because
the thing that will cause people to come to us is because, like the doc-
tor, they can put themselves in our hands and know that we are going
to treat them in their interest. And this is an asset of great value. This
firm has worked hard to achieve that role, and it’s the responsibility of
each of us as individuals to maintain that constancy of purpose. And
here is a place where Alex made the greatest contribution.

Now, our second requirement is high standards and willingness to
pay the price for enforcing them. Especially important are: the profes-
sional approach, quality standards for client work, standards for caliber
and performance of consultants, and professional standards for income
development. We’ve heard a lot about that during the past two days.
We’ve had some excellent discussions and presentations. The M&M
boys on problem-solving process were especially good, and I only want
to add one thing to the Morrison and McDonald presentation and it’s
a phrase that I think Hugh gave me, or someone around the firm gave
me. They said, “What are the characteristics of our problem-solving
process? The way that we do it is that we swarm all over the problem.”
And it’s not a bad thought. We have all kinds of approaches to it and
we don’t accept the client’s statement of what the problem is. When
we were doing the Dunlop study we didn’t accept the fact that they
wanted to have an office layout problem to determine whether they
needed more space or not. We swarmed all over that problem, and
Roger and Al McDonald have told us how to do it.

The professional approach is something that we’ve heard a lot
about, and I would like to give you a specific example of the value of
the professional approach. This is how we were retained by Dynamit
Nobel—I hope I have the facts accurately: Dynamit Nobel is a big
explosives manufacturer in Germany with a major chemical position;
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it’s part of a very important German group, one of maybe fifteen of the
companies in Germany that would be the best to start with and they
heard about our work at Imperial Chemicals Industries Ltd., ICI to
those of us who know it. Whether they heard about it through discus-
sion with the people there or whether they read about it in the chem-
ical journals or the general press, I don’t know, but in any event they
talked with the ICI executives and they told them that they thought
that we were doing, had done good work and so they got in touch with
us. John McDonald and Peter Hobbins went to see them, and the
thing that they started talking about was the clerical cost reduction
study.

Here were two people very anxious to build a practice in Germany,
offered an opportunity to take on a clerical cost reduction study, a per-
fectly fine thing to do, but they said, “Are you sure that this is the right
place to start?” And they offered to spend three days looking at the sit-
uation. And after having spent that three days they then said, “This is
not the place to start” because they found that there were some orga-
nizational concepts in that company that would make it very difficult,
or at least wasteful, to try to reduce the clerical costs when, by orga-
nizing it in a different fashion, you could cut out more costs and this
would affect the clerical costs. So at the risk of losing the study they
came back to them and said it ought to be approached in this way.

Well, this met with the approval of the executives and then they
appeared before the board. In appearing before the board they
described the approach, they told them about the work that had been
done during these three days, and they indicated that they were ready
to sign a contract. Well, they had had some unfortunate experience
with other consultants and they wanted to be very careful about sign-
ing the contract and so our fellows said to them, “You don’t have to
sign a contract with McKinsey & Company.” They were quite sur-
prised about that. They were more surprised about the fee. (Laughter)
And Peter, who of course is fluent in German, heard one of the direc-
tors turn to another on the side and he said, “I suppose there are fees
that high but I didn’t know it before.” (Laughter)

So they decided that they would put themselves in our hands, and
therefore the professional approach had great value. In the first place,
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they had a study that was much more interesting to us and much more
important to them; we had it at a high fee; and we had it without a
contract which was much to their liking and to ours, because if we are
pursuing a professional approach and they lose confidence in us or we
don’t think that they’re going to act on our recommendations, we’d like
to be free to discontinue the work.

Now the third requirement for success in the future, it seems to me,
is the perceptive and conceptual thinking that can detect client oppor-
tunities and needs and can detect external and internal forces affecting
the firm—you saw a diagram on these forces last night—and can capi-
talize on these factors through developing improved and new services
and better firm management methods and program. That’s what a lot
of this conference has been about, how to do all those things, and we
have Warren Cannon to thank for the format of this. I believe that this
conference has been very well conceived and every session that I was in
was well prepared and well presented; so it has helped us in the devel-
opment of new services and in the improvement of existing services.

This firm has a set of concepts and beliefs that as Tom Watson says
ought to be immutable, but if we get rigid and we feel that everything
ought to remain the same, why then we’re going to be in trouble. So
this requirement says that we must be perceptive to changes going on
about us, we must be perceptive to things that are going on in the firm,
and we must adjust our services to clients to meet the external factors
and we must adjust the policies, procedures and programs in leadership,
personnel and everything else to the things that are going on in the
firm because we can’t serve our clients well unless we have people in the
firm who are productive and the right people to do that job.

And we have been sensitive to the external factors and you have
heard some client names of the 147 we’re serving currently that couldn’t
have been client names a while back. In the insurance field, you heard
a number of names and the figures behind those names are big. This
came about because we had leadership in Dick Neuschel and John
Garrity to be sensitive to the first insurance study that we had quite by
chance and to capitalize on that to apply one after another good pieces
of work to the insurance field. Now in the railroad field we have the
same thing happening. We were sensitive to the opportunities for work
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in the railroad field, and Bob Hall had the sensitivity to see the oppor-
tunities in the railroad field and he immersed himself in several railroad
studies—the Southern, the Reading, the B&O and C&O—and he was
providing at the time his career was so abruptly terminated a high
degree of leadership in the railroad field. This leadership which Phil
Babb shared has been carried on by Phil Babb, but let me give you
something that is quite interesting to me about Bob Hall.

This is a memorandum that I received the day after Bob died. It
must have been mailed from the airport from the date on it, and it
showed his continuing interest in the railroad field. I’d like to read it to
you—it’s just one small page. It’s in longhand, that’s why I think he
wrote it at the airport. He says, “Marvin, The reaction to the Reading
report has been increasingly favorable.” (The Reading report was done
under Bob Hall’s direction and was one of the things that has advanced
our railroad practice.) “To date the railroad has distributed about 100
copies and has asked us for an additional supply. We are also planning a
mailing of our mass transportation commission report to specific rail-
roads and public agencies. It has been well received already by the Com-
mission members.”

So here was a man probably sitting at the airport getting ready to
go to another client, thinking about his leadership in a field of our prac-
tice, and he attached to it a little printed booklet here called “The
Reading Commuter.” Apparently the Reading Railroad had digested
for their riders the McKinsey study and Bob had underscored the var-
ious places—there must have been eight or ten of them—where the
McKinsey report is referred to in this little handbook that I suppose
they distribute to the commuters on the Reading Railroad because this
study had to do with their commuting business. This is one little tangi-
ble evidence of the kind of leadership that Bob Hall was providing on
that front and on the front of the development of a phase of our prac-
tice. No one asked Bob to do it, no one told Bob to do it. He seized the
opportunity and he was pursuing it vigorously at the time of his death.

Our fourth requirement for success in the future is continuing
attention to maintaining a working atmosphere in the firm that will
attract, hold, and make fully productive the high talent men we need
to conduct our practice. That sounds kind of wordy to keep repeating
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“to attract, hold and make fully productive,” but that’s what we have to
do. We have to attract the highest caliber people, which I think you
can recognize we’re doing. You can’t deny it individually. (Laughter)
And I think one of the things we all get out of this conference is look-
ing at ourselves collectively and then we begin to believe it. So we have
attracted the highest caliber people. Our recruiters had a conference
the other day, the day before this conference started, and talked about
recruiting and if you think your job is hard just think of the fact that
those poor fellows have to interview from 75 to 100 people, some of us
do, in order to get one. So this business of attracting is pretty expen-
sive business.

Now, to hold those people and to make them productive we have
to create an atmosphere that that kind of a man likes. You must
remember that the fellow that is selected from the 75 to 100 against
the standards we have is a fellow who can get a job any time that he
wants to. We know that, you know it, everybody knows it; we might as
well face it as a fact. Therefore, you are going to stay in this work, ded-
icated to these common causes only so long as you find it interesting,
profitable, rewarding in a whole variety of ways; and we know you
won’t do it if you’re living in an atmosphere that is not conducive to
doing good work, if you have to watch the other fellow—if you have to
think what is the politics of this situation and is someone undercutting
me, is he downgrading me—and a whole range of other things that
the high talent man does not like to have in the working atmosphere
where he is trying to put out as much as this demanding work requires.
And so morale for a group of high caliber people is a very intangible
thing. It has to be stimulating and it has to be wholesome, and this is
something that we not only try to inspire but we also require. It’s one
of the cohesive things, the glue that will hold us together, and we do
have to watch it all of the time. And the cliché at the moment at least
is, “Let’s show supportive attitudes toward each other,” the best way to
create that kind of morale for this kind of person.

Our fifth requirement is a progressive, innovating, forward-looking
point of view on moving ahead and taking risks in serving clients and
managing the firm. Maybe some of you don’t think that we’re very good
risk-takers, but in moving ahead as rapidly as we have in the interna-
tional field the same time that we’ve opened an office in the United

270 McKinsey & Co. Partners’ Conference, 1964

11131_Edersheim_bapp03_f.qxd  2/10/04  3:21 PM  Page 270



States and putting people on the important problems for those impor-
tant companies that we do, with as limited experience with us as we do,
we think is risk-taking. It is risk-taking with our most important asset,
our reputation and our standing with our clients.

Innovation we’re a little slow at, I think. We didn’t get into the
Operations Research field as soon as we should, but I think one of the
characteristics of this group at least is when we do it, we do it; and
those of you who had the stimulation of sitting in on our Operations
Research presentations, I’m sure, feel that we are really in it—the one
that was a description of what we have done for Johnson & Johnson
and the one dealing with the application of Operations Research to
top management. We had to go outside to get our leadership in this in
Dave Hertz, and we’ve had that leadership, we’re profiting from it, and
we have a whole group of fellows who are good at this. We didn’t do it
as fast as we should have but it’s in and it is permeating everything
we’re doing and it is stimulating a lot of thinking on a great many
other fronts. I’m sure those of you who were in those presentations
could just think about getting a dozen presidents together and giving
them that Johnson & Johnson presentation, they would understand
Operations Research. The only trouble with doing it is that we’d have
so many requests for assistance that we don’t dare do it for a while.

So, we have in this group some inertia. I suppose the inertia comes
because we’re so analytical and so critical that we’re always finding the
things that are wrong, finding the things that are difficult to do. So on
the one hand we’re pretty good risk-takers in many ways, and we’re a
little slow in other ways. I hope that, as we move ahead, we can be a lit-
tle faster in innovating than we have been; and yet innovation in minor
ways is going on all the time as people are finding new ways of doing
things. These are going on, but I’m talking about innovation in the big
things where I believe we could speed up if we would all open our
minds a little bit more to the fact that this may be a good thing to do.

Our sixth and last requirement for progress, it seems to me, is con-
tinuing attention to improving our internal management and leader-
ship. At our present and future size everything we want to do requires
effective management and capable leadership. Leadership in a profes-
sional firm is a peculiar sort of thing that has to be given by the man
on the job, the engagement director, and it’s his responsibility to give
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it. He must make the people not only work well and do a good job for
the client; it’s part of his job to insure commitment and ultimately
dedication to this profession and to this firm as a career.

In the development of our management system, and having heard
the description by Russ Aycoff of a system I couldn’t help think that
maybe our system isn’t as bad as it sometimes is reported to be, because
we in our management of this firm meet those requirements, I think,
fairly well. But we do have some defects and we might as well face
them and we ought to overcome them, and one of those is the role of
what we call the specialist in our firm. That isn’t, perhaps, a good term.
I had luncheon with Jim Fischer one time and I took down some notes
of his that indicated to me that there is another approach to this and
I’m going to try to work that out, because his concept was that this is
experience in depth that runs clear across our practice, that that’s the
kind of specialization that we need. We can’t be at this size; we can’t
have the kinds of clients that those 147 represent, and we can’t solve
the complex problems without the specialist; and if any of you were in
those two sessions on OR you’re sure of that now. So here is some
inertia. We’re going to do this, we are doing it, but we certainly have
resistance to the concept that this firm has got to move ahead not just
with generalists but with specialists and that we must not destroy our
assets by having the specialist inspired to become a generalist, because
he then can’t be experienced in depth and deal with these complex
problems. This is something that if we have common cause, constancy
of purpose, we ought to address ourselves to and the way to address
ourselves to it is to be sure that we all recognize that value to every one
of us in common cause in this firm in going ahead from here.

And so we have the problem finally in meeting those six require-
ments to be sure that we are convinced of the worthwhileness of all of
these requirements, the worthwhileness of what we’re doing. I don’t
believe that if you stop to analyze the things that you are working on
that you can question very much their worthwhileness if you would like
to be a professional man working in the problem-solving of business,
Government, and other kinds of organizations. You must satisfy your-
self that the professional approach is valuable to the client and worth-
while to the client and therefore something you want to participate in.
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You must satisfy yourself that the addition of what you are doing to that
client is valuable, not only valuable to the client because it produces
profits but valuable to the economy because it makes things better for
people. And Khrushchev was probably dumped because he couldn’t do
that under their system.

I talked with Dave Morse who’s Gil’s friend, the head of ILO, and
Gil arranged for me to have luncheon with him and he had just come
back from behind the Iron Curtain two or three weeks ago, and he said,
“I have talked with the people who belong to the ILO behind the Iron
Curtain,” and he said, “They are in trouble.They admitted that.” And he
had dinner with Khrushchev—I don’t suppose Khrushchev admitted
it—but people very close to Khrushchev had told Dave Morse that they
were in trouble. This was just a few days before the news came out dur-
ing this conference that they had changed the command.

So the work that we do is designed to make things better for peo-
ple, and it’s designed to make the government that we’re serving bet-
ter government for people. It seems to me that in making common
cause we can first have commitment and later have dedication, and we
have had examples here, very brief, but they were of two men who have
left us who had dedication in the extreme—Alex, who made the con-
tribution throughout his life of these very deep kinds; Bob Hall who
went to Washington to add something to that office, who later took it
over, and then provided the leadership for our railroad practice. It is
that kind of contribution made by many men and women who are
going to give us common cause in the achievement of these objectives.

I want to conclude with a statement by a British economist—I
asked two or three of the Britons how to pronounce his name; they
weren’t sure and I’ve got two versions and I’m going to use one of those
versions—the British economist Walter Badgett, who said, “Strong
beliefs win strong men and make them stronger.” And my addition to
that is that as our own men become stronger in their beliefs and deeper
in their dedication, so will we achieve constancy of purpose in the
achievement of our two objectives. (Applause)

CHAIRMAN: In just a few minutes I will adjourn this confer-
ence and we won’t be meeting again, of course, for another two years.
Anything that I might add to what Marvin has just said would be
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anticlimactic and I therefore do not intend to say very much, but I
don’t think it is inappropriate in closing this conference for me to
attempt a tribute to the leadership of Marvin Bower himself.

Now some of you are here for your first annual conference hence-
forth to be biennial. I myself am attending my fourteenth. Others are
here on their nineteenth, twentieth and other anniversaries. Marvin
Bower has just spoken to us—not to me, of course, but to this kind of a
conference—for the twenty-seventh time. In the fourteen conferences
that I have attended I have seen some good ones, some outstanding,
some not so good, and some more or less unmemorable—let’s say
indifferent—but one common feature in all of them, and I mean this
without exception, has been the quality of the closing address always
given by Marvin Bower.

It has been a source of wonder to me, quite honestly, how any man
could sustain the inspired addresses that he has given over twenty-
seven years, and it seems to me that the answer or the explanation for
it can be summed up in the one word leadership. (Applause)

MR. BOWER: I should have included this before but I certainly
must now. Twenty-seven times here is not the total time that I have
been with the firm, and obviously I’m dedicated further. One of the
problems about any firm, though, that’s had someone at it as long as I
have is the problem of getting rid of them, and I want everyone to
know that I’m on record with the managing committee that I’m not
only ready to take the first step of leaving the succession that I’ve taken
but I’m ready to take all the steps just as rapidly as anyone tells me that
they should be taken. This is important to me because it’s important to
the firm, and I think that everybody ought to know that that is the case
because one of the things that has hurt many firms and many busi-
nesses that you’ve seen is that some one person who had a hand in their
development keeps his hand in too long, and it’s your responsibility to
tell the managing committee when you’ve had enough. (Applause)
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Charles “Chuck” Ames Partner, Clayton, Dubilier & 
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GmbH 1970–1992

Margaret S. Neal Secretary to Marvin Bower, Florida
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Pfizer, Inc. 1983–1986
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McKinsey & Co. 1969–1998
Cherie Olland Global director of business 
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Jones Day 1982–1985
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Hein Onkenhout Regional CEO Americas, Rexam 

Beauty & Closures 1981–1988
Carel Paauwe Chairman, Rekkof 1970–1998
Hugh Parker Former head of McKinsey 

& Co., U.K. 1951–1983
Andrall Pearson Founding chairman, Yum! Brands,
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Don Perkins Retired chairman, A&P
H. Don Perkins Jr. Partner, Zon Capital Partners 1985–1989
Bill Price Retired editor, McKinsey & Co. 1980–2002
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McKinsey & Co. 1966–1998
Ken Roman Retired chairman, Ogilvy 

& Mather
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Isabel Sawhill Brookings Institute
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Barbara Sinclair Administrative Assistant to 

Marvin Bower 1969–2002
Leif Soderberg Senior vice president and 

director of global strategy and 
corporate development,
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Betty Vandenbosch Professor, Case Western 
Reserve University 1983–1990
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Lee Walton* Former managing director,
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Robert “Bob” Waterman, Jr. Chairman, The Waterman 
Group, Inc. 1964–1985

Howard “Terry” Williams III Former head of Washington, D.C.
office, McKinsey & Co. 1959–1997

Walter Wriston Retired chairman, Citibank
Gene Zelazny Director of visual communications, 1961–

McKinsey & Co. Present
Dr. Klaus Zumwinkel Chairman of the management 

board, Deutsche Post AG 1974–1985
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