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and the individual’s contribution to the enterprise was evaly F
-ated by a thorough 3<60*degree review process to com and
rank the individuals in a team. When a project fa{'cd thﬂfb
was a postmortem: Was the concept flawed? Were there poor
decisions made along the way? Was it a flawed approach to

the salnnon, or was it simply poorly executed? The goal of
~ this postmortem was to learn from the experiment and to
lew.mge it in other parts of the enterprise. When an initiative

- was killed, they “celebrated™ with beer and champagne.

Compensation for associates was based on contribu-
tmn It was determined by a committee of leaders with
expertise in the functional area. The committee reviewed
and rank-ordered the associates on the basis of input from
the leaders as well as the associate’s peer group regarding
his or her impact and effectiveness.®® Even if projects failed
or couldn’t hit targets, contribution was judged on the
basis of the associate’s overall impact on the enterprise. For
instance, coaching new hires was considered as a signifi-

- cant contribution. To ensure fairness and competitiveness

emmaﬂy, Gore continually compared compensation pack-

- ages with similar firms and rewarded associates accord-
ingly. They were also compensated through stock and
profit-sharing programs.” “We are all in the same boat.”"!

After one year of employment, all associates were
eligible to be owners in the firm. Employees owned

_ nearly 25 percent of the firm.”? Both risks and rewards
were shared, with a commitment to long-term success.
Investment dectsmns were based on long-term payoff The
costs and resources associated with expcruncntanop and

- research were not looked upon as “expenses” but rather

. as mvcs:mrznts 73 Associates were encouraged to ‘trcat
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Culture across Cultures i | |
In 2012, Gore was operating in 30 munmw, Onc would have
expected that a strong culture like Gore’s would be quite a
challenge to implement in certain countries, especially in Asia.
‘Gore had made sure that there was room for adaptatmn.
For instance, in Korea, it was mconcewable not to have
business cards with clearly labeled titles. It was critical for
communication with customers and business partners, as well
as fqr the assoclates’ families. So, Korean associates had all
kinds of fancy titles on their business cards. Yet they very well
knew that these titles didn’t mean anything internally and
havm!, them duin‘t mean they could behave differently.”s

hile st bcultums existed within Gore around the
wmrld \Hlth subtle dlfferences, some of the fundamental

 beliefs of Gore were held sacrosanct. According to Kelly,

4 The va]u&s‘ are the same in Asia. Who doesn’t want to be
behevcd Who doesn’t want to feel they can make a huge
com:nbuuon? Mmt pcopic want to be part of a team.®7¢
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' years after its founding, a majority of the core

tenets ﬂf Bill q:yre‘s management philosophy were still

thriving at W. L. Gore & Associates—not just in the U.S.
mpemmnns but m saew:rai t)f its dmsmns a.mund the warld
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