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			“To be a gold medal winner of the Leadership Pentathlon, read, chew, and practice the thoughts, actions and steps in this book. Kelner does a provocative, deep dive into why you want to be a leader and most importantly, what kind of leader. Then he pushes further into who you wish to be leading. In the words of Yoda, ‘Don’t try, do!’ This book makes it within your grasp.”
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			Introduction

			Do you want to be a leader? Do you want to be a better leader? Are you uncertain as to whether you can or should be a leader? If your answer to any of these questions is yes, this book is for you.

			I’ve seen and evaluated thousands of leaders, and helped clients and colleagues assess tens of thousands more, by providing the tools and approaches to measure them accurately against the requirements of the role.

			Consequently, I’ve seen what good and great leadership looks like around the world, across industries, in nonprofit and for-profit organizations, in startups and in multinationals. I’ve seen people just starting out as leaders, and people who have spent most of their careers in leadership positions. I’ve brought to bear both scientific and business perspectives to identify better leaders, or to develop people into better leaders—and to help others to do the same.

			In the course of that time, and thanks to massive amounts of research data, I’ve learned a few things about leaders and how they grow, and I want to share that insight with you.

			1.There is more than one kind of leader.

			2.Different leaders need different capabilities.

			3.Different leaders are driven by different motives.

			4.As the organization you lead increases in size, you need different capabilities.

			Some people ask if leaders are born or made. The answer is yes. There are specific characteristics that make certain kinds of leadership easier, which we will refer to as capabilities, but you are not automatically a leader unless you develop those characteristics the right way. And virtually every capability of leadership can be developed to some degree. Furthermore, as the title indicates, there is not just one kind of leader—different leaders need different capabilities, which means you are not forced to go in one direction. Which leads me to one more question for you:

			What kind of leader do you want to be when you grow up?

			I assume you do want to be a leader, or perhaps you sit in a leadership position right now, or you wouldn’t be reading this book. Or perhaps you are questioning yourself and want to confirm you are doing the right thing as a leader or by taking a leadership role.

			Some will say the best leaders do not want the job, but that’s not true if someone avoids the job of leader because they think they will be terrible at it. In my experience, it’s tough giving feedback to people who believe this—even when we know they actually can do well as leaders.

			Of course, people who do want the job are not guaranteed to be good at it, either. There’s no direct correlation between wanting to be a leader and being good at it. People who think they are entitled to lead regardless of this fact also don’t take feedback well—they think they’re ready, sometimes despite compelling evidence otherwise.

			But people who want to get better as leaders, or lack confidence in their ability, whether they are leaders already or not—I can work with them.

			One key factor of learning and growing, perhaps the most important, is being able to admit you are wrong, and therefore that you can do better. If you really want to be an effective leader but have some questions about how to do it, then you are exactly the person who will most benefit from this book, and the person who has the most opportunity to grow, because you will also be motivated to do it. (We’ll talk about motivation, too.)

			And if you just want to figure out if you want to be (or should be) a leader at all, I can help with that, too. It’s okay if you don’t; not everyone is cut out for it, and even of those who are, not everyone likes the job. Every level of leadership you will see here presents not only an opportunity to grow, but an opportunity to stop and be happy and effective where you are.

		

	
		
		 

			What Kind of Leader Do You Want to Be?

			What Kinds of Leaders Are There?

			Did you know there is more than one kind of leader? You wouldn’t necessarily know it from the bookshelves in the business section of your friendly local bookstore. With a few notable exceptions, people tend to treat “leader” as a single, monolithic concept. But if that were true, we’d see more overlap between, for example, effective business leaders and US presidents, and we do not. Some of the most effective US presidents failed when they ran businesses, notably Lincoln and Truman. The reverse is also true—Warren G. Harding and Hoover were successful businessmen, but are considered poor presidents.1 There have also been controversies (or worse) about such business leaders/politicians as Silvio Berlusconi, former prime minister of Italy; Sebastián Piñera, former president of Chile; Boris Grigoryevich Ivanishvili, former prime minister of Georgia; and others. One kind of leadership ability is no guarantee of others.

			Indeed, even within the business world there are multiple kinds of leaders, and you can be great as one and poor as another. Think how often we have seen brilliant leaders of startups stumble once their business got too large to handle, or longtime leaders of big businesses fail to deal with market changes.

			We will dig into five of the commonest kinds of leaders—the “Pentad of Great Leadership” in this book’s subtitle. Start thinking about which you are, which you want to be, and which you want to avoid.

			The Pentad: The Five Kinds of Leaders

			[image: ]

			Note that these are not formal job titles. You can lead without being labeled the leader or manager, or even having any formal authority at all. Being influential is not the same thing as having a job title.2

			That means you can start to identify what kind of leader you might want to be (or not want to be) whether you are currently in a position of authority or not. Ask yourself the following questions, and let’s see the leader type to which you gravitate.

			What Kind of Leader Might You Be?

			
				
					
					
					
					
				
				
					
							
							Question

						
							
							If

						
							
							Answer

						
					

					
							
							Do you want to do something new and different or otherwise better?

						
							
							Do you have unique, specialized expertise and/or credentials that can’t be passed along without extensive work?

						
							
							Yes, Yes

						
							
							Thought

						
					

					
							
							Yes, No

						
							
							Entrepreneurial

						
					

					
							
							Do people matter as much (or more) than job tasks?

						
							
							Yes

						
							
							Caring

						
					

					
							
							Do you like having an impact on people or organizations, or have them respond to you?

						
							
							Do you like to have impact through guiding and growing people and organizations?

						
							
							Yes

						
							
							People

						
					

					
							
							Do you like to have impact through radically transforming people and organizations?

						
							
							Yes

						
							
							Change

						
					

				
			

			 

			Side Questions

			
				
					
					
				
				
					
							
							Can I say yes to more than one?

						
							
							Yes. People are complicated.3

						
					

					
							
							Can I be good at more than one?

						
							
							Yes, but don’t count on it.

							The more you try to be, the harder it is, though some are closer than others.

						
					

				
			

			 

			Rule of Thumb: The more kinds of leadership 
you do, the harder it is.

			Why Am I One Versus Another?

			What distinguishes these five? Besides kinds of competence, that is?

			At the core, what leads a person to become these kinds of leaders are their motives—their deep-seated emotional drives that empower them, direct them, help them select what to do, and attract them in certain directions.

			It’s really a simple concept: If you lack the motivation, it’s hard to do the same kind of thing every day. Motives provide the emotional energy because leaders should (and often do) enjoy what they do.

			Motives launch you on your path and keep firing the engines on your trajectory. Of course, if you lack the guidance system, you may accelerate straight into the ground, but that’s irrelevant unless you start off in the first place.

			As we move through this book, we’ll talk about what virtually all leaders do have in common—certainly their capabilities—but we’ll also look at how each kind of leader works through those capabilities. Some aspects are harder than others for some people. If you know this, you can prepare for it and expect it.

			I’ll use real people I have worked with as examples of these five kinds of leaders. I can’t always give real names, for what I hope are obvious reasons, but I can provide some real-life examples of how it feels from the inside.4

			Remember: Everyone has motivation, and everyone has ability. Not everyone is a natural leader, but everyone can learn. At the very least, you can become a better leader or find ways to make up for your gaps.

			If you read this and decide not to be a leader, I respect that decision. Not everyone needs to be a leader.5 But make sure you are fully informed before you make that choice, because you may be underselling yourself.

			What Levels of Leader Are There?

			The five kinds of leaders help us look at style, approach, and sets of capabilities, but we also have to look at levels of leaders—and how leaders grow into each. This is the path we will take through this book, in the same way that leaders do.

			Leaders normally start out as individuals with an idea, an ability, or an ambition, or some combination—but not an organization. As the organization under a leader grows in size and scope, the leader must develop to manage it effectively or drown in all the pieces necessary.

			Size and scope capture the absolute magnitude and complexity of a leader’s organization. There’s a significant difference between, for example, a CEO of a three-hundred-person company (complicated, but not that big, the size of many growing startups), and the chief information officer (CIO) managing a three-thousand-person information technology (IT) group in a large company (lots of people, but all in the same function).

			That CEO, who is a real person we will call Maria, had launched a dot-com startup some years before (her second startup, in fact), which began as a small group of about ten people, but scaled up rapidly. When I met her, it was up to around one hundred people, and some members of her small core group had had to hire people of their own. At that point, she knew everyone in the company. Over the next year, it leaped up to over three hundred people, and she suddenly had a far more complex organization, with subgroups organized around making their tool, marketing their tool, training people to use it, and working with partners; each of these subgroups had a number of people, not to mention an additional small finance group and a small IT group.

			By the time this organization peaked in size (for it shrank again later, though it never disappeared), she no longer knew everyone, but was managing a business that had a full range of functions, with an executive team of function heads reporting directly to her and a couple of layers of people below her.

			By contrast, the CIO, another real person who we will call Hans, was in a major financial services firm, with offices in multiple countries. He managed a group of more than three thousand people, but all of them were IT professionals from similar backgrounds with related knowledge and expertise and related roles in their jobs. Whereas Maria’s team ranged from finance to sales to IT to marketing to services to software development, Hans’s team varied only within IT: networking, security, hardware, tech support.

			Maria’s role was far larger than Hans’s in scope—Maria managed a broader variety of people than Hans, even though Hans managed over ten times as many people in terms of raw size, and thus his role was larger in those terms.

			In other words, their two organizations looked like this:

			[image: ]

			Leadership capabilities can scale up relative to size or to scope.

			For example, some capabilities relative to the size of one’s role:

			•Leading a group

			•Managing and providing goals for larger and larger numbers of people in a single field or function

			Likewise, some capabilities relative to the scope of one’s role:

			•Strategic thinking, which becomes more critical as you are responsible for more of a full business, where different functions, divisions, or geographies have to coordinate for success

			•Aligning diverse functions and even businesses around a common overall objective

			Size is relatively easy to measure, of course: Count how many people you have under your leadership, both direct (reporting to you) and indirect (reporting to someone who reports to you). Multiple other factors can influence that (Do you have contractors? Vendors? How many people can you actually know in your company?), but it’s still relatively easy to define.

			When you compare size and scope, however, as we did with Maria and Hans, you can see real differences. It’s entirely possible for Maria and Hans to have comparable leadership ability, but with a different array of strengths, which would also mean you couldn’t switch their roles successfully. They may have comparable—but not identical—leadership capability.

			Maria needs to be good at managing breadth: bringing together complexity, shifting gears to different concerns. Hans has to be good at managing depth: sending a message and mission through an organization of great size, communicating indirectly through multiple levels. If the organization is large and complex, then you need to do both!

			What’s more, people start out in different ways. Some try to start as an individual entrepreneur themselves and build up companies around themselves, so they gradually run a bigger and bigger firm (like Maria); others start from within another company and either grow in that company (like Hans) or split off to start another business. Either way, however, we can look at the size and scope of the position you are in now, and think about what the next step might be.

			Most organizations go up in size by multiplication, of course.

			How Size Increase Works

			[image: ]

			As a founding CEO, you start out alone, and then you need and must acquire a group of people under you to handle each function.

			You may start out with one person in each functional role, whatever they are for your business—finance, sales, marketing, R&D, manufacturing, distribution, services, and what have you. But if you need another level, you rarely need just one person under each. As companies grow, they may have anywhere from one to ten people at the next level of a given function. For example, if your sales organization is growing rapidly, you may go from one person nationally to needing regional heads (e.g., Northern US, Southern US, Eastern US, Western US, Central US or Scandinavia, Central Europe, UK, Iberia, Southern Europe, Eastern Europe), all of whom presumably report into your national leader of sales. If your sales grow even more, you might need still more beneath your regional heads (for example, by state or country in the two examples above).

			In the graphic above, it’s a neat five people per level, which never happens, but at any rate, you can see how quickly it scales up: the organization goes from one (the founder) to six (founder plus team) to thirty-one (plus next level). If continuing with that neat multiplication, the next level would add a total of 125 people, (for a total of 156) and the one after that would add another 625 more. In practice this varies a great deal: Marketing organizations are typically not as large as sales organizations, for example, because they work more globally designing approaches (such as advertising campaigns, image, and logos), rather than managing individual clients, which may make them somewhat larger scope while being smaller in size. Also, as I alluded to, number of direct reports in modern organizations is rarely limited to five, and can run as high as eight to ten, in which case the levels above would scale up much faster: one, eleven, 111, 1111 instead of one, six, thirty-one, 156. However, there are no hard-and-fast rules you can apply to all businesses. Most have a range of both smaller and larger suborganizations.

			What we do know is the set of typical size breaks that occur naturally on average in businesses, which you can find in a number of locations, and we will use that as a guide.6 In practice, the kind of pattern we see above leads to certain sizes being more common than others—peaks and valleys in total number of employees.

			Scope is more complex, of course. The table below focuses on the complicated nature of scope, showing the levels of leadership both:

			•As a leader growing a company from scratch, and

			•As an employee working up from within an existing, larger business

			Note that they converge at the top as a multiple-business CEO. Of course, this is somewhat simplified, but provides a reasonable scale.

			Technically, even in a scope-based table, you find some degree of size coming into play as well; if you are managing ten functions through their leaders, then logically you must have ten function heads. However, in this table, we are focusing on the breadth of management and the number of management levels, which may be larger or smaller depending on the average span of control within each function or business unit.

			Levels of Leadership Scope: Where Are You Now?

			
				
					
					
					
					
					
				
				
					
							
							Level

						
							
							As Top Leader

						
							
							From Within a Business

						
							
							Typical Size of Group

						
							
							What You Need to Do

						
					

					
							
							0

						
							
							Self

						
							
							Individual contributor

						
							
							1: Just you

						
							
							Whatever you want, within job limits

						
					

					
							
							1

						
							
							Team member

						
							
							Team member

						
							
							Yourself, plus a few others

						
							
							What is important for the group or team

						
					

					
							
							2

						
							
							Entrepreneur

						
							
							Supervisor

						
							
							1–10 direct reports

						
							
							Tell people what to do; still do some things yourself

						
					

					
							
							3

						
							
							Startup CEO

						
							
							Subfunction head/

							manager

						
							
							2 levels: 1 direct, 1 indirect set of reports

						
							
							Delegate to your direct reports so they supervise those below them on tasks

						
					

					
							
							4

						
							
							Small-business CEO

						
							
							Functional head

						
							
							3 levels or more

						
							
							Empower direct reports to delegate, begin to align the entire organization

						
					

					
							
							5

						
							
							Midsize-business CEO

						
							
							Business unit head/senior C level

						
							
							Full business, or multiple functions

						
							
							Empower functional heads, align functions and organization

						
					

					
							
							6

						
							
							Large-business or multibusiness CEO

						
							
							NA

						
							
							Multiple businesses or organizations

						
							
							Empower heads of different businesses, align all organizations under global umbrella

						
					

				
			

			 

			Note that each level transition demands new skills and abilities. Moving from “telling” (Level 2) to “delegating” (Level 3) does not happen by itself. Just because it may be your job now does not mean you know how to do it well—or perhaps at all.… These levels are big jumps, demanding a substantial transition. Returning to Hans and Maria, Maria is a Level 3 startup CEO, with a size of three hundred; Hans is a Level 4 functional head with three thousand people. One more step would be big for either one, as you would expect when looking at levels of scope.

			One purpose of this book is to help you navigate those substantial transitions, so at least you know what is coming, and what you need to work on if you want to move up another step.

			Overall Size and Scope

			Now that we have scope defined, we can lay out one last table in which to identify your current and desired roles, in terms of size and scope. In this table, we’ve incorporated the organizational size steps most commonly found, and shaded the less-likely combinations. (A team with more than fifty people is not really a team.) Place yourself here, and we can lay out a stepwise approach upward.

			Why does this matter? Because we know roughly how difficult it is to progress in one direction versus the other. It is easier to go up one size step than one scope step, so a typical pattern might be to go up in size, then scope, then size, and so on. In some cases, a role may grow substantially in size before ever growing in scope.

			Size and Scope Self-Analysis

			
				
					
					
					
					
					
					
					
					
					
				
				
					
							
							Size  Scope

						
							
							1–5

						
							
							5–10

						
							
							11–50

						
							
							51–100

						
							
							101–250

						
							
							251–500

						
							
							501–1000

						
							
							1001+

						
					

					
							
							0:  Self

						
							
							
							
							
							
							
							
							
					

					
							
							1:  Team

						
							
							
							
							
							
							
							
							
					

					
							
							2:  Entrepreneur

							Supervisor

						
							
							
							
							
							
							
							
							
					

					
							
							3:  Startup CEO

							Subfunction head/manager

						
							
							
							
							
							
							
							
							
					

					
							
							4:  Small-business CEO

							Functional head

						
							
							
							
							
							
							
							
							
					

					
							
							5:  Midsize-business CEO

							Business-unit head/C level

						
							
							
							
							
							
							
							
							
					

					
							
							6:  Large business/multibusiness CEO

						
							
							
							
							
							
							
							
							
					

				
			

			 

			Rule of Thumb: It’s easier to go up one level of size than one level of scope.

			Where Should I Go?

			In business, people often value not just performance, but growth. Whole books have been written about how to grow your business and how to scale up. But there are also many stories about people who crash their businesses by being too large to succeed—and as we learned in the financial crisis of 2008, there is no such thing as too big to fail. And I know many stories of people who nearly crashed themselves by moving beyond their sweet spot, and I’ll describe a few of them later.

			Nevertheless, many people in business assume up is always better, not just for businesses, but for themselves. This is a cultural bias, not a fact.

			In 1969, Lawrence J. Peter and Raymond Hull published a book called The Peter Principle, based on Peter’s research. The idea was that because people get promoted for competence, they keep getting promoted until eventually they get promoted to a level where they are no longer competent—but they typically remain in that job; they just don’t get promoted any more. Their formulation: “In a hierarchy, every employee tends to rise to his level of incompetence.” Worse, Peter’s corollary states: “In time, every post tends to be occupied by an employee who is incompetent to carry out its duties.”7

			In truth, this was not a new insight, and this statement oversimplifies it, as have many of those who have studied it since. This is really true only in a fixed hierarchy, where promotions are based simplistically on performance in a previous role and occur inevitably based on that performance.

			For example, one study looked at outstanding salespeople who, because of their performance as individual contributors, received promotions into jobs as sales managers, where they performed poorly. This should be obvious—managing people is radically different from selling to clients—but continues to be done, because people often don’t realize how different these roles are. They reason logically, but inaccurately.

			In the example above, it is assumed that good managers of salespeople must also know how to sell; otherwise, they can’t help their people sell. But helping others is a different capability entirely, one not necessarily found in good salespeople.

			Similarly, I once interviewed a senior sales manager who cited a low point in his career as a time he hired someone he had thought would be awesome. Reasoning that it took courage to “cold call” clients out of the blue, not knowing them, he hired a guy who had never been in sales but was a champion downhill skier. His reasoning? “You have to be brave to call strangers. He’s used to plummeting down icy mountains—he’s really brave!”

			The missing piece here is to define what kind of bravery. Having physical bravery is not the same as social or interpersonal bravery. The downhill skier had no fear of throwing himself down a mountain but was terrified of calling strangers to connect with them, let alone sell to them. This salesperson did not last long.

			Ironically, the hiring manager did have a piece of the right idea—underlying capabilities are more important than experience—but he didn’t know how to accurately define the capabilities for the job.

			Fortunately, I have spent many years helping clients understand the specific capabilities of a given role to hire people based on this role, not a past one. The tools exist, and, ironically, have for some time, since the first paper about how to do this was published in 1973. The processes and tools have been refined by multiple people since that time (including me, starting around 1990 and continuing to the present day).

			More knowledgeable companies don’t limit themselves to fixed hierarchies and inevitable promotions; instead, they try to identify first who should be promoted, and develop those with potential to do so.

			I worked with one automobile company where we did a series of assessments of the divisional and regional sales managers and discovered that one person at the more senior divisional level was suffering from the Peter Principle and missed direct selling, while one of his direct reports was more than ready to take on a bigger role. They followed our advice and swapped the two people. The divisional sales manager got to sell more directly again; the regional one got to stretch his management ability. Both of them were not only more productive, but happier.

			Enjoyment matters, too. That’s another limitation of the Peter Principle: People can continue to maintain competence—but no longer get satisfaction from the job.

			As far as I am concerned, a successful outcome is where people find the job to which they are best suited, by which I mean they are both capable and happy. In practice, that means you should think not only about “the next level,” but whether you really want that level. This is for reasons of competence, perhaps, but also for emotional satisfaction. We’ll look at what it takes at every level in both terms.

			You may be wondering what happened to Maria and Hans later in their careers. It’s been long enough since I met both of them for some major changes to happen, and this illustrates exactly the point I have been making.

			Maria: She sold her company to another firm, after which she led one more startup, then supported and advised a few others until they could be sold. In recent years, she has been on boards rather than leading companies herself. In other words, she moved from Level 3 to a brief peak of about Level 4, and then would sell the company and move on. She’s been happy to provide her visionary approach to other companies in an advisory position rather than start and lead her own company again. By my count, she started (and sold) three companies of her own before moving into the advisory and board-level space for good, and both of these roles suited her well. She’s an example of an entrepreneurial leader, with a dash of thought leader, maxing out primarily at Level 3. She had a chief operations officer (COO) who backed her up with operational skill, which allowed her to focus more time on the thought leader aspects, plus marketing the firm to venture capitalists.

			Hans: He had moved from sales into IT in the first place. After this role, which acted as development for him, he continued to move up in the company, running multiple functions, including running all the international businesses for his company, which was headquartered in the US but operated around the world. He was also appointed vice chair of their board before retiring. He reached Level 5 or borderline Level 6 in his company, having broadened his scope of management, and retired to general praise in the business press. He’s a people leader, primarily growing his chunks of the company organically (that is, hiring and developing as needed, rather than by acquisition of other companies).

			Both Maria and Hans were successful leaders who simply took different paths. Maria ran a broad business of full scope, but of relatively small size, and decided to stay there. Hans ran a large single function but decided to broaden himself and took full-business leadership roles of substantially greater scope as well as size.

			Maria could have chosen to continue to grow the company or stay a part of the acquiring firm and grow that way, but she didn’t, and her later career indicates that she preferred to work with smaller companies, helping them get sold when they got beyond a certain size. Hans could have chosen to stay in IT (or sales), but he didn’t, and his later career indicates how he followed a path to large-scale general management. Both gravitated to roles they enjoyed and were good at; both did well consequently. But had they gone a different direction, that would also have been fine—if they understood their abilities and emotional drives well enough to do well and stay energized with that direction.

			Summary of Questions for You

			1.What kind of leader are you?

			2.Where are you now in terms of size and scope?

			3.How far do you think you want to go?

			In the next section, we’ll spend a little time on the emotional drives that distinguish the five kinds of leaders, and why those are important, if only to provide personal satisfaction in the role. Then we’ll go into the steps of growth, from the perspective of each kind of leader.

			

			
				
					1	No, I’m not going near living ex-presidents. I’ll just note that the lack of correlation was identified by someone else’s research. See Shane (2012) and Campbell (2012).

					2	For example, Steve Jobs gets most of the attention, but as a lead designer for Apple, Jony Ive had a mammoth impact on the distinctive look and feel of their products, including the iPhone, the first iMac, the iPad, and the iPod.

					3	I’m going to say that a lot.

					4	If you hire us at Ascent Leadership Networks, we will provide you with the same kind of confidentiality. Assessment and development work much better if you feel safe doing them.

					5	Leaders aren’t much without followers, after all.

					6	For example, the US Department of Labor, compensation firms, Fortune magazine, and LinkedIn all have scales of organizations in terms of numbers of employees; you can also deduce the average per level relatively easily.

					7	If I want to be picky, I could say, “Every employee tends to rise to his minimum level of incompetence,” because they could theoretically be at even higher levels of incompetence if they continued to get promoted. You might wonder why someone who has achieved a level of known incompetence would continue to be promoted. One reason: See if they have the same last name as the company founder. Another: See if they founded the company in the first place. A third: getting “kicked upstairs” to get someone out of the way.

				
			

		

	
		
		 

			Motivation

			Why do people do what they do?

			That’s the fundamental question behind motivation. We could spend a lot of time on this (I am, after all, a motivational psychologist), but I’ll keep it focused on the most important things for you to know.

			What Types of Motivation Are There?

			When working with groups and introducing this topic, I usually ask people why they do what they do—how do they get through their day? What leads them to do one thing rather than another? I usually get answers like this:

			
				
					
					
					
				
				
					
							
							•They pay me

							•I have to

							•I’ll be fired if I don’t

							•My boss makes me

						
							
							•It’s vital I do this

							•Someone has to do it

							•It meets my goal

							•It’s the right thing to do

						
							
							•I enjoy it

							•It’s exciting

							•It frustrates me not to

							•I can’t stop myself

						
					

				
			

			 

			If you look closely, I hid a pattern in there. That pattern reflects the three major types of motivation8:

			•Extrinsic: “Have to do it”—motivation from outside you

			•Values: “Should do it”—things you think are important

			•Motives: “Want to do it”—things which energize you

			For the record, both values and motives are intrinsic motives because they come from inside you. Those are obviously the ones that matter most for your career planning—at least I hope so. We’re going to focus on those, because you can define your own, whereas extrinsic motives are, by definition, outside you.

			Here’s that same list in table form:

			
				
					
					
					
				
				
					
							
							Extrinsic
“Have to do”

						
							
							Values
“Should do”

						
							
							Motives
“Want to do”

						
					

					
							
							•They pay me

							•I have to

							•I’ll be fired if I don’t

							•My boss makes me

						
							
							•It’s vital I do this

							•Someone has to do it

							•It meets my goal

							•It’s the right thing to do

						
							
							•I enjoy it

							•It’s exciting

							•It frustrates me not to

							•I can’t stop myself

						
					

				
			

			 

			You have all three types, and all three can come into play in your day.

			Values are consciously decided motives: What you think is important, what you were raised to believe, and what comes to mind when someone asks what motivates you.

			Values tend to predict near-term choices: What do I need to do right now? They select whatever sounds more important or explicitly valuable.

			Motives, on the other hand, are deep, emotional drives: What you respond to emotionally, what you enjoy, or what frustrates you if it is blocked. They are not conscious, so people often do not recognize their own without some help.

			Motives tend to predict patterns of long-term choices: If all else is equal, which do I pick? They select whatever sounds more fun or feels more intriguing.

			[image: ]

			If you look at these descriptions closely, you might wonder how often they align—isn’t it possible that there are things you enjoy that are just fun, not valuable or important? And vice versa: things that you really should do, but are no fun?

			In fact, values and motives are completely independent of each other, by which I mean that on average, they have no relationship to each other at all.9 There is excellent reason to think that they come from completely different parts of the brain: values from the “primate brain,” the neocortex specific to humans and primates (and much larger in humans),10 and motives from the “mammal brain,” specifically the limbic system, which also helps generate and manage the emotions. In practice, all you need to know is that they do not have to line up—though it is certainly nice if they do. It is entirely possible for them to be in opposition with each other, and, surprisingly, that’s a good thing.

			You can also think of them as operating at different levels and from different places: extrinsic motives outside, values in your head (your conscious thought), and motives in your heart (feelings). If, like most people, you identify your feelings with your heart, then think of implicit motives that way, whereas the explicit values are very much in your head.11

			When salespeople or marketers talk about selling to the heart or the head, they’re really talking about selling to your motives or emotions, as opposed to your logical thoughts and reasoning.

			Because motives and values operate independently of each other, you can think of a given task in your day, and it will probably fit into one of the boxes below:

			Motives and Values Interacting

			
				
					
					
					
				
				
					
							
							High Motive

						
							
							I enjoy it

							BUT

							It is not important

						
							
							I enjoy it

							AND

							It is important

						
					

					
							
							Low Motive

						
							
							I do not enjoy it

							AND

							It is not important

						
							
							I do not enjoy it

							BUT

							It is important

						
					

					
							
							
							Low Value

						
							
							High Value

						
					

				
			

			 

			
			Why does this matter? Because what you need to do as a leader can come from values or motives. Not everything you do is fun, alas; and for those things, values fill the gap.

			For example: People often like playing with babies, puppies, or kittens—they are cute, they push your emotional buttons, they make you feel good. But people do not usually like having to clean up after them. You change the diaper or empty the litter box because it is important that you do so, not because it is any fun. Likewise, no matter how much you like your job, you probably have things you don’t like but still must do. Ideally, you can keep those things to a relatively small part of your day.

			As you might expect from that description, motives and values don’t work the same way. Motives provide energy: If it’s fun, you will make time for it, or get really focused on it for longer periods, because the task is inherently energizing and enjoyable. At worst, they can burn you out because you don’t know how to stop. Values, on the other hand, cost energy: You make yourself do something intellectually, so it takes an effort. You will do it because it is important, but it can tire you out.

			Now let’s go back to what kind of leader you want to be, keeping this in mind.

			[image: ] Does a particular kind of leader seem important to you—or fun?

			It’s okay to think of a leadership role as fun, incidentally. If you prefer, you can describe it as “exciting” or “energizing,” but why shouldn’t you have fun?

			This question matters a lot because leaders tend to always be “on.” Fortune 100 CEOs typically define themselves by their job, and manage their whole lives (and sometimes, the lives of their families) around it. Don’t feel too bad for them, however, because a lot of those people love being CEO.

			By contrast, though, if some kinds of leadership don’t sound as fun as others, then you have to bring your values to bear, and those tire you out. It’s hard to operate on your values 24/7, and frankly it’s a bad idea to try, as it is exhausting. You can use them to supplement your motives—filling in the gaps for those things you don’t enjoy—and people do that every day, but it’s hard to operate with that as your primary source of effort.

			This is doubly true because your motives, being deep emotional drives, are very hard to change. You can build them up, but it’s a slow and difficult process.12 In the same way you can build up your muscles, you can build up a motive, but like muscle building, it will take a long time, a lot of effort, and even so, you are unlikely to become the next Mr. Universe. At best, most people increase their motives incrementally. That’s fine, but it means that it is quite vital to know your own motive pattern, because you’re going to have to live with it.

			I once worked with a woman who was an engineer, but who ultimately wanted to become a senior manager. Her values led her to try and change her motive pattern from that of an engineer to that of a manager. Yes, they’re different, and we’ll get there momentarily. After over a year of effort, she managed to raise one key motive by twenty percentile points—which was a pretty good shift, but we’re not talking going from low to high.13 It is possible, but it isn’t something you want to plan your day around unless you are really committed to it and willing to work on developing a motive consistently, systematically, and over significant periods of time. It’s easier to work with the motives you already have, if at all possible.

			That leads us to our next question—how many kinds of motives are there?

			What Kinds of Motivation Are There?

			Harvard Professor Henry Murray, the godfather of modern motivational theory, identified dozens of motives, which can make self-analysis awfully complicated. Fortunately, Harvard Professor David McClelland decided to focus on a select few implicit motives that made the biggest difference. He and his colleagues figured out that just three explain 85 percent of daily thinking time, and we will concentrate on those here.

			Everyone has all three, but to different degrees. When we map these out on a graph, it creates what we call a motive profile or motive pattern. Since these three do not correlate, meaning that they are completely independent of each other, you can be high on all three, low on all three, or any combination of high, low, and middle. Purely by random chance, you are likely to have one higher than the other two, and often one moderate, and one low, so I suggest you try to figure out your primary motive—the one that is the strongest in you, and supplies the most emotional energy.14 It is possible to have more than one relatively strong motive, but it helps to focus on what stands out first, and consider more than one only if you can’t settle on one. Don’t worry, there are tools to help you do this below.

			These three motives matter a lot. Not only do they supply emotional energy, but different kinds of leaders are typically driven by different motives. If you hope to be a people leader but have the motive pattern of an entrepreneurial leader, you may run into some problems with your ambition—you can still do it, but it will take a lot more work, and it can be a lot less fun. If your leadership role relies on a motivation you do not have, and you have a different motive pushing you, you can actually derail yourself with your own motives. (For that matter, you can derail yourself even if your motive is aligned with your job, but that’s a different issue.)

			Let’s look at these critical three at a high level, then figure out where you land on these, and dig into them with some detail. Trust me—by the end of this chapter, knowing more about your motives might well change the order in which you read this book.

			Achievement Motive

			People with this motive spontaneously think about and get energized by doing things better, either through innovation or by being more efficient. They tend to like measurement of their performance, and look for such measures so they know how well they are doing and can set goals in order to meet or beat them. They tend to keep pushing the bar up to test themselves further, but only moderately, so that the new goal is a good test rather than being too difficult or too easy. People with this motive often gravitate toward cost-benefit analysis and jobs where they can track their performance accurately.

			People with this motive also tend to invest in long-term improvement because they like getting better, too, but not in all things—just those they want to do.

			Affiliation Motive

			People with this motive spontaneously think about and get energized by interpersonal relationships: lovers, friends, family, or belonging to a group. They tend to be alert to whether others like them and are sensitive to issues that could interfere with a personal relationship. They also tend to be sensitive to how people feel about them generally and may ponder whether an action might affect that relationship. People with this motive often gravitate toward jobs where they feel they can belong to a group, be treated kindly, or be kind to others.

			People with this motive will tend to learn or develop because they like the person helping them, or in order to support a friend or loved one’s personal need.

			Influence Motive

			People with this motive spontaneously think about and get energized by having an impact on others—individuals, groups, an organization, or the world at large. They tend to be alert to other influencers or influence, and are sensitive to political or social issues that may affect the impact they can have. People with this motive often gravitate toward jobs that allow them to influence groups of people, or have dramatic impact.

			People with this motive tend to work at getting better because it has an impact on someone influential, or because it has a public impact generally.

			 

			Again, you have all three, but to different degrees. A person’s primary motive provides the emotional energy behind most of a person’s spontaneous or impulsive actions—those taken for emotional reasons rather than intellectual. As a consequence, there are some key questions to ask yourself to help diagnose your motives. Remember, however, that these are not conscious. People often answer according to what their values say—what they have consciously decided and therefore are aware of, or what they think they should say—rather than what their emotional motives select. When you go through these questions, remember that it is about your feelings, not carefully weighed thoughts. After all, no one is looking over your shoulder, and I won’t judge.

			Questions to Diagnose Your Motives

			Because motives are linked to emotions, we can reverse the direction and determine motives by looking at patterns of emotions you feel. To test that, there are three key questions below, with sets of answers for you to check.

			Before looking at the table of possible answers, write down your answers to these questions. Remember, no one is looking at this but you; try to be honest with yourself about what you feel (your motives), not what you think you should say or what people will expect (your values).15

			•What do you do for fun when you have the chance?

			•What excites you the most about your work?

			•What frustrates you the most at work?

			After you finish these, we can go through the tables below. These provide a number of checkboxes to start trying to sort out the overall pattern of your motives.

			What Do You Do for Fun When You Have the Chance?

			I know many people are too busy to do much here, but if you had the time, what would you like to do? Again, be honest with yourself; no one is checking up on you, and all these choices are legitimate and normal.

			
				
					
					
					
					
					
					
				
				
					
							
							Column 1

						
							
							√

						
							
							Column 2

						
							
							√

						
							
							Column 3

						
							
							√

						
					

					
							
							Individual sports: golf, running, testing yourself against a goal

						
							
							
							Friendly sports: casual, collaborative, with friends for fun

						
							
							
							Competitive sports: football, basketball, beating the others

						
							
					

					
							
							Challenging yourself

						
							
							
							Socializing

						
							
							
							Challenging others

						
							
					

					
							
							Do-it-yourself

						
							
							
							Family, friend activities

						
							
							
							Gambling, risk-taking

						
							
					

					
							
							Reading or watching “how to” books and videos, or trivia

						
							
							
							Calling and/or hanging out with friends or family

						
							
							
							Reading or watching history, psychology, leader biographies

						
							
					

					
							
							Puzzle mysteries, for example, Agatha Christie, “hard” science fiction

						
							
							
							Novels of relationships, for example, romances, Jane Austen

						
							
							
							Private-eye mysteries, police procedurals, “social” speculative fiction, political thrillers

						
							
					

					
							
							Do things alone

						
							
							
							Join groups

						
							
							
							Lead groups

						
							
					

					
							
							How many total?

						
							
							
							How many total?

						
							
							
							How many total?

						
							
					

				
			

			 

			What Excites You the Most About Your Work?

			Look at the various items below and select what you like doing, or would spend more time on if possible:

			
				
					
					
					
					
					
					
				
				
					
							
							Column 1

						
							
							√

						
							
							Column 2

						
							
							√

						
							
							Column 3

						
							
							√

						
					

					
							
							Doing things better

						
							
							
							Personal relationships

						
							
							
							Actions that influence others

						
							
					

					
							
							Personal outperformance

						
							
							
							Friendly relationships

						
							
							
							Providing help, development

						
							
					

					
							
							Meeting/beating a standard

						
							
							
							Wanting to be liked as a person

						
							
							
							Managing what others see or hear

						
							
					

					
							
							Doing the new, different, unique

						
							
							
							Maintaining personal relationships

						
							
							
							Getting people on board

						
							
					

					
							
							Issues with a long-term focus

						
							
							
							Belonging to a group

						
							
							
							Impressing people

						
							
					

					
							
							How many total?

						
							
							
							How many total?

						
							
							
							How many total?

						
							
					

				
			

			 

			What Frustrates You the Most at Work?

			Look at the various items below and select what frustrates you (or would frustrate you) the most at work, for whatever reason (whether good or bad):

			
				
					
					
					
					
					
					
				
				
					
							
							Column 1

						
							
							√

						
							
							Column 2

						
							
							√

						
							
							Column 3

						
							
							√

						
					

					
							
							Not being able to do things the best (or least a better) way

						
							
							
							Not being able to be friendly with people

						
							
							
							Not being able to influence anyone

						
							
					

					
							
							Mediocrity

						
							
							
							Hostility

						
							
							
							Rejecting help

						
							
					

					
							
							Vague and unclear goals and standards

						
							
							
							Coldness and isolation

						
							
							
							Marginalization

						
							
					

					
							
							Doing the same old thing

						
							
							
							Working alone

						
							
							
							Being out of the mainstream

						
							
					

					
							
							How many total?

						
							
							
							How many total?

						
							
							
							How many total?

						
							
					

				
			

			 

			Answers to Diagnosing Your Motives

			If you have been reading the pattern of answers in the columns, you may have figured this out already, but

			•Column 1 has Achievement-related items

			•Column 2 has Affiliation-related items

			•Column 3 has Influence-related items.

			Note that these items are by no means comprehensive. The idea is to see if there is a relatively strong pattern for you. Add up the total across the fifteen items in each category, and see what you have.

			Don’t worry about getting it incredibly precise; remember, you do have all three. Plus, motives are general in nature, and can be expressed a number of ways. In fact, it helps to dig into why you like (or dislike) some of the items above. For example, golf shows up in the achievement column, but people may actually play golf for different reasons. Some play it because it is a way to test themselves and improve against a personal goal (reducing their handicap), which is satisfying to the achievement motive. Others play it because it gives them a chance to hang out with friends, who may be playing it for different reasons, but being social in this way is satisfying to the affiliation motive. Still others may do it to compete or bet, or even to have “off-line” conversations with people they want to connect with, which is likely to be linked to the influence motive. Golf in isolation tends to indicate achievement motive, especially if done alone, but golf in context may not.

			What we are looking for is if one of the three motives stands out for you. This is a guideline, not a true/false test with a binary answer. People are more complicated than that.16

			If one does not stand out very much, or if you want to dig deeper, we have some extra questions with trickier answers below. It may well be that you have two (or more) motives that are relatively high, or perhaps the tables above lack enough clarity for you.

			Broader Questions

			These three questions don’t have an easy catalog of answers, because they are too broad, but if you write a few answers down for yourself, we will find other ways to interpret them, which may take a bit of thoughtful effort:

			•If you had free choice (and didn’t have to worry about money, etc.) what would you choose to do?

			•If you could do any kind of job you wanted, what would it be?

			•What kinds of things do you like discussing?

			Take a piece of paper, or use your computer, and write down your answers to those questions before reading on. Again, no one is reading this but you; be honest. You don’t have to say anything you don’t really like just to meet others’ expectations (a phenomenon known as “social desirability,” and it’s a big problem for personality questionnaires. See below). It’s just for you. In fact, it’s probably better if you don’t think about your answers too much. Instead, write down what spontaneously comes to mind, so it’s more impulsive rather than rational—or rationalized.…

			Again, please write down your answers before you read the table below; otherwise, your conscious values might distort your results.

			The table below summarizes the key thoughts typically associated with each of the three motives, both generically (in fact, what psychologists use to score formal motive measures), and with more personal statements. You can analyze your answers by thinking about what each means to you. In other words, ask yourself why you would choose your answer—what feels good about it?

			Motives and Associated Thoughts

			
				
					
					
				
				
					
							
							Motive

						
							
							Associated Thoughts

						
					

					
							
							Achievement

							•Better

							•Innovation

							•Efficiency

						
							
							•Competing against a standard of excellence

							○Trying to beat others to meet a standard

							○Emotion around getting to/missing a goal

							○Setting high standards for oneself

							•Unique accomplishment

							•Long-term involvement with a goal to make better

						
					

					
							
							What you might think

						
							
							•I like proving I’m the best or beating the record

							•I like doing something no one else has done

							•I plan to deliver on my goals

						
					

					
							
							Affiliation

							•Being liked

							•Belonging

							•Others: family, friends

						
							
							•Consoling, helping, comforting

							•Liking; reciprocating warm, positive feelings

							•Benevolent authority; being part of a greater whole

							•Negative reaction to (anxiety about) separation

							•Discussing a personal relationship

							•Concern about interpersonal dishonesty

							•Perceived hypocrisy in others

						
					

					
							
							What you might think

						
							
							•I like being part of the group

							•I like when everyone is getting along

							•I protect my personal relationships

						
					

					
							
							Influence

							•Impact on others

							•Influence

							•Others: people, world

						
							
							•Actions which express power

							○Strong, forceful actions that affect others

							○Giving unsolicited help, advice, support

							○Controlling another through conditions, information

							○Trying to influence, persuade, make a point, to get the other to agree with you

							○Trying to impress others or world at large

							•Arousing strong positive or negative emotions in others

							•Being concerned with reputation or position

						
					

					
							
							What you might think

						
							
							•I like being able to speak out publicly

							•I like getting people to respond or react

							•I seek prestige or respect from others for myself

						
					

				
			

			 

			Examples

			I had a topflight executive tell me that if he could do what he wanted, he would coach children’s soccer. I asked why. He said, “I like coaching kids, and helping them get better.” That scores for influence: unsolicited help and/or influence to develop.

			Another executive told me he’d go exploring on his own, and he liked climbing mountains. Why? “Because they’re there.” Okay, really, why? “I like challenging myself. What was good enough yesterday isn’t good enough today.” That’s definitely achievement motive, to compete against your own standard of excellence.

			A third person spent a lot of time working with his family to organize their reunion, which took place every year, and turned down jobs because they would take him too far away from his family—he would move some distance, but not internationally, for example. That is affiliation motive.

			You get the idea: not just the action, but what is satisfying about it.

			A fourth told me that if he had his druthers, he’d spend more time with the family. That sounds like the affiliation motive, but in fact he tended to be on the road all the time by choice.… Why was that? He started out saying, “to support my family,” but he was paid more than enough to do that. When pressed, he admitted his job was really exciting to him, something different every day. He enjoyed time with his family, but quickly got restless on vacations, and found it hard to switch off—not because he was somehow obsessed, but because he genuinely enjoyed what he did.

			I mentioned above the concept psychologists refer to “social desirability.” On an exercise or questionnaire, that means “answers people say yes to because they are expected to.” You’re not supposed to say you get more fun on your job than with your family, right?

			But when it came down to what this executive got the most energy out of, it was his job. I’m not saying he disliked his family or avoided them. He loved them and liked spending time with them, but he liked working just a bit more. And he needed to know that about himself to decide what to do next, which could include different approaches to balance his life. It didn’t need to be one way or the other—it could be a different blend. People are complicated, after all.17

			For this book, we’re talking about you. Period. You can make decisions about how you manage your life, your work, and your family, but you can’t make them well if you don’t know what really motivates you. Some people try to bring family and work together so they can enjoy both at once. That’s okay—if your family enjoys it too, rather than being pushed around for your convenience.18

			Why Did We Spend So Much Time on This?

			I realize this may have been somewhat frustrating—and the way in which it was frustrating is also a motive indicator because it triggered an emotional reaction19—but it is very important to your goals in terms of becoming a leader.

			Remember that leadership roles require a lot of energy and commitment, let alone developing your way there. If your motivation is aligned with your role, not only will you bring more energy to the role, but you will also get more energy out of the role. And the five kinds of leaders link directly to these motives. Remember the questions I asked at the beginning to sort you into your preferred kind of leader? You can look at those in the light of the motives now—or you can just look at the table below:

			The Pentad: Five Kinds of Leaders and the Motives That Drive Them

			[image: ]

			And now you have some idea why I say these are different kinds of leaders; they are rooted in your fundamental drives.

			The Big Question: Is This Me?

			Hopefully, your motives and your desired kind of leadership have aligned, in which case you can just move on to the next chapters. But they may not have, in which case we have a little more work to do. Here are some questions to ask yourself:

			•Do you have more than one motive in play? As I said, people can have more than one strong motive, and it may be that your values point you toward one type of leader more than another instead of just your motives. If you are high on more than one motive, that’s fine—you might be able to leverage one more than the other. Just keep in mind that they don’t go away because you don’t use them. I know executives who have hobbies to absorb the motivation they can’t use at work, for example. Or, as one manager told me when I said his affiliation was very high and asked why it didn’t show at work: “Good heavens, that’s not appropriate! That’s for home.”

			•Why did you pick the kind of leader you did? Your values may be coming into play here, and values are formed through, among other things, training, upbringing, and societal reinforcement. Should that matter at all? It does to some people. I know a man whose father was an industrial CEO, and while he was an extremely successful and well-respected leader in his own field, he was not an industrial CEO, and this caused him a great deal of emotional stress and familial conflict. Ask yourself if there are reasons that have nothing to do with your emotional motives, by which I mean what you find satisfying and fun, but with the values you have developed.20

			•Do I have some other objective? This is another way to look at the previous point; you may have an explicit reason for targeting the kind of leader you did. The question is whether you will achieve that objective by aiming for a role that is not energizing for you, or if there is another way to approach it. A friend of mine is an unusually thoughtful and self-aware serial entrepreneur in the software space. He built up one company to a good size, then realized he didn’t want to run a company that big because he no longer enjoyed it. He made himself chief technology officer (CTO), and hired a new CEO who would enjoy the job he had made. (We’ll get into why he chose to leave below.)

			•Do any of the other kinds of leaders sound more fun, regardless of the above? If so, you should probably think about that some more…

			Don’t be afraid to spend some time to think about this—you want to be someone both happy and successful at your job. If you are afraid to think about this, you should probably ask yourself why, because that is an emotion, too. Motives provide both positive and negative emotions: what you enjoy and what you dislike; what excites you, and what makes you afraid. Ask why you have so much emotion invested in this. What exactly are you afraid of? And note that it is fine either way, but you should be aware of it, so you can act consciously.

			I once had a feedback session with a former CIO of a major firm, who had been asked to step out of that role. She was an absolute authority in the field of IT, one of the best experts around, but she tended to take over her employees’ tasks (in a very large Fortune 50 firm, at that), and found it impossible to compromise on her technical standards. Consequently, she had massively overspent her budget by millions to meet those standards, despite working at a high-tech company that loved technology and gave her a generous budget. (Have you guessed what her primary motive is yet?)

			They had not fired her, and had no plans to do so, in part because they were afraid of angering her, but she was never going to get into the CIO role again. They appointed her as an internal consultant.

			I asked her if she wanted to be CIO, and she immediately—almost reflexively—answered yes. Having been in the role and forced out, she could think of little else but getting back in. Expecting this, I asked her if she was enjoying her current role as an internal consultant and expert. She said she was, but instantly added that she still wanted to be CIO. I nodded and said I thought she might be enjoying herself, because her profile was very well suited for consulting—and I’d been in consulting myself for some time, so I knew the profile. Still, she was absolutely focused on the CIO role.

			Having thought this through, I went through the aspects of the role step by step:

			“How do you see [current CIO] spending her time?” “Oh, she has to negotiate with all the division heads, and work out which divisional CIO gets what. All politics, really.”

			“Oh,” I said. “You like politics?”

			“Oh, no! I hate politics.”

			Then I broke down the job even further. “Well, what else does this CIO do? The CIO has to manage the seven divisional CIOs, guiding and managing them on developing internal plans that align with the overall strategy for the firm and for IT. How does that sound?”

			“Oh, I don’t like that at all. They should know what to do. I don’t want to have to explain it to them.”

			And more: “Perhaps you like coaching?” “Hate it. Happy to teach, hate to coach.”

			Finally, I had to ask her directly: “Why do you want to be a CIO here? It sounds as if you hate the job.”

			It stopped her cold. Before she could retrench and start coming up with excuses, I moved on: “Look, you are remarkably knowledgeable, everyone respects you, and you’ve been able to share your knowledge and insight really well in your consulting role. Have you enjoyed that role, by the way?” She admitted that she had.

			“Then I’m going to suggest you go home and think about what you really want to do. Forget what is in front of you—think about what you are good at, and what you would enjoy. Don’t limit yourself to being a CIO.” And remember I had already planted seeds about consulting.

			Six months later, she left the company on her own to join a consulting firm, where she was much happier.

			In her case, she had a strong value around being CIO—reinforced by being forced out of it, which brought in a sense of wanting to prove people wrong, which had nothing to do with what she could do best, let alone her motivation. Fortunately, values are more flexible than motives, precisely because they are more conscious. She was able to think about what she really liked most, choose to go there, and move away from her valuing the role of CIO, which didn’t suit her at all. Describing it as limiting her options rather than being the best goal probably didn’t hurt, either. Knowing she was driven by an extremely high achievement motive, I knew how to appeal to it.

			Now, after making this compelling argument for making sure you lead from your motives, let me contradict myself:

			You can succeed at a role that may not be your first choice, or the most fun.

			Just because it may be harder does not mean you cannot do it if it is important enough to you. Many people already have. Indeed, many of the leaders of Silicon Valley firms are really achievement-motivated entrepreneurs whose companies grew so fast they suddenly became bigger-scale leaders without meaning to. Some of them are pretty good at it. (Some are not…and we will discuss a few later…)

			Motivation does not equal capability, but it may indicate which capabilities you like to use, or want to develop. Regardless, remember:

			You are NOT doomed by your motives.

			However, if you take on something that isn’t going to be fun, you want to go into it eyes open, and fully aware of what you will face and how hard it is going to be. Then you can plan for it, and manage yourself to do your best and maintain your sanity.

			After a side trip into the principles of development, we’ll go into more detail about each step up the levels of leadership, which will help you make those plans.

			 

			

			
				
					8	For those who want to go to the research literature directly, these are typically known as “extrinsic motivation,” “(intrinsic) explicit motivation,” and “(intrinsic) implicit motivation,” respectively. See McClelland, Koestner, and Weinberger (1989).

					9	That is, the correlation between them is approximately zero (r = 0.00) across a large and diverse population. W.D. Spangler (1992) was one of the first solid studies of this, but there have been others.

					10	Looking at it in relative terms (as opposed to absolutes, since brains also correlate with body size), there is a 30:1 ratio of neocortex to the medulla oblongata that runs the basics of brain function in chimpanzees, but the ratio is 60:1 in humans. For an example, see Semendeferi, Schenker, and Damasio, 2002.

					11	Of course, this isn’t accurate, but if it works for you, use it. People still use terms like “phlegmatic,” “choleric,” “sanguine,” and “melancholic” from Galen’s theory in the second century AD that emotions came from phlegm, yellow bile, blood, and black bile, respectively. For the record, that theory is definitely wrong, despite the fact that you can still find “psychological tests” based loosely on this concept, usually concealed as the four colors of yellow, green, red, and blue instead of using Galen’s terms. Galen could have done worse; at least he did see emotional imbalance as a physiological phenomenon rather than magic, gods, or passing mood.

					12	As far as we know, there is no way to deliberately lower a motive, so even if you try to develop one, the others aren’t going anywhere. I helped with a study of people with severe arthritis, where it was hypothesized that their motives would be lower if they couldn’t express it physically. Nope. Their motives just had to go elsewhere.

					13	As I recall, she went from the twentieth percentile to about the fortieth. She continued to work on it after I worked with her, but even then, she had enough motivation to get at least some satisfaction from a middle-manager role.

					14	Another way to think about this: It is statistically unusual for someone to score very high on one motive. That means it is extremely unusual for someone to score high on two, and extraordinarily unusual to score really high on all three. It’s much more likely that if one is high, the rest are lower.

					15	You can also ask someone you are in a close, long-term relationship with, whether spouse, partner, or friend.

					16	I told you I would be saying that a lot.

					17	And here it is again!

					18	This is a classic problem with founder-led firms; they created their company and want it to keep going, and often want their family to carry it on. But what if that doesn’t match their own motivations? Who benefits here, really?

					19	For example, “help me get better already” = achievement; “get on to the part about leading” = influence.

					20	I speak from personal experience here. My grandfather was a very successful lawyer, and that sounded admirable to me as a kid. I took the LSAT—did well, too—applied to law schools, and even got into one, but then in the middle of my senior thesis, I realized I liked psychology too much. I spent the next year working as a research flunky before moving on (at my mentor’s advice) to getting a master’s degree in psychology, which convinced me to go further still to a doctorate. I dodged a bullet! I would have been a terrible lawyer, but this field motivates me.

				
			

		

	
		
		 

			Developing Yourself

			Having just discussed why people do what they do, let’s take a specific case: developing yourself, since this entire book focuses on how to move yourself up the levels of leadership. There’s a classic joke I use when teaching people about giving feedback for development:

			Q: How many psychologists does it take to change a light bulb?

			A: One, but the bulb has to want to change.

			And that is indeed where to begin. In this section, I provide a few practical principles of development. As we go through each level of leadership, I’ll point out key places to begin for each, but knowing where to go makes no difference unless you want to get there and have some clue as to how.

			It’s only fair to say that this is a summary of a great deal of research here, which you can find in the bibliography.21 I’ll expand on the details of these steps and why they are here later in the book, but this is enough to work with. The reason to refer to this process here is so you have a better understanding of what you need to do with the later chapters, and to prevent you taking on something larger than you can accomplish safely.22

			1.The big goal (anchored in motives)

			2.Reasonable steps (getting there)

			3.Fail safely to fail better (experimentation in action)

			4.Practice, practice, practice (building muscle)

			5.Feedback all the way (getting support and insight)

			6.Beginning the cycle again

			The Big Goal

			You may have heard of SMART goals, or some variation of them: specific, measurable, ambitious but realistic (or achievable but risky), and time-phased. These are not what I am talking about.

			SMART goals can be very helpful when you know exactly what you want to do, and can map it out in detail. But they can also become demotivating if you use them in isolation—they become just one more damn thing to do.

			First, you need to know what you want to be. I asked you above what kind of leader or leaders you want to be—entrepreneurial, thought, caring, people, change—and below I’ll ask you what level you want to be. A big goal is not “I want to get better at managing meetings,” it’s “I want to be an entrepreneurial leader of a company of one hundred people” when you are currently an individual entrepreneur, for example. It should be an ambitious and exciting goal relative to your current role, not just your next job or role, and therefore they are typically anchored in your motives. You may need to make short-term steps that are not as fun in order to get to a position where you are much more aligned with your motives, which is another reason to set a longer-term goal.

			Once you set a big goal, now you can use more structured, short-term goals, because each one is a step to get closer to your ultimate objective.

			Having said that, not everyone knows what their personal big goal should be, in which case you should be finding a way to explore options. If it provokes anxiety in you to try and set a big direction, remember that people do change careers, and people have an average of twelve jobs, so as long as you have some personal benefit—whether building up resources, money, or learning—it’s okay to shift gears later.23 Indeed, according to a 2018 EdX survey, just short of a third of Americans aged twenty-five to forty-four have completely changed fields since leaving college.

			Reasonable Steps

			Once you have a longer-term direction, you can set incremental goals that move you in that direction. In each level of each kind of leader, I will call out which capabilities are the most important to reach the next level, but even within that, you can set a specific behavioral goal.

			Moving up an entire, measurable level in a capability is quite challenging—only about half of executives manage to do so in a year or less. But each level of capability includes a host of behaviors you can pull on.

			For example, if you want to be a better leader of groups, you need to:

			a.Understand your people well enough to work with them.

			b.Communicate clearly what expectations for each person are and why.

			c.Delegate and empower people based on your understanding, communicating the responsibility, goal, and timing.

			d.Hold them accountable to the goals you delegate.

			And you need to do it in that order most of the time. You can’t delegate effectively on day one of management, because you don’t know what people can do.

			Therefore, each of those elements I just listed can be separate, incremental goals, and once you have improved them all, you will be at a new level of ability. If they seem overwhelming, then it might be necessary to pull out components of the components, so to speak, until you reach a level of difficulty that feels challenging but possible.

			For example: How do you understand your people? Some people bring strong emotional intelligence to the table right from the beginning, but you can also talk to people about their personal objectives, listen to their concerns, and ask about past projects to find out what they can do, what they want to do, what they are worried about doing, and what they hope to do. If that sounds very easy to you, you might combine that with communicating your expectations. If it sounds like it might take some work, but you can imagine being able to do it, you’re right on target.

			In brief: First take on a goal that you feel you are likely (but not too likely) to accomplish that contributes to your larger goal.

			Fail Safely to Fail Better

			Everyone starts out not being good. Jack Welch made big mistakes early in his career. Steve Jobs got fired from Apple. Shakespeare had his off days. The issue is whether you learn from making mistakes, but first you must have a chance to try again.

			This is about your initial experiments, and experiments often fail. Scientists know that this is part of what they are meant to do, but when you are risking your reputation or goal accomplishment, you must find a way to fail safely.

			When you first experiment with a new behavior of collaboration, don’t try it out on your first international negotiation. Try it out in a meeting of colleagues or friends, where if you fail—because you probably will at first—it won’t hurt you too much.

			Indeed, depending on the behavior, you can ask for help with it. If you are practicing asking for input from your team (instead of just telling them what you want first), ask them to give you feedback afterward. If you are nervous about that, ask just a single trusted person, such as an HR person or friend.

			The objective is to learn enough to start succeeding consistently—not always, but consistently enough to be relatively safe. Then you can move on to the fourth step.

			Practice, Practice, Practice

			Not much I can add to this. In essence, you move from experimenting and occasionally failing to building a strong and repeatable behavior that you feel actively comfortable using, so it isn’t all that challenging anymore.24

			Feedback All the Way

			At all points in your development, getting input from others is helpful. I won’t say “essential,” but it will significantly accelerate your path to success. But good feedback is not just “Good job!” or “You suck!”—it should ideally include specific behavioral comments. For example: “When you delegate, you don’t describe the objective, so we have to guess at it, and sometimes get it wrong. Can you tell us what you think good looks like?” Or, for that matter, “I like that you explain why you make decisions the way you do—even if I don’t like your decision, I can at least understand the logic, and next time anticipate your thinking, or disagree thoughtfully.”

			In other words, good feedback includes:

			a.Describing the specific behavior,

			b.Describing the impact of that behavior (good or bad), and, optionally

			c.Suggesting alternative behaviors and why they will be better.

			Not everyone is good at giving this kind of feedback. That means you can look for people who are—or you can ask for it. Sometimes you can tease out the specifics and the impact simply by asking “What did I do that you liked/disliked” followed by “How did that make you feel?”

			The more points at which you get feedback, the better, because it reduces your risks and enables you to learn that much faster.

			Beginning the Cycle Again

			This could be restarting the big goal if you have achieved it, but more often it is deciding on your next reasonable step. See where you are now, and how it is different from where you began, and then you can raise the bar and move on.

			Keep these steps in mind when you decide where you want to go, and how far. I’ll try to point out the best place to start, when possible, but it’s always up to you and where you think you can get the most traction.

			

			
				
					21	Just to prove my bona fides, it starts with (but is not limited to), Boyatzis’s model of self-directed change, Kolb’s learning styles, motive theory in general, McClelland’s competency development principles and the twelve propositions for adult change. My own laws of the balance point add various coaching and therapeutic models and research into adult development and goal-setting, plus a leavening of my experience coaching and developing leaders over the past thirty-odd years. There’s a reason I decided to pull it all together…

					22	You can certainly skip ahead if you want to know more about development principles first. I won’t judge.

					23	One number I heard quoted was that people have five careers in a lifetime, and when digging into the research, I heard it was seven. Unfortunately, that is not valid research, because there are no solid data to test that. An article (see Bialik, 2010) in the Wall Street Journal quotes a few “career-management experts,” who say that number is accurate, but they spend all their time with people planning to change careers. Nevertheless, we know people do change careers, so that is the key point.

					24	A lot of ink has been spilled on the “10,000 hours to mastery.” Let me set that to rest briefly: It’s not that simple. The more nuanced view is this: it is unquestionably helpful to get intensive practice over a period of time, especially for complex tasks, but your initial capability has a profound impact on it, and some skills can be developed faster than others. If you’re tone-deaf, don’t expect to master the violin even after ten thousand hours; likewise, some people are naturals who can master even a complex task much faster than most. Ten thousand hours translates to 833 twelve-hour days, or 3.2 years if you take weekends off. Since there are six key capabilities for leadership, and each requires you to get to Level 4 or 5 to bigger roles, you would need over seventy-six years to get to those levels, if each really required ten thousand hours!

				
			

		

	
		
		 

			Levels of Leadership

			Level 0 to Level 1 of the Pentad: Playing (and Working) Well with Others
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			The first step to becoming a leader—regardless of what kind of leader you are—is being able to play well with others. Many small startups begin as a small group of friends becoming a team. Some companies even stay that way for a while, though for motivational reasons, the larger an organization gets, the less likely it is for a group to continue management.25

			I’m working with a small software startup as I write this, essentially five cofounders doing almost everything as they seek venture capital funding. One of their challenges is that the person who created the software is the CEO—it’s his idea and creation, and he’s doing virtually all the coding of the software. The problem is that venture capitalists (VCs) expect to have a CEO in front of them who sells the idea. They certainly do not expect an introverted software coder who lacks interest in selling and gets easily derailed into detailed technical issues they neither appreciate nor understand. Why not shift roles, then? Because the CEO appears to be invested in the role, and being “the founder”—whereas all the rest are “cofounders”—matters to that person. They’re still friends, but they will have to work this out to move forward.

			Fundamentally, if you have a small group doing all the work, someone (ideally, multiple someones) has to help the group work together, but what do you do when the CEO gets so stressed out by a VC presentation that they have to remove themselves from discussion for days? Your partners have legitimate concerns, but if you can’t even discuss it with them without undue stress, how will you address those concerns and solve problems?

			If you can’t work with people, how much harder will it be to lead them?

			Or, to be more precise, how much harder will it be to persuade people to accept you as their leader? This is the first, critical step to test and develop your ability to engage others, and to develop skills that will pay off in many situations in the future.

			A few decades ago, you could sometimes skip this step. When organizations were more about formal structure, with relatively rigid organizations, they could rely more on positional power. That is, simply being the boss (having the position) meant you had more absolute control, and this was generally accepted as normal.

			As companies became more complex, flatter, and matrixed, it became harder to rely on approaches that rely on command and control because no one person owned all the formal, positional power. People might have “dotted line” relationships, or even multiple managers. Indeed, consulting firms can get even more complicated; when I worked as one of the very few corporate staff in a major recruiting firm, I had a direct boss (a team of two, in fact, for much of the time), but I was also supporting colleagues in their work with clients all over the world. That meant I had a couple of hundred potential bosses for particular projects. Sometimes I had to deal with two senior partners who both wanted me to come to their client at the same time—and because client relationships rule at consulting firms, my formal bosses often could not (or would not) help sort it out.

			To move from Self (Level 0) to Team Member (Level 1), there are several key behaviors you must develop, all focused on accepting and supporting teamwork:

			•Listening: hearing and acknowledging what others say (so they know it)

			•Including: using what others provide (and thanking them)

			•Acting: providing help to others on your team

			You don’t need to read people’s minds to do this well. You need to take the time to listen, and you can prove you listened by playing back what they said in your own language to show you have acknowledged and processed what they said; but you can go a step further by not only acknowledging, but also building on what they said.

			For example:

			Imagine a colleague says, “I think we need to add coaching to our website. I know we already have five tabs of links across the top of the page, but I think we can put coaching together with training.”

			Not listening: “That’s too much for one page.” (Ignoring the initial request and the solution proposed.)

			Listening: “That’s an interesting idea, and we are certainly starting to do coaching, so that should be on our website. So you think coaching and training should be behind the same link? Did I get that right?” (This plays back the recommendation, accepting the fundamental point—adding coaching—and restating the suggestion of combining tabs differently enough, and as a question, to show you heard, but also confirming accuracy and inviting more discussion.)

			Listening and building: “You know, you’re right, and I think we have more than just coaching to add—we have also been doing trainer training. Maybe we should create a new list of our offerings and possibly restructure our tabs entirely? What do you think?” (Not only agreeing, but building on the point around additional offerings by referring to another one and inviting them to participate in the discussion.)

			It’s not enough to just accept what another person on your team says and move on or use what they said without telling them—people need to know that they are heard, or they will not feel respected. In the worst case, people might feel you are simply claiming their ideas as your own. Acknowledging credit for an idea can be key, and building on it shows you respect the idea, have taken it on board, and have thought about it enough to continue the idea.

			Improvisational comedy troupes such as The Second City (which has been doing corporate training, too) refer to this as a “yes, and” approach. Instead of responding with “no,” or even “yes, but,” you make a conscious effort to show you like the idea and add to it rather than dismissing it. This need not be done for all ideas, but it needs to be done.

			It can also help with issues of inclusion: It’s a fact that in group discussions, women’s ideas often get ignored until a man repeats them, at which point the man gets credit. This is wrong in numerous ways, but you can learn to do it right. If you take a minute to respond and build on someone’s idea (instead of just waiting to propose your own or criticize it), you are less likely to have good ideas pass you by.

			Where to Start Developing

			This one is easy: Listening comes first. It can be as simple as not speaking first, and letting other people talk before you do. If you find yourself spending your pause time crafting your answer instead of listening, you’re not listening. If you are always the first to respond, you are having a dialogue, not a discussion. Pause and see if anyone else wants to talk first.

			Take notes, if you must, and not just to contradict, but to do a “yes, and,” as described above. In other words, “I agree with what you said, and let’s take it further in this way.”

			Once you start listening, you will find it easier to move into including, let alone building, because you can’t include what they say if you haven’t heard it. You can also develop habits around thanking people or including what they say: When you agree, don’t just take it for granted; say so. And don’t just say you agree as a means to cut them off at the pass and take over. Position it as you building on their initial concept: “That’s a great idea, Helga, I like it—can I just take it a bit further?” If they’re not finished speaking, let them. If they are, you have both complimented them and added more quality content (we hope).

			And just to be very, very clear: Make sure you mean it. If you don’t mean it, don’t pretend. Nothing aggravates a team member more than fake collaboration. And yes, people can tell.

			And once you are listening more than speaking, you may notice that some people haven’t spoken up, and invite their opinions. Some people need an invitation, which has nothing to do with the quality of their thinking. And once you get more people involved in the discussion, you may find building to be surprisingly easy. Research shows decisively that diverse opinions lead to higher-quality decisions and more innovation.

			Depending on the kind of leader you want to be (which, remember, is fueled by motivation), some of these actions can be easier or more difficult. Let’s go through each:

			Level 1 of the Pentad: What Each Kind of Leader Faces
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			The achievement-motivated (entrepreneurial and thought leaders) can get caught up in their own ideas so much that they either ignore the other person because they think their ideas are the best, or take over the idea because it is fun for them to explore.

			The affiliation-motivated (caring) are very willing to pay attention to people to make them feel better, but they may not be good at moving on; they can be afraid to build on an idea because they fear it will be seen as criticism of the person.

			The influence-motivated (people and change leaders) are usually pretty comfortable with listening to people, but their desire to influence may override the actual quality of the idea. Change leaders may be charging ahead so fast that they don’t give anyone the time to question.

			At this early level of leadership, you may be closer to your motives than at later ones. That means you are often acting from your emotions—your “gut”—and sometimes impulsively rather than consciously and thoughtfully. Most people don’t think of it this way, they just think in terms of what “feels right” to them, and rationalize to themselves or others why it does, sometimes because they simply don’t have enough experience or skill to think otherwise. That means they say what feels good to say rather than thinking about how what they say or do affects the other person.

			Achievement Motive

			For example, an achievement-motivated person might say, “I don’t have time to explain this issue to my teammates. They should be able to figure things out for themselves anyway.” Conserving your time sounds like you are contributing your individual part to the group.

			That may sound logical and appropriate, but in the heat of the moment, if you have a lot of achievement motive, you may actually just feel annoyed at having to explain anything to other people because it keeps you from your individual tasks, which you are itching to work on and excited to move forward.

			Note the emotional language: “annoyed,” “exciting.” In other words, your achievement motive is telling you “If you want to do better, you need to get on with your work! Why does it matter what the rest of the team does?”

			Note that you are not consciously keeping things from the team; this is just a feeling, and then you may consciously work out a reason why this is logically correct as well as emotionally satisfying.

			However, what if you are the expert in the team? What if they can’t figure things out for themselves? Then you lose a lot of collective efficiency because no one on the team can move forward until they learn the issue, and you are the only source. You are trading your individual benefit for that of the entire rest of the group, and that’s simply not a good deal.

			In my early days as a consultative trainer, I codelivered a program with my boss and another colleague. He turned to me and said, “You do this part.” It never occurred to me to say no—he was my boss, and it was clear I didn’t really have a choice. I jumped in and did my best, even though I was clueless. It wasn’t good. I could see him getting irritated with me, and he stepped in to take over the task—a common problem with achievement-motivated bosses, incidentally.

			Afterward, he asked me what went wrong. I said, “I didn’t know how to do this unit. I’ve never practiced it before. I needed to know what to do.” His response: “I thought you would enjoy figuring it out for yourself!” Unfortunately, I didn’t know enough to begin to figure it out, nor did I have time to do so. The time to figure it out (at least for me) was before I was standing in front of paying clients, not during.26

			To be fair, when I explained, he seemed slightly abashed, but also puzzled. Wasn’t working it out on the fly exciting? Maybe for other people, like my boss, but not me.27

			This kind of thinking is also why a highly achievement-motivated person may not be good at letting other people finish an idea. Working out an idea for yourself can be immensely satisfying, so achievement-motivated people jump in to complete the thought, regardless of the impact on the other person who wants to do so. It’s not malicious, nor is it trying to take credit—it is just not paying attention to the other person.

			Affiliation Motive

			Interestingly, the highly affiliation-motivated person might go the opposite direction: remaining too quiet to be “nice”’ to the other person, whether or not they are adding value or embarrassing themselves in public. In a situation like the one I was in, my boss could have left me to sweat it out, screwing up an important unit of this program in public, which I would have been worried about for months on end—because he wanted to be nice…

			This is why leadership, even if powered by the motive, must be informed by your conscious (or at least well-practiced) thought. In the interest of being kind and caring, you can actually make it worse for people.

			Likewise, those with a lot of affiliation motive might find it difficult to nudge a group of teammates to move on to the goal. It might hurt someone’s feelings to say, “You are wasting time, and we have a deadline.” And indeed, it might, but it is probably okay to say something like, “Let’s put that in the parking lot for later.” But someone with a lot of affiliation motive may feel they are being unkind whether they are or not—operating out of their personal perception rather than the reality of what the other person perceives.

			On the other hand, they are more inclined to listen, to be kind to the other person, and that can facilitate a more effective discussion so long as they participate as well as listen.

			Influence Motive

			The highly influence-motivated may have the easiest time at this level because moving from individual to group work can be very satisfying for them—as it can be for the affiliation-motivated, but for different reasons. For the influence-motivated, it means they have a chance to have an impact on others.

			When used well, that can help facilitate group discussion, make sure everyone is included, and nudge the group forward. But one can also get lost in the individual or political dynamics and lose sight of the goal. If you only listen long enough to decide how you can push a button, you are not necessarily getting the point.

			If you get energized by people learning something new or changing their mind, you can get more excited about explaining things to people than you do about keeping track of time. In other words, the explaining that frustrates the achievement-motivated because it is a waste of time becomes the raison d’être for the influence-motivated. They’re getting to speak to others, and those people are learning; they are having an impact.

			Or if you are focused on change, it might go a different way: “Great, we have an answer. Let’s get on with it.” Maybe you need to make sure you have the best answer you can come up with in the time you have rather than rushing people along. Alternatively, you need to get them excited about change for themselves, not just because you are excited.

			In this aspect, the achievement and influence motives can converge: “Have to get to goal” couples with “have to get an impact.” In fact, turnaround CEOs are often high on those two motives and low on affiliation, because most of their job is, in fact, hurrying up the organization to fix things.

			But when you are just working with a team, especially when that team is all there is, or they are your friends, that is not the best approach to take—unless they authorize you to do so.

			Fun with Teamwork

			Given that Level 1 is Team Member, we could spend a significant amount of time on the nature and structure of teams. Indeed, we could do a whole additional book on teamwork,28 especially when you think about the complex dynamics of a group of people with different motives and capabilities. But here we are focused on the leadership perspective, so let me just point out one key aspect here.

			Research has shown compellingly that someone is always in charge of a team (see, for example, Druskat & Pescosolido, 2006). It does not have to be the same person all the time or in all situations, nor does that person have to have a formal title, but a team works best when someone is helping it move along. Otherwise, a team can fall apart into its component individuals, all doing their own thing.

			Fortunately, many people realize this intuitively, and breathe a sigh of relief when someone steps in—if they do it well.

			In groups of equals, though, as noted above, you must be careful how it is done. For example, I have seen one group—a small, long-lasting creative group that has stayed together for decades now—designate an “official a-hole.” That person is the one who calls people to account, makes sure meetings are set, and checks that everyone has done their work for the week. It happened to be a person high in achievement motive, so he had the emotional urge to begin with, and the others were happy to designate him as the person making that happen, because none of them wanted to. That’s not necessarily the leader as such, but it is an important role, especially in groups of equals, and you can formally acknowledge someone as being in that role, and support them in doing it, so they don’t feel put-upon.

			It’s also worth noting that team dynamics can change rapidly, so you can’t just assume all is done and walk away.

			Why Stop Here?

			Some people do not go beyond this level. Sometimes it is a deliberate choice: People are happier where they are, or anxious about moving on, or simply do not want the responsibilities of the next levels. Other people may lack critical abilities that would enable or support success at later levels—which, sadly, does not always mean they don’t move on anyway. This leads to the Peter Principle taking hold if they prove unable or unwilling to develop.

			I’ve already noted the key behaviors necessary to be successful at this level, but let’s also discuss might like to stay here, and why.

			Advantages of this level:

			•Small scale: You know everyone, and it’s relatively easy to know them well.

			•Shared responsibility: You don’t own all the responsibility for major decisions.

			•Working as a team: You can collaborate on work instead of working alone.

			•No management responsibility: You own your work, and have a requirement to support your teammates, but it’s not a management responsibility.

			Who Lives in This Kind of Group?

			You may be wondering about the “creative group” I mentioned, or small teams in general. How often do we really see groups of equals, especially given the need for a group leader?

			In business, where we most often see this are in “innovation teams,” groups of experts who are brought together specifically to come up with new ideas. One example is pharmaceutical firms trying to identify new drugs. There are also improvement teams, or scrum teams, which are similarly structured, focused on process improvement. Both sorts of teams work best when all members of the team listen to each other, invite each other to participate, and act to help them.

			In terms of small companies, there are a few that work that way as well, notably startups founded by a small group working more or less as equals, as in the example I mentioned above. For a while, there was even one large European insurance company that had a management team of four people, precisely to permit even splits. The company wanted to make sure it was a real majority making big decisions. While not a “creative team” as such, the team did intend to reinforce real collaboration (which was part of its home country’s culture, too) and discussion of core issues.

			On a smaller level, there’s a much easier example of creative team that you may not have considered: rock bands.

			Some bands have a clear leader, whose name is sometimes in the title, and who calls the shots overall, even if they collaborate on songwriting and performance (for example, Tom Petty and the Heartbreakers).

			Others take a different approach. The members of R.E.M. decided right from the beginning that they would all take credit for all songs, and you can see that on all their albums. There was a reason to do this apart from mutual respect: The money from an album goes to the performer, but also to the songwriter. Lennon and McCartney made much more money from their work than the other members of The Beatles, because if a song ever got covered by another band or singer, the money went to the songwriters, not the rest of the performers, and “Lennon-McCartney” was credited with the vast majority of The Beatles’ catalog. This is why songwriting credits are so important—and that’s a good general principle for other contexts as well. In R.E.M.’s case, the members split everything equally. In fact, their business-mindedness went well beyond that; as music archivist, artists and repertoire (A&R) professional, and writer James Barber notes, “They were determined to never be in debt to their record label, so they limited their early I.R.S. Records recording budgets to make sure they recouped their advances with the royalties from each new release.” He adds, “It’s an ideal of how a creative organization should work, but most bands I’ve known would never be able to pull this off. A band that’s an equal partnership requires a significant contribution from every member of the band. Those contributions might not be the same for each member, but the collective has to believe that each individual is carrying his or her weight in the overall enterprise.”

			He also adds, “There’s a lot of business in that paragraph, far more capitalism than a lot of musicians I’ve known could ever stomach. Not everyone is wired to be a member of a creative collective; some musicians just want to show up and play and want to stay as far away from the grimy details as possible.”29

			But R.E.M.’s members made sure they reinforced the equality in multiple ways, if only to preserve the friendship among the members of the band, which Michael Stipe recently (2024) referred to as their legacy. To this day, there are no rumors of intraband conflict; none of them ever leak such stories—which also speaks to the all-for-one attitude of the group.

			Going further, the bandmates had also agreed that if any of the four wanted to leave the band, it would be over: They wouldn’t be R.E.M. anymore, because it was all or nothing—a conscious sharing of power and responsibility for the group. And they lived by this principle: When Bill Berry decided to leave, for a number of personal reasons, they all promptly said, “We’re done!” However, and this speaks to the strong team dynamic of the group, Berry didn’t want them to break up. When they said, “But that’s the agreement,” he said, “Okay, then I won’t leave.”

			Note that one of the reasons Berry was leaving was that he had had a cerebral aneurysm on stage, and also, he had decided to leave to become a farmer, not caring to live the performing life anymore.30 The others knew this, of course, and said he should leave, for his own sake. Eventually they worked it out: R.E.M. would continue as the remaining three, and Berry would depart. Michael Stipe referred to it at first like being a “dog with three legs” that had to learn to walk in a new way. (Berry has occasionally rejoined the band for special events.) But the band as a business operation is intact, and still fully shared.

			This strikes me as an excellent example of a team with a strong identity, but sufficient flexibility and mutual respect to find ways to do things differently. When they decided to stop, they did it as a group, and are all on good terms to this day. But they had to work it out as a group, not unilaterally.

			The Beatles were a little different. Keep in mind, they started playing and working together in their teens, which is not an ideal time to make thoughtful, mature decisions. They relied on their manager to help keep them together, and probably to act as a polarizing influence—it was “the band” and the manager, rather than the band members against each other, for the most part.

			Then Brian Epstein, the band’s manager, died. Lennon and McCartney both marked this as a critical time; Lennon even said, “I knew that we were in trouble then.…” Consequently, McCartney stepped into the role of making sure The Beatles kept going, even though there were existing strains in the band already, and McCartney wasn’t entirely happy with the role, either. He had not been authorized by the band to push them; they just went along with it—more or less.

			In the documentary Get Back, you can see these dynamics in play. At one point McCartney and Lennon have a private lunch that was recorded by the director without their knowledge. McCartney says to Lennon, “You’re the leader.” Lennon says, “No, I’m not!” To which McCartney says, in an irritated tone, “Of course you are.”

			Lennon was rejecting that role for a number of personal reasons, including some conscious stepping away from being “a Beatle,” but everyone else saw him in it, including McCartney, who apparently felt forced into a role he did not own, and felt that Lennon could have done it better, simply because everyone else saw him in it. McCartney tried to fill in for Brian Epstein to keep the band going, and that simply didn’t work. What you can see in the documentary is a group of people who had been friends and cocreators for many years, but who had begun to change in various ways—the “junior” members like Harrison wanting to do their own work, Lennon wanting to move away from the fame, whatever—without openly acknowledging it, or the difficulties they were having with each other. That means that someone changing their role, as when McCartney tried to take a “leadership” role, or for that matter when Lennon started retreating from the band, can just irritate the other members of the group. No matter how much you have good intentions, people might not perceive your actions the same way you do.

			This is a fundamental guideline, by the way, that works at all levels:

			Perception is reality. Your intentions are irrelevant if people don’t know them, or don’t even believe them (which can happen when cynicism is high).

			That can also include the way you want to be perceived. Mike Mills talked about the legacy of R.E.M. in a surprising way: “What we feel good about, as far as influencing bands, is how they conduct their business. Treat their crews well, treat their opening bands well, treat their opening acts well, protect themselves, find good managers, good attorneys, and don’t leave yourself vulnerable.… You can do this business with integrity, and you can look at yourself in the mirror every day and still feel okay about what you’re doing.31”

			Of course, the Beatles started out with Lennon and McCartney meeting at ages sixteen and fifteen, respectively, just wanting to play music and getting caught up in a ridiculous firestorm of fame like nothing ever seen before, including being a massive influence on popular music for decades to come (and arguably still). R.E.M. started with its members all in their twenties—from twenty to twenty-four—and had gradual increase in fame. Mills also commented that “if we had gone platinum on our first album [like Nirvana], I’m not sure all of us would be alive.” And they grew up in a post-Beatles world where everyone knew about the business and personal problems that could exist in a band. R.E.M. had the advantage of knowledge and in some ways set out to have a different kind of impact: “We always insisted on as much honesty and integrity and fair play as possible in everything we did. I think a lot of that has trickled down, and that I am more appreciative of.”

			This is not a criticism of The Beatles;32 instead, it’s a contrast between approaching a team with insight and deliberation versus falling into it. The Beatles struggled because they had no models, no idea of what could even happen. And their story did not end with that band; several of them showed signs of having learned from this. George Harrison encouraged the group that became The Traveling Wilburys because he missed being in a band, but did a good job bringing them together to work as a team. When Ringo Starr tours with his “All-Starr Band,” everyone in the band has had a #1 hit, and every member of the band gets to play one or more of their hits as well as Ringo’s songs. Clearly, they learned that it is important to work with the band as much as play with them.33

			And these are the kinds of challenges any team can have, especially when you start out not clear on what might happen. At this stage in leadership, the role is about making sure the team works together—which is not the same as being in charge or managing it. That’s the subject of our next section.
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			One of the hardest steps for many people—arguably for anyone primarily motivated by achievement or affiliation—is stepping up from an individual role, or membership in a team, into the first level of management. Whether you call the role “manager of individuals,” “first-line manager,” or “supervisor,” it’s a huge shift in focus and capability.

			Instead of just owning responsibility for your own work (or that which you are given), a new manager must also take responsibility for others. Ideally, they are setting and monitoring goals for a whole group, guiding individuals in specific actions, giving feedback on performance and task performance, and developing them to get better. The flattening of many large organizations has led to this role becoming more hands-on, so a person must continue being an individual worker as well.

			In practice, what we often actually see is a former high performer frantically doing twice as much work as before as they not only do their own work, but also take on additional work as their own from the people they manage. They micromanage the rest because they don’t know how to delegate, let alone develop.

			I remember seeing such a person who raised the performance for his group overall one year by such hands-on activity coupled with aggressive micromanagement and pushing his people as hard as possible, often accompanied by screaming corrections. Unfortunately, after the end of the year (when profit sharing was distributed), the entire team quit.

			Alternatively, these managers don’t manage at all because they are uncomfortable doing so, especially if they have been promoted from within the ranks and are now managing their former peers. They may just hope everyone does the right thing, whether they know how or not, because giving people potentially negative feedback feels unkind.

			This is not a new problem in business. It could be argued that this is easier now than it has been before thanks to the flattening of many larger organizations. Supervisors are expected to be hands-on, so the transition is not as dramatic.

			On the other hand, now the person energized by individual work (achievement) still must figure out how to let go of individual work, even while they are still responsible for it, and those energized by friendly relations (affiliation) still have to learn to manage people who might have been their friends and now must be convinced to work for them.

			The skills necessary to move from Level 0 to Level 1—listening, including, and acting—are still important, but now they must be applied in new ways, and new skills must be developed. The most critical at this stage are:

			•Communicating: Telling people what they must do and why it is important

			•Handing off tasks: Giving the right people the right tasks in the right way

			•Holding people accountable: Checking in on performance via clear measures and celebrating team success

			Note that these three are more aimed at the employees than vice versa, but that’s not because you can stop listening, including, and acting on their behalf. It’s because you should already be doing those things, but now for the people working for you. We are adding on top, not replacing.

			I’m going to introduce a fundamental principle of leadership that applies at every level, but may be especially difficult to practice at this transition:

			Rule of Thumb: You Cannot Communicate Enough.

			Even if you communicate what a person is to do, they may not understand how it is done, or why it is necessary. Said the wrong way, such communication can prevent people from getting that understanding and doing the task correctly.

			And in the same way that listening is vital to including, communicating is vital to handing off tasks. If people don’t get it, you may wind up holding the bag, one way or another. On the other hand, if you have communicated the task and handed it off well, then holding people accountable becomes vastly easier for the manager, and more acceptable to the employee.

			Yes, more acceptable. Have you ever been criticized for something you did incorrectly because you weren’t properly informed how to do it? Or worse, something you think you did do correctly, but your manager reams you out anyway because you did not do it the exact way they expected? How did that make you feel?

			Command and Control—and Not

			“Command and control” may sound convenient as a management technique—“I’ll just tell them, and they just do it, or else,” but in a modern business environment, it doesn’t work.34 Sooner or later, employees may find ways to avoid working for you. It could be by quitting, as in the example above. It could be by “malicious compliance,” meaning they do exactly what you tell them and nothing more. It’s worth noting that there are many stories on the Internet about doing exactly that. Or worse, it is possible that people sabotage you or the business because they use you and your bad behavior as an excuse to blame the whole company.

			In the US auto industry of the 1970s, relations between labor and management were so bad that such stories were rife. One story I have heard is about someone who bought a car that had a constant, annoying rattle they could not track down. Numerous trips to the dealership produced no result. Finally, someone thought to remove part of the dashboard, and in the empty space between the cover and the frame were nuts, dangling from fishing lines carefully glued to the top, so they would hang in the small space and rattle. That’s a lot of work—imagine the anger that drove so much effort to create a petty revenge on the customers. To this day, collectors of that era of vehicle are rare because cars that survived beyond the decade are even rarer! A hostile workforce, no matter how well paid, can destroy not only your product, but your credibility in the market for generations to come.

			As I write this, the Ukraine-Russia war is going on, and one of the critical reasons the far smaller country is more than holding its own is the approach the Ukrainians take to command and control.

			“Command and control” is the classic management approach of the armed forces, but not necessarily the way most people think. Centralized command and control, the doctrine used by the Russian army, makes all the decisions at headquarters. According to Andriy Zagorodnyuk, former minister of defense for Ukraine:

			“The Russians don’t empower their soldiers,” Zagorodnyuk explained. “They tell their soldiers to go from Point A to Point B, and only when they get to Point B will they be told where to go next, and junior soldiers are rarely told the reason they are performing any task. This centralized command and control can work, but only when events go according to plan. When the plan doesn’t hold together, their centralized method collapses. No one can adapt, and you get things like forty-mile-long traffic jams outside Kyiv.”

			This is magnified by a lack of communication, coming back to an earlier point, but in this case, it is literal; the sophisticated battlefield communication system that the Russians had tried to develop failed outright, leaving troops to rely on walkie-talkies.

			“Mission-style command and control,” on the other hand, “relies on the individual initiative of every soldier, from the private to the general, not only to understand the mission but then to use their initiative to adapt to the exigencies of a chaotic and ever-changing battlefield in order to accomplish that mission.”35

			In other words, it is not command and control at all, in the way most people think about it. It relies on:

			•Communicating the objective, not just the task or even just the plan

			•Handing off responsibility for the ultimate goal accomplishment to the people “on the ground”—in this case, soldiers

			•Holding people accountable for the objective, and how they perform against it rather than whether they execute the task a particular way

			In other words, exactly what we are describing here. The more people know, the better they are at getting to what you really want, assuming, of course, that you know enough about what they can do to give responsibility to the right people.

			Where to Start Developing

			The example above describes what to do, but even before that all five kinds of leaders must start with shifting their identity. That may sound startling—I’m not suggesting you have to change who you are, but you do need to change the way you think about your role. By that, I mean your primary goal is no longer to “do the job myself.” Even working supervisors should not do all the job themselves.

			Your priority goal is to remember: “My job is to help others to do the job.”

			Sometimes, newly promoted leaders tend to think their job is to be the best person on the team—isn’t that why they were promoted? But the real hope is that they can share their quality with the whole team. After all, that allows you to multiply yourself.

			Likewise, entrepreneurs growing their companies know they are the founder and the source of the initial idea, so clearly, they should be calling all the shots. Except they cannot grow unless others can learn enough to duplicate their thinking. Furthermore, multiple heads are better than one—no one knows how to do everything.

			Shifting your focus from you to your team supports the three points I describe above:

			•Communicating the objective: Start thinking in terms of telling people what to do so they understand it as well as you do, or nearly so, and ideally why to do it.

			•Handing off responsibility: You can’t do it all anymore; that’s why you have a team. Think hard about what you can give away and think about the correct size of your job.

			•Holding people accountable: You do have to hand off responsibility, but you also have to make sure it gets done. That means you shouldn’t abandon people to their own devices, because your role is to help others do their job, whether that means coaching them or telling them when they do something wrong.

			Remember that other people may not know as much as you (that’s often why individual contributors get promoted to Level 2), so it’s okay to check in to ask if they understand the objective.

			It’s a very large step to go from managing yourself or even being part of a team to managing a group. Let’s look at the different challenges of different kinds of leaders:
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			The achievement-motivated (entrepreneurial/thought) must start to let go of complete personal ownership of the work so others can do it. Otherwise, they can overwork themselves, underwork their employees, or micromanage.

			The affiliation-motivated (caring) find it relatively easy to give people things they ask for (that’s nice, after all), but sometimes find it difficult to say no, and harder still to give people negative feedback because they may feel it damages their relationship with the person.

			The influence-motivated (people/change) start on the path to the roles better suited to them at this level, but because they get energized by having people report to them and knowing they influence multiple people, they may let too much go too fast, or fail to properly communicate because they are already jumping in personally to change things because of a lack of experience of delegation.

			At this relatively early level of leadership, people actually begin to manage, if not lead—the leader has formal responsibility for the performance of others. The challenge is that most people have no experience doing so. They are moving from solo work to managing others, with no obvious path to that change.

			In fact, many firms promote people into management because they were excellent individual contributors. But the two roles are surprisingly different, as we can see from a side-by-side comparison of necessary capabilities:
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			Even the capabilities both roles have in common often have a larger scope of impact at Level 2. Instead of just focusing on your own results and quality, for example, you have to think about the results and quality of the people you manage as well.

			The cognitive ability is the same—being able to trace cause to effect—but it is generally at a higher level of complexity at Level 2.

			The influence-motivated capabilities are where we see the most substantial change. Many Level 1 roles only require one, the ability to collaborate well with others, unless you are acting as a salesperson or a marketing person or trying to persuade people to invest in your company, in which case you might also need to influence others. But at Level 2, that influence skill is required, because leading groups and developing people both depend on a foundation skill of influencing.

			Studies have compared the motivational profiles of successful people in these roles, and here’s what they found, in terms of simple graphs:

			Motive Profiles of Levels 0–1 (Individual Contributor) and Level 2

			[image: ]

			We’re talking about roles with different motive drivers; influence goes from around zero to substantial, even though achievement is still high for both. Again, motives are not destiny; you can function in either one of these roles (or others) despite your motivation, but when you look at the motivational profile of the capabilities, you can see why so many people have this motive profile just to be energized by their job. You can also see why so many excellent individual performers struggle with a role that is measured in large part by how well they manage others—for someone with a strongly achievement-dominated profile, it’s simply not satisfying. If you lack influence motive, you will have to ignore your preferred, motivated actions (doing it yourself, for example) and consciously make yourself do something different (like handing off a task to someone else).

			But let’s dig into each motive and the different kinds of leaders, who are beginning to separate from each other more distinctly at this stage.

			Achievement Motive

			I’ve already alluded to how hard this shift is for the highly achievement-motivated. Up until now, their work satisfaction has largely resided in their own work, which they can largely control, and which they can measure, so they know exactly how much better they are doing. Handing off to others becomes agonizing. Some respond to this emotional stress by trying to manage others as their second pair of hands: Instead of handing off, they micromanage, telling people what to do in very, very specific detail, and taking away a task when it fails to match what they would do themselves. Note that a lack of match does not necessarily mean a task is done incorrectly—just differently. But when you are charged up by achievement motive and feel that you have worked out the best approach, it’s very hard to let anyone do something you just know is worse, whether it is or not.

			Achievement Motive: Entrepreneurs: Letting Go of the Task

			When I have described the three motives to people, they often erroneously describe a micromanager they have known as “power-mad” or “definitely driven by influence.” In the vast majority of cases, they are mistaken, because from their perspective, the manager is manifesting power over them—asserting control, which they see as a power struggle.

			However, this kind of manager actually operates out of achievement motive: They don’t observe the impact of their actions on the other person because they’re not thinking about that. They are thinking about the task, not the person.

			In fact, someone with more influence motive is more likely to be aware of the impact of micromanagement, even if they don’t know any better way to act.

			Having said that, there is another way the primarily achievement-motivated hand off a task, which is superficially better but just as bad in practice: letting go completely. By that, I mean just handing off a task without any guidelines, principles, or recommendations. A strongly achievement-motivated entrepreneur will see this as a compliment: They assume you will do the task the way they would do it.

			However, for the person stuck doing the task, they may not know the objective, the standards, or even how quickly it needs to be done. The entrepreneur may see this as “trusting delegation,” but the proper term is “dump delegation.” They dump it on someone they trust, then get frustrated or angry when the person doesn’t know how to deliver the goods.

			Achievement Motive: Thought Leaders: Letting Go of (or Sharing) Innovation

			You might think the thought leader would love sharing innovation, given that two (or more) heads are better than one. This is often not the case. This kind of leader just loves figuring things out for himself (remember my comment about my boss, who wanted me to “have the fun of working it out for yourself”?), and when someone else has a thought, it feels like an interruption, not an addition.

			Even if they do want to share, they may not verbalize it well; they may skip logical steps that they already know. The great physicist Ludwig Boltzmann supposedly gave lectures where he would insert references to involved calculus, which he worked out in his head as he went. His students, of course, struggled to follow an argument that incorporated complex mathematics they could not manage on the fly. There is a story that they begged him to show his work on the equations on the blackboard. He promised faithfully to do so, laying out the calculus as he went, and concluding by saying, “It’s as simple as two plus two equals four.” After which, having promised, he wrote “2 + 2 = 4.” Boltzmann was at least courteous to his students; not all thought leaders are so kind.

			I was fortunate to have as my mentor the great motivational psychologist David McClelland, which research showed to be the fifteenth-most influential psychologist of the twentieth century.36 More important, from my admittedly limited perspective, was his willingness to share his insight and collaborate with students. In fact, his preference was to form a group of bright students around him to provoke his thoughts. An odd side effect of this is that his field of study was much broader than many other academics; while he considered himself to have specialized in motivation (a comment that caused one post-doctorate fellow I know to laugh out loud), he looked at motivation in business, motivation and the immune system, motivation and history, motivation and education, and so on. While his own interests drove much of this, so did his students.

			When I studied with him, my chosen area for my dissertation was the affiliation motive, which I felt had been underappreciated and underdeveloped compared to the other two main ones. He dug into his vast experience and the work of colleagues and past students, as well as proposing his own ideas on the subject. We had one-on-one meetings every week to discuss a possible research approach and hypothesis. We would trade memos every week before our one-on-one meeting, each reading the other’s memo, then discuss and debate. I knew I was ready to launch my research the week that we traded memos and I realized they were virtually identical in content.

			Interestingly, this led to a tangential effect on his students: in an analysis he did of his own students in the introduction to his Festschrift,37 he found a disproportionately high percentage went on to be extremely successful academics, but an equally disproportionately high percentage left the field entirely! His willingness to collaborate with his students on their interests meant that sometimes they would chart a path away, and he would encourage them wherever they went. And they went everywhere.38

			This is the power of the thought leader who shares ideas. To do that, however, you must bring a degree of humility to the task. Ideally, all scientists should do that: No matter how right you think you are, if new data disprove your theory, you should not just accept it, but build on it.

			I remember when the data came through on my doctoral dissertation and I realized that my original hypothesis was flat wrong. I was delighted. Why? Because of the experimenter effect. Robert Rosenthal introduced the notion that a researcher was more likely to find experimental results that matched their own hypothesis—not through deliberate alteration as such, but just through accidental or unconscious misinterpretation of the data. Your own bias will tilt the data just a bit, but enough to get the result you want.39

			So why was I happy? Because I knew that the data were strong enough against my initial hypothesis that they were clearly true, because they were not just objectively true, but worked against my natural bias. Besides, the objective was to get the right answer, not a particular answer, right?

			McClelland was a master of this. Once, in a casual conversation among colleagues, he casually credited me with far more knowledge than I deserved on a specific area of knowledge, despite the fact that I hadn’t even finished a master’s degree, and he was a giant of the field, because I was at that time taking classes and working with an expert in that area. He was always willing to listen, and never assumed he had all the answers.

			This is the key to this level of thought leader.

			Affiliation Motive: Caring Leaders

			When I describe the three main motives, listeners often assume that the primarily affiliation-motivated leaders are “people-people.” Certainly, they care about people on a personal level, but that does not necessarily mean they manage them well.

			As I noted, in many cases, people are promoted to this level from within an existing group. That means they go from being one of several peers, who can interact in a friendly way, to the person in charge of the team, and thus accountable for everyone’s performance.

			Here’s where things get tricky for these leaders. When you are in charge, you must make decisions about people, decisions that may draw lines between people or put them at different levels. A supervisor calls out poor performance, or even just mediocre performance, in order to improve it and get to task goals.

			If, however, you are strong in the more anxious forms of affiliation, you may be more worried about whether people like you than whether you are getting the job done. Giving negative feedback—even mildly critical comments—can become very hard. Since people at this level are often not skilled at giving feedback, it makes it even harder.

			In fact, it is possible to use affiliation motive to give better feedback, but this is a developed skill, not an intuitive one. A sometime colleague and boss of mine, Ashley Stephenson, framed it very nicely when he worked to find a way to give tough executive feedback well: “I go into the conversation assuming this is my best friend in the world. I think about this as what I have to tell him because I am his friend.” His framing means you harness your affiliation-based desire to help your friends to drive the delivery of feedback, countering the equally affiliation-based desire not to hurt anyone’s feelings. Positioning it in this way can also help you refine your communication to make it kinder.

			Having said that, “muddier” or “softer” is not kinder. Years ago, I was in a three-person team delivering a management development workshop in the northeastern part of the UK. The team included an accredited client trainer40 and a colleague of mine who was relatively new to this client.

			The client in question was British, and the stereotype of Brits being more introverted and low-key was undoubtedly true in his case.41 While excellent in his role, he also brought a significant amount of affiliation motive. We’ll call him Andrew. He came up to me between units and said, “Steve, I want you to go talk to your colleague when you get a chance and make sure she is okay.” We’ll call her Janet.

			“What happened?” I asked, somewhat alarmed.

			“I gave Janet some rather difficult feedback on that last unit she delivered. I wasn’t happy with her performance this time. But I want you to make sure she knows that I do still want to work with her, and that this is just a one-time issue that I feel sure she can fix.”

			“Wow! Okay, sure, Andrew, will do,” I said, now actively worried on my colleague’s behalf. What had he told Janet? How bad was it?

			As soon as I could, I sidled up to my colleague, eyeing her for any signs of panic or terror, since having a client ban you would be very bad indeed, and excellent cause for concern. I said, “Um, Janet, so, how about that feedback from Andrew?”

			“What feedback?” she said.

			Andrew had softened the feedback to the point that it was no longer feedback. Knowing him, he probably said something like, “You know, Janet, about that last unit, well, you know, [nodding firmly], you understand, right?” No, she didn’t…

			But here’s a key principle that you should always remember:

			People cannot get better if they don’t know what they did wrong.

			There are better and worse ways to deliver feedback, but this level is the one where it begins, and the caring leader struggles with it.

			There is also a reverse problem. Unlike the achievement-motivated entrepreneur or thought leader, the caring leader often has no problem handing off a task, especially if someone really wants it and says so. The problem is that they may not be equipped for the task, and the caring leader may know that, but give in to their feelings so they don’t hurt the feelings of the employee. Even worse, people can figure this out and manipulate it to their own benefit. Achievement motive can drive micromanagement; affiliation motive can drive unfairness.

			It’s critical to choose the right person for the task. To do that requires observation of performance and results. Motivation, however important, is not the same as capability.

			Influence Motive

			Since this transition starts requiring leaders to work through others, this can be a gift to the primarily influence-motivated. They are now officially empowered to influence people as their employees. This level is where the influence-motivated start to pull ahead of the achievement-motivated in terms of results—if they know what they are doing.

			Since people with a lot of influence motive typically observe others with an eye toward how to influence them, they often find it relatively easy to distinguish who should get a task versus who shouldn’t, and they don’t have a problem handing off tasks if they have any competent people. It can be more difficult if they are more worried about being “in the spotlight,” in which case they may try to occupy it completely, but people like this often get much more satisfaction from influencing others than they do from doing the work themselves, so this acts as a natural corrective to micromanagement.

			The challenges come if the influence motive drives people toward the wrong goal: making an impact instead of getting results.

			Influence Motive: People Leaders

			This kind of leader loves picking out someone to whom they can give a task, and often like opportunities to develop someone along the way. They may not be skilled in development or management yet, but at least they are motivated to do it.

			Where they sometimes trip up is by compromising performance to deliberately develop people. It is essential to start with a clear understanding of the objectives and timeline, so that giving a task to someone as a development opportunity presents minimal risk. It can be exciting to see someone pull off something unexpectedly, but given that longer odds lead to greater excitement, this becomes a trap for the highly influence-motivated.

			People with a lot of influence motive tend to take dramatic risks, not measured ones, because dramatic risks have a greater impact. This is by contrast with the strongly achievement-motivated, who gravitate naturally to a moderate risk as providing the best opportunity to measure better performance. Influence motive is about how others respond, so it can be tempting to give someone a chance at a long shot. But business runs more effectively when leaders take risks as if they have achievement motive.

			Having said that, I have seen ways for a people leader to have their cake and eat it too. I once assessed a CEO of a hospital when they were starting to move to what was called “patient-centered care.” Too many healthcare institutions seem to be set up for the convenience of the doctors rather than the benefit of the patients; a countertrend was to make sure the patient was fully informed, consulted carefully, and comforted when necessary.

			This CEO decided to make a dramatic action to drive home the message of patient-centered care. Like many hospitals, the doctors heading the different departments—such as cardiac care, obstetrics and gynecology, oncology—reported directly to the CEO, along with the head of finance, and so forth. He promoted the head of nursing to be his direct report as well, adding her to the executive team, because no one knew more about the patients on a daily basis than the nurses.42

			This was a controversial—not to say shocking—move on his part. The MDs who ran the other departments were taken aback, and given that at this point, the head of nursing was virtually always subordinate to a doctor in hospital organization charts, it seemed very risky indeed to them.

			It would have been risky, especially with a wary group of peers, had the CEO not been working quietly behind the scenes with the head of nursing for the prior year. He had coached and developed her in executive-level leadership with this plan in mind. When he promoted her, he already knew she was fully ready and could deliver at the correct level—which she did.

			He got the best of both worlds to a people leader: He got to develop someone promising, and he got to make a highly dramatic move—that wasn’t nearly as risky or daring as it seemed.

			Indeed, some would characterize him as a change leader, too, combining both.

			Influence Motive: Change Leaders

			This is an early level for change leaders to emerge; being relatively new to management, it is extremely difficult to have an impact on many people. Like people leaders, they may lack the skills necessary to do it well. Therefore, it makes it quite hard to create significant transformation in an organization or group. In practice, it may just appear to be incremental improvement rather than transformational, if only because the leader is not in a place that permits that scope of impact: Small ponds are small.

			Having said that, influence motive often sensitizes people to opportunities to influence groups as well as individuals—cultural or political “hot-buttons” as well as the feelings of individuals. This can provide a key opportunity for the supervisor-level change leader to “punch above their weight.” In other words, they can find ways to influence on a larger scale than they might otherwise, because they can see where to put their effort.

			In general, it is easier to enrage people than empower them, and some such individuals may choose that path as a quick route to major impact. This can be rabble-rousing, or it can produce a movement. For example, the first unionized Amazon warehouse achieved its vote because of one key person: Christian Smalls, a former manager at a warehouse in Staten Island, New York. He had been fired by Amazon. They claimed it was because he violated social distancing rules. He said that he was fired in retaliation for staging a protest in the early weeks of the pandemic to call for stronger safety measures.

			Smalls decided to take action. He spoke at rallies criticizing Amazon’s labor record, and helped organize people on the ground—literally, in his view: “We want to thank Jeff Bezos for going to space because while he was up there we were organizing a union.” He had to restart efforts at a couple of points, but fundamentally, what he said was, “It’s the way we organized. The way I spent every single day talking to workers, rain or shine.” He was a rapper as well as a union organizer, suggesting a strong influence motive, and his energy around speaking to people clearly came from influence motive. He tapped into the energy of outrage for himself and for others, but channeled it into productive action—once he learned how. They made some mistakes at first, which is only to be expected when you go off on your own to start something.

			One phenomenon we see when there is a clash of power is that attacking a person arouses a strong Influence-motivated response. After leaked notes revealed that Amazon’s general counsel had insulted Smalls as “not smart, or articulate,” a phrase that suggested racist dog whistles once publicized (and could easily be questioned in that rap requires a strong vocabulary), and further suggested they “make him the face of the entire union/organizing movement,” Smalls took that attack as “motivation to fight harder.” In other words, when you poke at someone, they are much more motivated to poke back.

			Change leaders need to keep this in mind, because sometimes having people react angrily is not the best approach to win people over for the long term, especially if they happen to disagree with the change initially. They should also keep in mind that the positive twist works just as well: empowering people. Great leaders both arouse righteous anger and empower people.

			Communication is necessary for all these approaches, of course; just because you want to influence people for change does not mean they understand where you are going or why. Sometimes people who already know what change they want charge on without checking whether anyone else knows or even agrees.

			Why Stop Here?

			This is the early stages of management responsibility, but many people do not move beyond this. This is sometimes due to opportunity (such as a small company that isn’t going to get significantly bigger), capability, or because it is the most satisfying level.

			Advantages of this level:

			•Small scale: You still know everyone, and it’s relatively easy to know them very well.

			•Hands-on task responsibility: You continue to do the job yourself to at least some extent.

			•Minimal handing off: You can delegate the tedious bits, but still keep a lot to yourself.

			•Hands-on management responsibility: You own your work, and that of your direct reports, who you can observe (and manage) closely.
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			The shift here is nearly as fundamental as that between Levels 1 and 2, in that you must not only manage others directly, you must also manage through others. In other words, you can no longer pretend to be an individual contributor—at least, not with success. This can also be the first place an entrepreneur fails or a thought leader plateaus. When you have more than one level beneath you, it is not appropriate to try to micromanage your employee’s employee, assuming it is even possible.

			Up until now, I have tended to refer to “handing off tasks” instead of “delegating.” This was entirely deliberate on my part. In my opinion, delegation is one of those words that people overuse or falsely assume they do. As an overused word in this space, it is surpassed only by strategy, coach, and leader. Note that I have not used two of those terms at all yet.43

			Note that at Level 2, we discussed how you hand off tasks without micromanaging. At Level 3, we take a step up; you don’t just hand off a task; instead, you can hand off projects or even whole roles. This takes considerably more skill than just telling people what success looks like and letting them go, because the scope of complexity is far greater. The risks are also much greater: When you hand off a project instead of just today’s task, you put the performance and outcomes of multiple people at risk, at the very least. Depending on how important the project is, you may be putting your overall performance at risk.

			While you are still communicating, handing off tasks, and holding people accountable, as in the previous level, you are having to delegate sets of tasks (aka projects) to people who will then communicate, hand off individual tasks, and hold their people accountable. Leaders are required to be more insightful as to the abilities of their team, and to make active use of them right from the beginning:

			•Engaging: inviting and using the opinions and input of the team, which may even be more valuable than your own

			•Delegating: giving the right people the right projects in a way that helps them hand off tasks to others

			•Holding teams accountable: reviewing, checking, and celebrating team efforts against collective goals

			At this level, it is also more likely for leaders to be directly involved in recruiting and hiring efforts that go beyond calling your friends for help.

			Level 3 of the Pentad: What Each Kind of Leader Faces
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			For the same reason this level becomes an opportunity for those with primarily influence motive, it becomes a challenge for those with primarily achievement motive. At this stage, the balance of motives shifts decisively toward influence. More of the job is spent influencing, communicating, developing, and ideally empowering than ever before.

			I once worked with a company that polled its managers on how much time of their day talking to people, whether one-on-one, in meetings, on the phone, or whatever. The average was close to 80 percent.

			The pattern we saw in working managers of individuals now flips over. You can still use achievement motive in this job—you’re still pushing a group toward results, after all—but since you are working through people, the emphasis is on influence, as you can see below in charts of the motivational levels of the average successful manager in this role:

			Motive Profiles of Level 2 (Supervisor) and Level 3 (Manager)

			[image: ]

			As you can see, the average motive levels have shifted—while at level 2 the typical good supervisor has higher levels of achievement motive than influence motive, at level 3 the typical good manager has higher levels of influence motive relative to achievement.

			This is the point at which influence dictates most of the job, and the achievement motive that drove success becomes somewhat—but significantly—less important. One of the reasons this transition is so difficult to negotiate is because everything that made you successful before—seizing opportunities to do more, beating goals, exceeding expectations by your personal work—can become not just useless, but even detrimental to success. For example, you want your staff to exceed expectations and do more, but how you do it matters. Instead of just jumping in and doing tasks, you must guide people, advise them (rather than telling them), and even discuss and accept options on how to do a task. This is why so many studies have found that the “checkmark” motivational profile first identified by McClelland and Burnham in the 1960s has a powerful impact on managerial performance.44

			If you don’t get some energy out of connecting with people, you’re relying on your conscious values just to get through the day—forcing yourself to talk to people, influence them, develop them, and (hopefully) inspire them. For most people, that is simply not sustainable—or they pay a price for it.

			Thirty years ago, I was delivering one of the first leadership development programs I have ever done. Normally, they were run by two people; I was the third, which gives you some idea of how important I was. As per frequent practice, we had one client facilitator and one of our own, plus me.

			Four days into the program, which touched on a variety of issues, including motivation, participants were given a chance to have a one-on-one private discussion session with a consultant. We put up a signup sheet and let people pick their own, which we figured would encourage people.

			I assumed I would be everyone’s last choice, as the least experienced and least knowledgeable member of the team. 45 To my surprise, “Robert” signed up for me.

			Robert (not his real name, of course) was a senior manager running a good-sized chemical plant with several hundred people under him, which put him at the high end of Level 3 up to Level 4. He also had an attitude. Allow me to illustrate:

			When he entered the room on the first day of the program, he slouched in slowly, picking a seat as far away from the front as possible, on a corner. We had a U-shaped table configuration, so you really couldn’t get that far away, but he tried.

			When introducing ourselves, he said, “I don’t know why I’m here, as I’m planning to take early retirement, so this is kind of a waste of time.” After that charming introduction, which certainly didn’t have a positive impact on the younger managers in the room (most of whom had started out rather excited for this opportunity), he made sure some of the older managers clustered near him. During the program, they would chat with each other, make jokes, and otherwise show their detachment from the content.

			So, I had no idea why he would sign up for me. Any illusions I might have had about his respect for me were quickly dispelled when he came in and said: “Look, you know I’m planning to retire this year. If you want, we can just skip this meeting and we can go our separate ways and take the hour back.” In other words, he planned to blow off the meeting and figured I would be the biggest pushover of the three facilitators.

			But this was my first program, and I had all the paperwork in front of me, and I was ready to go—this was my first feedback session, dammit, I was not going to give it up! Furthermore, our client-colleague had already told me there was no way this guy would get early retirement, because his plant’s performance—and his—were too good. They were trying to get rid of deadwood, not top performers. I said, “Well, as long as you’re here, let’s at least take a quick look at your data.”

			First, as I had been trained, I looked at the data we had collected on the working environment he had created, his organizational climate.46 His people were informed, empowered, reinforced, and overall thought he was great to work for. I said as much, noting that his people must love working for him.

			Moving backward from the data, we went to his specific styles of management, as measured by his team. He came out as a leader who provided the big picture, gave balanced positive and negative feedback, invited and used input, and developed his team whenever he could (sound familiar?). In fact, it explained why the working environment was so positive; we could draw a straight line between his management skill and their experience of working life.

			I flipped the page to his motive profile confidently, knowing what I would see: that right-handed checkmark you see above, scoring highest on influence, perhaps moderate on achievement, and relatively low on affiliation.

			I was wrong.

			The profile was extraordinarily high on achievement (ninetieth percentile or higher), and low on both the other two motives. I mean, single-digits low.

			I blinked at this for a moment, pondering it, and then looked at him and said, “What this says is that you hate your job.”

			He blinked back at me, clearly not expecting me to speak so brutally. (I was new, remember, and freshly out of graduate school. I had yet to develop tact.)

			“These,” I said, showing the other documents, “show you have learned how to manage, as you kept getting promoted, and you do it very well indeed. Your people clearly love working for you, and you do a good job with them. But your motive pattern suggests you do all this the hard way, making yourself do it. You don’t like doing it; you just know how. This motive pattern suggests you would be far happier as an individual engineer [he was a chemical engineer by training], or an entrepreneur, or just working alone.”

			I paused for his reaction. He stared at me for a moment, then turned to the papers, then turned back to me. “You have just explained my entire life.” All his cynical pose was gone. I had cut him deeply—arguably too deeply. He solemnly asked me what he should do.

			“I think you should go home and discuss this with your wife,” I said. “Clearly, you know how to do this job, and you are very good at it. But I think it’s wearing you out. You need to think about what you want to do next.”

			With that, we did end the meeting a little early, as I recall, and he left looking a little dazed, leaving me wondering if I had done the right thing.

			The next day, he strode into the room. No slouching today; he was upright and energized, and I got a glimpse of why he had been so inspiring to his team. He went directly to me and said, “I thought about what you told me all night. And I’ve decided if they don’t let me retire, I’m quitting.”

			I’ll admit I panicked a bit here, given that this was my first consultation at my first program, and here I was driving off top performers from one of our biggest clients. But then he went on and said:

			“Because I can’t live like this anymore.”

			That’s how important motives are.

			In that moment, I knew I had done the right thing, client or no client. My responsibility to helping him find his personal destiny was more important than keeping in a job he hated, and which was killing him. Indeed, he also said, “I was blaming the company for how miserable I felt, but now I realize it wasn’t them at all. It was me. This is just the wrong place for me to be.”

			That level of insight had brought him to success in a place he did not enjoy.

			Over time, I’ve had more conversations like that—better managed and much kinder, I hope—guided by what I learned in this one.

			You can choose to act outside your motives, but you must do it consciously. Otherwise, you pay a price you may not realize.

			I have also observed a pattern in people’s career paths. You often go into a job because you think it is right: It makes sense, it is logical, it is a good idea, and it fits your plans. But you leave a job because of your feelings: You hate what you have to do every day. It’s so reliable a measure that I use it to help me determine someone’s motive pattern when I interview them.

			So be aware: If you love being an individual contributor, it’s a very different job being a manager. Some people like it, some do not. At this level is where a lot of people run into trouble in their careers.

			Interpersonal Insight

			While the shift in job demands and motivational demands are major potential obstacles, there is one other key factor that can derail someone moving into this level. I am calling it interpersonal insight, but there are many names for it: people savvy, emotional insight, interpersonal understanding, and people often assume emotional intelligence (EI or EQ) is mostly about this.47

			At this level, engaging, delegating, and holding people accountable all hinge on your ability to connect with and understand individuals, both in terms of what they are thinking and feeling, and in terms of what they are capable of doing. The manager I described above was brilliantly competent at reading everyone but himself,48 and that is how he managed to succeed several levels past the point where he was enjoying himself. Therefore, this trait is critical if you want to move into management of groups, especially past direct, hands-on management into layers of management.

			This trait usually manifests in a couple of different ways:

			•Seeing what people are thinking and feeling, even if they don’t tell you

			•Identifying what people prefer or want well enough to appeal to it

			You have to see into people, which is why we refer to it as interpersonal insight. It may sound obvious, but often people fool themselves into not seeing what people are showing them, so it’s not just being able to see, it’s seeing even when people might not want to tell you.

			Sadly, simply being in a position of authority can inhibit people’s willingness to speak openly to you. At executive levels, this can go so far as to cause major problems through myths that spread throughout the organization, but even in a smaller scope of leadership role, people may hesitate to speak up if they are afraid to be shut down. This is especially true if you are new to the job or to the people generally, and they do not know what to expect.

			Let’s talk about how this enables you to engage, delegate, and hold accountable before we get into the five kinds of leadership.

			When you are engaging, you are finding ways to connect with people, at least well enough to persuade them to go along with the organizational or team objective. If you can see how they are reacting to certain approaches and recognize that they have a positive or negative response, that will help you refine your persuasion; if you can identify what motivates people, you can use that to excite people about the objective. Some people will see this as manipulative; I’d rather describe it as speaking to people in the language they understand and prefer. It is frequently speaking to people based on their motivation and not your motivation.

			If you are delegating, you need to be aware of what people can do, and what they feel comfortable doing. I do not mean you should delegate tasks only to those who feel comfortable doing them; instead, you should understand them well enough to delegate things they can do even if they are not comfortable. That’s how you stretch people. But to do that well, you may also need to reassure people as to their ability to do it or help them appreciate that you are not expecting miracles.

			There is a phrase that has been attributed to many people, and I have often used it myself when teaching how to give feedback: “Our job is to comfort the afflicted—and afflict the comfortable.49” In other words, when some people get overly anxious, you should help relax them and reassure them either through your confidence or through your support or both. The latter part comes into play when someone is overconfident or too relaxed to do the job well. Clearly, to understand the balance between those two in another person, you must bring interpersonal insight.

			And when holding people accountable, the key here is to do so in a way that is empowering rather than devastating. When done well, you can actually energize someone to do better, not just out of spite, but because they know they should have done better.

			Great coaches do this all the time. They neither flatter nor flatten you. They give you positive feedback on things you did well and should continue to do well, but they give you negative feedback on things they know you could have done better—and make sure you understand that. “You know you can do better than this—what happened this time?” The idea is to put people in a state of being frustrated with themselves because they know they can do better. Not hugely frustrated, because that’s depressing and draining. Just a bit irritated. Again, that’s a fine balance, and requires interpersonal insight to do well.

			But what if you don’t have that much interpersonal insight?

			Research has shown it is possible to develop it to some degree.50 In extreme cases, where people genuinely lack the wiring, people have learned to use microexpressions intellectually. That is, if they don’t get it intuitively, they can learn it intellectually. This can be not unlike learning to dance through a book, but it can at least improve your ability, and it has been done with some success.

			I once assessed a chief operating officer (COO) of a small biotechnology firm who fit neatly into this level; he was a candidate for CEO of this same company. Through our assessment, we found he was unquestionably engaging, delegating, and holding accountable staff with clear insight into individuals. We also found he was extremely lacking in interpersonal insight, which conflicted sharply with the previous finding. How could he manage people with an understanding of their individual feelings when he was terrible at reading anyone’s feelings?

			After the assessment, we offered him one-on-one feedback regardless of the outcome of the search (as we normally do). He accepted, and for the first time in my memory, asked if his executive coach could join. I had a preliminary discussion with this coach and learned that the executive had been working with him for over a decade on exactly the issue we were puzzled about: reading and working with people.

			It turned out that he had been working with the same team under him and around him for five years. Given that length of time, he had laboriously learned everything he needed to know about them, and with the coach’s help figured out how to manage them. He was brilliant in other ways—for example, he was superb at recognizing patterns and creating concepts to organize information—and he applied that to learning about people, but wholly intellectually rather than on a direct emotional level.

			By contrast, when a major pharmaceutical firm proposed buying 40 percent of their stock as a preliminary step toward acquisition, he joined the roomful of executives from both firms to cut the deal (as he should, being COO), and apparently said absolutely nothing. As COO, he should have taken a firm hand in determining the relationship and the agreement, but he didn’t. Why? Because he was so uncertain of how to engage with even relative strangers.

			That was the key to understanding him: He could learn, but it could take years. Ultimately, we did not recommend him for the CEO role because that role was going to require a great deal of political discussion—talking with and connecting with strangers, in fact, which would have been virtually impossible for him. He appeared to agree with us, which was a good sign as far as his self-awareness was concerned. Indeed, he asked our advice for other areas he might be equally satisfied with and better qualified for.

			Keep in mind that this was an extreme case. I imagine most of the people reading this do not need to work this hard at it. In this case, he had a severe challenge, but despite his challenges in terms of interpersonal insight, this executive was also very strongly driven by influence motive, and had strong influence value as well. Learning to engage with people was therefore highly energizing and highly important to him, so he was able to work that hard. Most people wouldn’t or couldn’t. Someone else might stop sooner, or switch to something more congenial.

			Also keep in mind that it is entirely possible to have interpersonal insight and not have influence motive, which can lead to different paths as an entrepreneur, thought leader, or caring Leader.

			Achievement Motive: Entrepreneurs

			This is the level that starts putting a significant strain on entrepreneurs.

			In my experience, you see entrepreneurs start to “break” as leaders when they start getting past one or two hundred employees, because they cannot be an individual contributor at all anymore, and they can’t even know who all their employees are.51 If they have not learned to hand off tasks, responsibilities, and projects, the primarily achievement-motivated entrepreneur will struggle a lot at this level.

			For example: I worked with a leader who was, at that time, CEO of a very successful electronics company. When he joined the company, it had perhaps $5 million in revenue. He got the company to change its product line (which turned out to be essential to its survival) and built it to $2.2 billion in revenue and a 40 percent market share when I met him. This is particularly impressive when you know that no other company had more than 2 percent of the market. He was a strongly achievement-motivated entrepreneur, starting out by helping sell the product and even patenting a number of inventions himself. He had kept going as CEO as the company grew and grew by doing whatever he could to learn how to lead better. In fact, we met at an executive-focused mutual learning organization and sat on a committee together to collect content to help executives learn to lead better. I asked him what would happen if it got too big for him to handle, and he told me once that when he could no longer do the job, he would step down as CEO.

			The reason I asked was because I knew even then, at the peak of his company’s success, he had already started to struggle. He told me that every once in a while, he would jump up from his desk and run down to the shop floor to watch the people making their particular widgets. Note that he did not do this as a managerial move, to influence them or inspire them. He just missed being hands-on so badly, due to his high achievement motive, that it pushed him out of his chair to get as close to it as he could.

			A few years later, after his company’s stock price had started to decline and it was not as ferociously successful, he did what he had told me he would do. He “abruptly” (according to some sources) stepped out of the CEO role, designated his successor, and became chairman instead to focus on strategy. A few years after that, the company started improving and was acquired by a Fortune 500 firm for $6.1 billion dollars. The chairman and one other person shared nearly 10 percent of the stock, so clearly, he did well out of it personally.

			This illustrates how far you can go—but also how you need to learn your limits. Every minute he spent running down to the shop floor was a minute he was not acting or thinking like a CEO, with a whole company depending on him. He eventually did figure this out, but it took him several more years, and the company suffered for it. After you’ve been CEO for over twenty years, at a company you joined near its beginning, it’s hard to let go.

			It is clearly possible for an entrepreneur to manage a company much larger than one to two hundred employees, but you must undertake a number of actions.

			First, of course, you must develop your skill in engaging, delegating, and holding people accountable. As noted, you require some degree of interpersonal insight to do those tasks well, but as this can exist completely independently of your motive, it’s entirely possible you have plenty of this.

			To make it really work, however, the key is to engage your achievement motive to support these behaviors instead of having it work against you. It’s difficult, and not everyone feels comfortable doing it, but it is possible if you can maintain focus on three key principles:

			•Cost-benefit thinking. This comes naturally to those with a lot of achievement motive because they are always trying to gauge if they are doing better. When you have a larger organization, learning to delegate makes you far more efficient: Instead of just doing something, you can have a team of people doing something. Is it worth spending the time to brief your team on background issues and principles? Absolutely! Brief five people, and even if they are half as competent as you, you have added more than twice your own capability.

			•Longer-range (investment) thinking. Ironically, achievement motive can propel people to think longer-term about their personal careers, investing in self-improvement, but shorter-term in executing tasks. Sometimes it is just too tempting to do it now to get it over with rather than spending the time to walk someone else through how to do it more slowly. However, the proper way to consider this is about all the future opportunities you will have because the other person can do it next time instead of you. This is another form of cost-benefit analysis, as far as time invested is concerned.

			•Larger-scale goal thinking. Instead of focusing on the efficiency or quality of the immediate task, think about the whole project, or the whole company. What are your real goals? Not just “getting this task done,” but “enabling the company to perform.”

			All of these are closely allied to the achievement motive, but—and this is a big but—also require a degree of cognitive ability. That is, you must be smart in the right way to pull this off. Cost-benefit thinking and longer-range thinking depend on what we call analytical or cause-and-effect thinking, when one can trace from Step A to Step B, C, and beyond to fully appreciate outcomes. Larger-scale goal thinking can use this as well, but also conceptual thinking: seeing patterns, or being able to look at the forest rather than the trees.

			Note that the interpersonal-insight-deprived COO I described above was indeed extremely high in both of these cognitive abilities, which enabled him to pull off something I would not have thought possible.

			Achievement Motive: Thought Leaders

			This level puts a significant strain on thought leaders as well. Instead of working with peers (Level 1) or your own, potentially hand-picked team that could be experts like you (Level 2), you must work with a larger organization with which you cannot brainstorm.

			Companies that start up “innovation centers” or “skunk works” are trying to create such organizations: an institution to support and encourage thought leaders. Sometimes they work; more often, they do not.

			Some of the reasons they do not work:

			•Politics. Instead of looking for the best thought leaders, regardless of their focus, an organization tries to set up a team that will stay focused on a desired direction. But thought leaders are typically driven by achievement motive, which leads them to look for the best solution, regardless of whom it might make unhappy. Remember that political awareness is more often associated with the influence motive, not achievement.

			•Size. The optimum size for a brainstorming or innovation team, according to research, is about eight people, give or take two.52 Once you go beyond ten, it becomes slower and more cumbersome to collaborate on ideas. Some innovation centers try to beat this limitation by forming subgroups, which works fine within each subgroup, but unless you want each group to go its own way, someone must lead the set of subgroups in a way that aligns them, and that is extremely difficult for the reasons noted above. You need someone who is excellent at inspiring people around a common goal, while at the same time respected by primarily achievement-motivated experts who might consider their own expertise supreme over all others.53

			•Thought leaders as leaders. Reasonably enough, many organizations assume you want an expert leading such a thing. My former colleagues at executive recruitment firms will tell you that clients invariably ask for their next head of R&D to be a Nobel Prize–winning scientist. The problem is that people like that are best at doing Nobel Prize–winning science themselves—not by managing or working with others. What you need is someone who can talk to Nobel Prize winners and get them to work together—again, like the inspiring-yet-respected leader described above.

			Pharmaceutical companies tried developing such innovation teams in the past, but in recent years, they have taken a different approach: They acquire small biotech startups. They are relying on academics who have come up with a creative idea and launched a company around it. Those people usually know all the best in their field and can form a small team that is very well aligned and informed, often because the members are part of the same research team. They do the preliminary research and determine that the drug or tool or what have you will actually work, at which point they need money to scale up and manufacture. The big company comes in and (1) acquires the firm or its product, (2) funds the firm while taking a major stake, or (3) partners with the firm to provide the large-scale operational expertise like manufacturing—or some combination thereof. Many big pharmaceutical firms have given up maintaining their own R&D departments. Instead, they monitor the field for potential acquisitions or partners—and because this is known, the academics and/or startup executives approach them directly or through brokers who know the area and the players. However strange this may seem, it has turned out to be a way to maximize innovation without crushing it under the weight of a corporation. Indeed, some small firms are now in the business of creating new offerings to be sold to big corporations. Once they sell or license their intellectual property, they move on to new things. Or, in some cases, the firm is acquired, but the core few innovators leave and start a new firm.

			Other firms have struggled with this. Apple, long known for being highly innovative, was also highly fragmented for the early part of its history, with independent teams coming up with their own ideas. While Steve Jobs worked on the Lisa—which, like his later NeXT Computer, was too expensive and overengineered for the market—another team worked on Project Bicycle, which ultimately became the Macintosh.54

			Despite this conflict of creativity, after Jobs was pushed out, it got worse, not better. The diverse innovations existing at Apple appeared to lead all these CEOs into a dangerous temptation: trying to do too much. John Sculley had no background in the field and had he focused on marketing—his real expertise—rather than technology Apple might have been more successful. He wound up ranked as one of the worst American CEOs of all time by the Condé Nast portfolio. Michael Spindler did no better, being responsible for the Newton and a failed operating system. He was followed by Gil Amelio, who at least had led a technology company, having been CEO of National Semiconductor. But he, too, tried to have too many priorities. I knew someone who worked with Amelio at National Semi and recalled the time that he had sent a memo on the “#1 priorities” for the firm. He had a list of ten. That’s far too many “#1 priorities” for anyone. When Jobs came back, ironically, he refocused the company on a much simpler framework and brought them back to success.

			Or, to take a historical example, J. Robert Oppenheimer led the team developing the atomic bomb. He had an unusual gift for managing a group of cantankerous and difficult innovators and keeping them happy and working together. He had several Nobel Prize winners working for him, and while he was a talented physicist himself, he never won the big prize.

			Focus this issue to the leader’s perspective, and we have the challenge for thought leaders at this level: Do they want to keep doing the research themselves, or facilitate the creativity of others, no matter how magnified it might be by such a group?

			Remember, we are talking beyond Level 2, supervising a team, and instead managing an organization of direct and indirect reports. Some of the same principles noted for the entrepreneur apply here as well:

			•Cost-benefit focus: In this case, looking at the degree to which one can innovate on a larger scale by sharing the brainstorming and innovation, or even bouncing ideas between groups, as Apple did at its best.

			•Longer-range thinking: This can be a way of prioritizing innovation in terms of investment. Apple put out multiple PowerPCs for a time, each of which had different motherboards, which meant more expensive manufacturing, marketing, and technical support. Jobs simplified everything down to the iMac and the professional-level Mac and ditched everything else. Innovation was great, but it had to fit into one of the major buckets.

			•Larger-scale goal thinking: Oppenheimer focused the group on the fission bomb, not the fusion bomb that Teller supported, despite the fact that both could be developed, because one could be developed faster to end the war.55 Regardless of what we may think of the actual end of war, we can look at this as a conscious decision to make sure it wasn’t just indulging scientific research, however important.

			Affiliation Motive: Caring Leaders

			This level can be a trap for the caring leader: It moves you up to a higher responsibility, where you can help more people, but by the same token, it makes people decisions that much harder.

			Then again, you can rely on good people beneath you to carry those out—assuming you select and manage those people well. And you are still ultimately responsible for the whole organization, so you can’t abandon all tough people decisions to those beneath you.

			Sometimes you see a caring orientation throughout an organization. You can use motives to describe organizational cultures as well as people, in terms of what patterns of behavior are reinforced and what assumptions seem to be considered normal. In a strongly affiliation-oriented culture, you often see likability—often referred to as “chemistry”—as a key selection criterion, whether explicitly stated or not. In such firms, people with strong affiliation motive often get to this level, especially if they are likable as well as wanting to be liked. Remember, just having affiliation motive does not make you likable—in fact, if you work too hard to make people like you, it can work in reverse.56

			In practice, organizations like this often refer to themselves as “family firms.” I have personally seen events where a senior member of a consulting firm was retiring and spoke feelingly about how their colleagues were their true brothers and sisters, that they were truly a family.

			This is never true—at least in terms of functional families. Fundamentally, companies are in the business of delivering results and/or making money (depending on if they are nonprofits or not), and someone who gets in the way of that will find themselves quickly ejected from the “family.”

			Indeed, in the organization above, I knew full well that several people were being pushed out for political reasons, and in other cases, those who had not delivered sufficient revenues for the firm had been demoted. This is not necessarily to criticize the firm (except for the political part, which was dysfunctional); it’s more that people are allowed to fool themselves into believing that the company they work for is a family home, which is most convenient for the firm, not the person.

			The caring leader, especially at this level in an organization or by running a small startup, often tries to create this culture because it feels good to them, or is more comfortable. You can definitely have an ethical culture that emphasizes caring for others, but I find some leaders with high affiliation motive can get themselves into some trouble if they mistake a friendly culture for an ethical one.

			Caring/ethical cultures have core principles, which exist for a reason, and which are both clearly understood and acted upon. I have done a fair amount of work with Catholic healthcare organizations, which have this kind of culture at their best. It’s not enough to be nice; they must act consistently on their values as well.

			If, on the other hand, you try to treat everyone as your friend, it can become very difficult if you have to lay off your friends because of a market downturn.

			Remember the three core behavioral requirements at this level: first, engaging (inviting and using the team input), which can come relatively easily to the caring leader, who already tends to like their people; second, delegating, which means you have to give projects to the person who can do them—not just the person who asks for it, or whom you happen to like. But third is holding people accountable, and this is the hard part for the caring leader driven by lots of affiliation.

			Fortunately, the affiliation motive can also be oriented to support leadership rather than creating roadblocks. Remember, for example, what I mentioned above about giving feedback to people as if they are your best friend in the world, so you feel an urgency to provide even negative feedback to help that person improve.

			Similarly, you can think about doing what is best for the person, not easiest or kindest. To make it easier on yourself, there are several key principles to follow:

			•Transparency. If you have rules that everyone must follow, you can point to the rule instead of blaming yourself. This requires well-designed rules that are fair to everyone, and even then, I would tend to recommend that exceptions be possible, because people and situations are complicated. But if you want to operate in a caring way, you need to have clear-cut ethical guidelines.

			•Scope of helping. If you are trying to help people, focus on the big picture: Don’t let one person in front of you sway you from the bigger picture. How many people are you helping in total? If you let one person get away with poor performance, what about all the people affected by that performance? What about the rest of the organization, which might resent inconsistency in treatment?

			•Staying on ultimate objective. Keeping the ultimate objective or metric in mind can help, especially if you are thinking in terms of helping people. Not dissimilar from the previous point, but thinking more in terms of the long-term objective, which might be threatened by poor performance. If the company goes under, it’s not going to be able to help anyone.

			When working with Catholic healthcare, which faces explicit ethical issues more often than in many companies, I was involved in a project to assess leaders in Catholic healthcare and was fortunate enough to interview some of the best CEOs of hospitals or hospital systems in the US. We saw a number of moral dilemmas best managed by people bringing some thoughtful nuance to moral reasoning.

			One such CEO told me about a moral crisis he faced. A very old patient in the hospital passed away one day. It had been expected; the patient had been in her late eighties, nonresponsive for some time, and was clearly declining; the family was prepared for it and went through their grieving. Where’s the moral crisis?

			Because when they did the autopsy, they realized a terrible mistake had been made. The nurse on duty had injected the patient with the wrong drug, and had, in fact, been responsible for the death.

			To be clear, this patient was never waking up and was likely to pass away at any time. The CEO had the option to simply cover it up and ignore it from then on, and the family would never know. After all, it was a mistake, right?

			When people talk about “the spirit of the law, not the letter,” what they can also mean is helping the most people in the way intended by the law. One key set of capability we saw in effective leaders was what we called “firmness and compassion in the face of failure.” When someone erred, they needed to be corrected and held accountable—especially in healthcare, where mistakes can mean lives. But that doesn’t mean being unkind, either.

			Right after he found out what had happened, the CEO first removed the nurse from duty (of course), as they were obligated to do both by law and by ethics, but he did not stop there. He investigated the nurse, to find out how a trained and experienced nurse, a high performer, could make this large a mistake.57

			He discovered that in the preceding year, her father had died by suicide, her mother had died of cancer, and her brother had died by suicide. She had been in a state of constant, horrific family stress for a year, struck by blow after blow. After finding this out, the CEO felt that what he had really seen here was someone pushed far beyond her limits by multiple examples of emotional trauma. As soon as he learned this, he put the nurse on a twenty-four-hour watch to make sure she did not do herself harm. He also decided to keep her employed by the hospital, albeit not in a patient-facing role, and sent her to therapy. She lost her license for a period, as was expected, but the CEO ensured she got treatment and kept her employed.

			The CEO told the family, feeling compelled to do so (and I have had some ethical people question whether they needed to be told, causing them more pain), and they were outraged, as you might expect, threatening to sue the hospital. They also wanted the nurse’s head on a pike.

			He categorically refused to reveal her identity. He knew the family wanted a scapegoat—and who could blame them?—but in his view, once it was clear it was genuinely an accident, however tragic, kindness meant more than vengeance. They were addressing the causes of the mistake, and satisfying the family’s need for revenge was neither appropriate nor kind, in his view. Note that he didn’t let her off the hook; instead, he removed her from her duties and gave her a chance to redeem herself. This CEO told me proudly that a year later her license was restored, and said, “She’s absolutely the best nurse in this hospital, because she’ll never, ever let something like this happen again.”

			This is a caring leader in action.

			Influence Motive: People Leader

			This level is where people leaders can start to shine. They now have more scope on which to use their influence motive, assuming they have the interpersonal insight to do so well. Sadly, it is entirely possible for someone to be high on influence motive or affiliation motive and very low on interpersonal insight, meaning they might want to have an impact on others and be consistently bad at it.

			Long ago, I had a colleague who fit this profile very well. She was extremely high in influence motive, and moderately skilled at working with people, but she was not very high at all on interpersonal insight, and it cost her in several ways. One example was the time she gave the partners of the firm an ultimatum to promote her or let her go to a competitor. They wished her the best of luck at her new employer. She misread the room and the situation.58

			This combination can be particularly dangerous because people lacking EI tend to rate themselves higher than average in it, precisely because they don’t even realize how bad they are.59

			This same colleague came up to me one day and said she was glad to see me because she wanted to talk to me about something. It says something about the impression she gave that I immediately thought, “She wants something.” Sadly, I was correct. She told me that she and her husband had joined a wine and cheese club, and if we bought in, we would get a great opportunity to learn about wines.60

			I said, “Thanks, but no thanks.” I’m pretty straightforward when I say no; I mean it. Some people don’t realize this, so she continued:

			“You’d get a great chance to learn about wines here, you realize.”

			“Yes, but I don’t drink wine,” I said, hoping she would get the hint that I really wasn’t interested.

			“But you’d get a chance to learn. And it wouldn’t cost much at all.” I had already figured out what was really going on here; it was a sort of pyramid scheme. The more people she got to sign up, the less she and her husband would have to pay for their wine and cheese. I didn’t say this, of course, instead going a bit further:

			“I don’t drink. I don’t drink any kind of alcohol,” I said. Not reading the danger signs, she kept going:

			“But you would get a chance to learn how!”

			Now I was angry. She forced me to say something I had not wanted to say. “Look, I don’t drink because my father is an active alcoholic. I don’t drink, and I don’t want to drink. Okay?”

			And this shows the combination of high influence motive and low interpersonal insight in action: She kept going one more time!

			I finally shut her down after that, but I was thoroughly angry and insulted by the time this discussion was done. Indeed, I am still irked by it decades later. This kind of behavior is definitely cause for caution.

			Fortunately for all of us, the more common challenges to highly influence-motivated people leaders are somewhat different. As noted, delegating and developing are often energizing because they appeal to the influence motive: Delegating means you are influencing more people; developing means you are having an impact to change an individual.

			People often prefer one to the other, but either and both can be satisfying to the highly influence-motivated.

			However, the temptation can be to get maximum impact by simply leading more people without necessarily having the skill or discipline to manage them. I’ve seen this in organizations where ambitious leaders try to build up their organization rapidly, so they have more people to manage and thus a larger scope of impact. There’s a nasty name for this: empire building. Given that a company, firm, or other organization generally requires that people work together for a common goal, a person building their own private fiefdom comes across as selfishly motivated—and in fact they often are—but they are also often lacking in achievement-motivated thinking.

			If you are going to spend the money of the company to which you belong, and which pays your salary, it behooves you to make sure that money is being spent wisely in the view of those around you. I have seen a CIO with high ambitions to be a COO (a job for which he was wholly unqualified, but did not know it) hire a massive technology organization around his core task, to develop the database for its own consulting firm. He worked with various groups to offer new software approaches, made predictions about what would be coming soon, and even had his own marketing staff.

			He took his eye off the ball, and spent a lot of partners’ money (which was coming straight from their own pockets, as they very well knew) on software that did not deliver on its promises. He was called to account rather harshly at a meeting of the partners. Given a keen sense of the obvious, he simply focused on making the database look beautiful (even if it lacked functionality the previous, admittedly much clunkier, tool had) and made it more accessible while ditching everything else he could and laying off people right and left. This alienated multiple other subgroups, including one that was focused on the future direction of the company beyond the immediate need, but he wasn’t that strategic. He just knew that that group was a minority, and given that he was thinking about protecting himself, he figured that he could keep most people relatively happy and cover himself well enough.

			He kept his job, amazingly enough, in part because one of the officers of the company had been extremely proud of hiring him in the first place (and relationships can matter too much at this level). But as of this date, somewhere around eight years after he was hired, his job title and responsibilities have not changed. He overreached, and he sabotaged himself in the process, as well as severely messing up a strategic initiative that could have made a much bigger impact on the firm and the world at large.

			A second major challenge to the influence-motivated people leader might be threatening your own sense of impact by holding people accountable, which can sometimes require the level of detail focus more often found in the achievement-motivated. That is, while it is fun managing on a large scale, every once in a while, you must go deeper into what is going on with a specific subgroup or individual. The purpose of doing so is not to take over the task (a form of micromanagement more often found among the highly achievement-motivated), but to help the other person accomplish the task. The first part—finding out about what is going on in detail—can appear tedious and annoying to someone who would rather be commanding the troops at a high level, but it is a necessary precursor.

			Influence Motive: Change Leader

			This is the level where change leaders can begin to shine as well. At this stage, they are often challenging the way things are, which can open others up to accepting change when done on a larger scale and across larger groups. Exceptionally good ones at this level communicate what change should happen in a compelling and inspirational way and inspire others to challenge the status quo as well.

			It should be noted that change leaders do not need to be dramatic or charismatic in nature to be successful. This is a common myth, that the transformational leader must be someone who would make a great Hollywood star.

			Research has shown that the traditional “charismatic leader” can be disastrous as well as successful. Charisma can inspire people to follow, but it does not enable the leader to decide where to go.

			Some of the most successful CEO change leaders I have met are very mild-mannered. One was profoundly introverted and could barely look me in the eyes when I was interviewing him. Another I assessed was a nun managing a healthcare system, and while she was firm and quietly authoritative, she was by no means dramatic.

			We have not discussed introversion versus extraversion as regards leaders; this is the point where people often think it matters. Not so, in terms of effectiveness. Introverts and extraverts have equal potential as leaders (assuming they share other traits and capabilities equally, of course). Their personality merely differentiates their style of leadership. One can engage people on a big stage, or behind the scenes through small groups, and do it equally effectively.

			At this level, people normally have enough authority to take sizable actions affecting hundreds of people directly and more indirectly, and with strong Influence motive feel comfortable or even excited about doing so. It becomes relatively easy for change leaders to begin to act on change personally—even becoming visible change agents, perhaps by modeling new ways of doing things, or publicly challenging the old ways, as described above.

			What becomes more difficult is balancing the large-scale impact with the small-scale or even individual needs.

			At this level, change leaders must be able to communicate to a variety of people in their terms, not their own. In essence, they must communicate a message of change that connects to all three motives.

			Remember that most people do not want change. They are often comfortable doing what they are doing, and even if they are not wholly comfortable, the dangers and risks of doing something new can outweigh uncertain advantages. “If it ain’t broke—don’t fix it.”

			Change leaders must therefore tap into the emotional drives that will excite people past worry and into action.

			Below are some examples of how this might work for the three motives. Any leader can use these, of course, and this is by no means a comprehensive list:

			
				
					
					
					
				
				
					
							
							Achievement Motive

						
							
							Affiliation Motive

						
							
							Influence Motive

						
					

					
							
							We can do something new and different.

						
							
							We can do something to support the team.

						
							
							We can do something with a huge impact.

						
					

					
							
							We can raise the bar by X amount.

						
							
							These people are counting on you.

						
							
							We can change this part of the company or market.

						
					

					
							
							No one else can do this.

						
							
							You matter to us.

						
							
							You will make this happen.

						
					

				
			

			 

			A strongly influence-motivated change leader might find it difficult to see why, when they already have the opportunity to move the world, an affiliation-motivated person might prefer to act for their friends, or an achievement-motivated person might prefer to improve a performance metric.

			As with people leaders, interpersonal insight is critical here to influencing individuals.61 To lead people into change, you must address their individual concerns. What makes it possible when you are managing one hundred or more people is that people fall into patterns. But even then, you must know what patterns work in your company, for your people. What values do they share? What brought them here? And what would make sense to people with motivation that is different from yours?

			Anticipating people’s concerns is key to addressing them, of course. You can use the three motives as tools to think about what you might have to overcome. For example:

			Achievement motive:

			•Will this change introduce uncertainty into our proven methods?

			•I’ve already refined an approach that works. Will this disrupt that, or reduce our efficiency?

			Affiliation motive:

			•Will this affect my friends in negative ways?

			•Will this interfere with the group getting along? Will it drive wedges?

			Influence motive:

			•What impact will this have on the market?

			•Will this lessen my own ability to influence? Will it take away my power?

			And you must respond in a way specific to them. Some leaders think that they can bypass one concern by appealing to something different. For example, “Who cares if it is less efficient? It will allow us to move into a new market!” Which someone might answer by saying, “I worked hard to make it efficient, or, “If we can’t make money due to inefficiency in this new market, who cares?”

			A change leader must be careful not to get so caught up in their own message that they express contempt for other people’s genuine concerns.

			Why Stop Here?

			This level can be very satisfying if you want to know as much as possible of what is going on, even as a leader. This is especially true for some kinds of leaders.

			Advantages of this level:

			•Small scale: You still know everyone.

			•Close project supervision: While you cannot (or should not) take hands-on responsibility, you can at least watch those that do.

			•Handing off: You can delegate specific roles that are less interesting or which you are less capable of doing, while maintaining full awareness.

			Advantages by kind of leader:

			•Entrepreneur: Staying very much in the thick of the action to deliver the business

			•Thought leader: Keeping a full awareness of innovations, ideas, or concepts being developed; it’s still possible to have a brainstorming session with the entire group or company

			•Caring leader: Being able to know everyone personally

			•People leader: Being able to practice management directly

			•Change leader: Seeing the results of change leadership rapidly, since it is a small group

			Who might most enjoy stopping here?

			•Entrepreneur: After this level, more delegation is needed.

			•Thought leader: It’s much harder to monitor and understand what everyone is doing one level up.

			•Caring leader: After this level, it becomes harder to know people as individuals.

			Level 3 to Level 4 of the Pentad: Beginning to Empower
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							As Top Leader

						
							
							From Within a Business

						
							
							Typical Size of Group

						
							
							What You Need to Do

						
					

					
							
							3

						
							
							Startup CEO

						
							
							Subfunction head/manager

						
							
							2 levels: 1 direct, 1 indirect reports

						
							
							Delegate to your direct reports so they supervise those below them on tasks.
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							Small business CEO

						
							
							Functional head

						
							
							3 levels or more

						
							
							Empower direct reports to delegate; begin to align the entire organization.

						
					

				
			

			 

			At this level, one no longer just manages or leads on a small scale; one begins to have a large enough organization that you cannot possibly meet them all as individuals, and you have enough levels that you can’t even influence indirectly. Instead, you must begin to empower your organization around well-crafted messages and structure your organization to reinforce them. This is the beginning of truly strategic leadership, which goes beyond just living within existing structures and begins shaping them and aligning them (see Level 5).

			Motivationally, there is a continued shift toward influence motive, as these roles tend to spend 90 percent or more of their time in discussion with people, in meetings, and influencing others in general. Having said that, in recent years, the rapid growth of the high-tech sector has led to having a number of people at this level being more achievement motivated than they used to be.

			In the early days of the Internet and the dot-com boom, this was referred to as “the Valley Leadership Style,” after Silicon Valley. In essence, a number of entrepreneurs had companies take off and grow to huge size so rapidly that their founders and core leaders went from working in a garage to managing multimillion or even multibillion-dollar firms within just a few years, which is not always enough time to develop up these levels we’ve described so far, especially if you also have little experience of people who can model them for you.

			The result of these primarily achievement-motivated leaders suddenly put on top of hundreds or thousands of people was that they often tried to micromanage on a massive scale. One of the most famous, of course, was Steve Jobs, who, despite his accomplishments, was widely considered a terrible person to work for. He would interfere at any level he felt like, and held a number of patents for things that others would have delegated; for example, even in his later career at Apple, where he had begun to learn to delegate better, his name is on the patent for the glass staircase in some multilevel Apple Stores.62 When you are running one of the most successful technology companies in the world, why would you care about putting your name on something that small—let alone spending time on it?

			But Jobs was by no means unique in this. Because so many companies grew this fast, and were successful, people concluded that their leadership style was effective—overlooking the fact that a lot of these companies had the right product at the right time, or happened to be first to market, or were just lucky. Hence, the Valley Leadership Style, which to the objective eye was not a very effective style at all.

			The other characteristics of the Silicon Valley culture—which was by no means limited to Silicon Valley, since other locations (such as Route 128 in Boston) had similar booms—included rapid employee turnover. Without effective management and development of staff, organizations were not good at retaining those employees, especially since you could increase your salary far more rapidly by jumping from company to company. And why stay for a manager who abandoned you to your own devices half the time or micromanaged you brutally the other half? This only encouraged people to see themselves as the source of competence, and the victim of their current bosses, and motivated them to depart for greener pastures—or even to start their own companies, since they could see for themselves how relatively easy it was to do so.

			Coupled with the mergers and acquisitions (M&A) boom of the 1980s, which had put any number of people on the street without regard to loyalty or necessarily even ability, people in the 1990s were predisposed to maximize their personal benefit, a pattern that has remained with us since. Recent complaints about lack of employee loyalty merely ignore the fact that the loyalty is not mutual, which thus invokes the “invisible hand” of self-interest.

			Another characteristic of this culture was even less savory: Some companies took somewhat sketchy approaches to business, taking potentially dubious shortcuts to get to results.

			All this is often characteristic of high achievement motive (and low interpersonal insight). Remember that achievement-motivated people often focus on goals; research has shown that people with very high achievement motive or those who get it aroused by their environment (say, for example, a highly competitive circle of firms that all know each other’s leaders) will sometimes take shortcuts to get to a goal, even if unethical or if it has a negative impact on people. The goal becomes paramount, and the end justifies the means.

			This is not to say that the highly achievement-motivated cannot learn to manage at this level, only that this particular group of people grew too fast to even realize it and lacked good leadership models from whom to learn.

			Some such companies developed systems and processes in response. A great deal of the total quality management (TQM) approach pioneered in the US, refined in Japan, and evolved in various ways since, was driven by engineers and other achievement-motivated types who wanted to create a system that would manage people so they would not have to. TQM has many strengths, but sometimes people using it tried to put everyone into specific data-driven buckets, which rarely makes the best use of individuals.63

			But if you couple some of this together with more of an influence focus, you can get closer to a powerful solution: Find ways to align your firm around common values and common principles, and build organizational structures to reinforce it. If done correctly, it starts to become a self-reinforcing structure, where people who “grow up” in the culture and values almost automatically provide the organization its leaders.

			In other words, aligning an entire organization includes people, process, and structure. TQM-based companies sometimes failed when they maximized process at the expense of people. Other companies failed by minimizing structure, with the intent of increasing creativity, but often creating chaos. Still other companies overengineered the structure, and then lacked the flexibility to respond to market changes.

			The increase in the speed of technology change illustrated all of these. For example, IBM once had a policy of defining every single level of management precisely, right down to the size of the office, the decorations, and the furniture. IBM’s intent was to maximize fairness by making sure no one at a given level got more than anyone else in an equivalent role. As a side comment on the company’s culture, in the mid-nineties, top executives at headquarters in Armonk, New York, had their own private doors that went directly to the parking lot. This enabled executives to go straight from their cars to their offices (and vice versa) without having to see employees.

			This is an overly achievement-motivated culture in action. How on earth do you manage, inspire, and motivate employees when one of the benefits of leadership is avoiding them? When Lou Gerstner took over at IBM—their first chief executive to ever come from outside the company—one of the first things he did was change that. He focused immediately on developing leadership, including hiring a firm to develop a model of leadership excellence. (I was part of the team that developed it, so I got to hear some of this from the inside.)

			This kind of behavior is critical because this is the level of leadership where you can have a profound impact—positive or negative—on a large group of people—and at this level, one can manage up to thousands of people.

			Having said that, this is also the level where some kinds of leaders may prefer to stay where they are. The primarily achievement-motivated leaders will find this level highly frustrating, since you are not just delegating, but empowering your direct reports (or, indirectly, a whole organization) to delegate in your name. You cannot operate at this level effectively while trying to manage every aspect. Attention to detail becomes fatal for this kind of leader and beyond. In a different way, affiliation-motivated leaders may find themselves more and more focused on strategic people management at the expense of personal relationships. They cannot afford to even have the appearance of having personal favorites, and this can be tough for them.

			At this level, you are truly running not just a small group or even an organization, but a company or function, with diverse people three layers deep. Let’s look at the different aspects of leadership each kind of leader requires, assuming they even want to do so.

			Level 4 of the Pentad: What Each Kind of Leader Faces
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			Achievement Motive: Entrepreneurs

			As noted, Level 3 is where many entrepreneurs start to break, because they can no longer follow all the work closely. It is not impossible to keep going, but it gets progressively harder starting here at Level 4 because the job is less and less about being hands-on and directing and more and more about enabling your organization to come up with the direction, and to empower leaders to own the responsibility not just for their direct reports, but potentially for whole functions or subfunctions.64

			This does not mean abandoning your people to their own devices. I have assessed leaders who presented themselves as visionaries, creative leaders who could lead an organization in whole new directions, but when probed for how they handled people, could not provide a single example. They were, not to put too fine a point on it, not telling the whole truth. They had just scaled up “dump delegation.”65

			At the peak of the dot-com era (and still), there were leaders who were best at giving an exciting presentation, raising funds, and getting businesses started. There are two types of such leaders.

			One aimed to sell their business off before they had to deliver consistently; they would start it, and begin to build a company, but ultimately were aiming for an early exit. They were, technically, a form of entrepreneurial leader, but at their worst, they could be indistinguishable from confidence tricksters. They left the hard work for someone else to carry out—assuming it could be done at all.

			The second, more committed form of these people had teams they brought with them who led the execution effort because it was their vision, and they wanted to see it succeed. The combination of visionary/operations manager played out numerous times across many startups, and this continues to happen because it can work quite well if you have the right team. Practically speaking, if you want to raise funds, you do need more than an effective operations manager; you need someone who can make the pitch and raise the funds, and the reality is that many of those funds are obtained through relationships. Once you are in that elite space of venture capitalists, you become known if you are successful enough. With a good enough operational leader (see people leader below), you may be able to have a company grow far larger in scope than you might want to manage yourself, but still stay as the visionary at the top.

			And if you succeed well enough (or enough times) to sell a company for major funds, you can become a venture capitalist yourself and provide capital and advice to a company that is on the brink of major success but lacks the funding to carry it off.

			Many of the best such venture capitalists are entrepreneurs who have learned they do not want to manage and grow a company beyond a certain size, but who get great satisfaction from tackling complex business problems—such as a firm that has major obstacles before it can take off but shows enormous potential. Identifying those firms and buying in is how multiple achievement-motivated entrepreneurs have continued down an entrepreneurial path without being leaders themselves.

			It is a truism that ideas are cheap; in leadership, it is equally true that execution is the hard part. There are many companies that make enormous amounts of money by identifying strategic directions and building strategies, and this is fine—but unless you have the people to carry them out and can align them to do so, any strategy, no matter how brilliant, is a waste of time and money. Some of the very best firms in private equity have figured this out and spend more time tinkering with operations and even learning to hire the leaders they need in their portfolio companies.66

			If you are a strongly achievement-motivated entrepreneurial leader, one of these choices—getting a great operations leader to run the show and continue growth, or selling the business and moving into venture capital—could be appealing to you. If not, there is a third choice: Start another business.

			Some people sell off their businesses for a price sufficient to raise some capital, but not necessarily to move into the big time, or they can hand off most or all of the operation of their business to a partner or family member. The “serial entrepreneur” isn’t concerned with getting above a certain size. Instead, they enjoy the challenge of starting the business and getting it from nothing to making a profit.

			Some years ago, I met such a serial entrepreneur from the restaurant business. Restaurants are tough businesses for several reasons: The margins are typically small, the work is hard, and fashion can pass you by over time. What this person did was start by buying an interesting building—when I first met him, he had just bought a former church in the northeastern part of England, filled with wonderful Victorian-era woodwork. He cleaned it up, added all sorts of funky decorations (five-foot long biplanes hung from the ceiling in a mock dogfight with teddy bears as pilots), and turned it into an extremely hip bar and restaurant. The place was crowded and noisy, and obviously extremely popular, but he looked sort of disgruntled to me. When it got that popular, it wasn’t a challenge to him anymore, and he would start looking for a buyer because he wasn’t enjoying himself. Then he would do the same thing again, with a new, interesting, but distinctly different location and approach. His achievement motive drove him to look for the challenge, not the satisfaction of success. He had made it a form of perpetual motion: He would sell when the business was wildly successful, and thus get a good enough price to do something at least as remarkable, if not more so, the next time. That’s one form of serial entrepreneur—you may never get rich, but you can at least make some money and enjoy what you do.

			There is a fourth form, which is less common: multiple small businesses at the same time. Most people, even most entrepreneurs, don’t want to do that because it may feel less efficient—scaling up one business is less challenging than running a bunch of businesses—but it may also be appealing to run a chain of small businesses, get each started, get them stable enough to start another, and then migrate around as needed. This is how many franchise-type businesses get started, such as restaurant chains. The British guy above liked concentrating on one distinct restaurant at a time, but had he chosen to launch a chain, it might have looked like this.

			I have also known an executive who helped smaller entrepreneurs start their businesses: in this case, dry cleaners. The reason so many American dry cleaners are run by recent immigrants is because the business has a relatively low cost of entry in capital terms—that is, you don’t need to invest a lot of money or effort before you can even begin. But even so, recent immigrants may not have very much. This man provided loans, equipment, and training and helped them get set up in a new (or existing) location. Over time, they would pay off their loans and could invest in more equipment—for example, instead of sending out shirts to be laundered, they would bring that service in-house, which enabled them to charge less but make more profit. This executive never ran a big business at all—he just had a couple of people working for him directly, and the rest went through partners and vendors. But he got the satisfaction of helping dozens of people start businesses.67 As a side note, I get any number of requests via social media to take on a franchise myself, presumably because I am CEO of a small business, and am therefore “qualified”—or presumably have enough money to buy in.

			And finally, the fifth way to step off the path: Become a consultant. In effect, you are trading hands-on business for telling other people what to do or taking on a smaller hands-on business you can use to help others for premium fees. This can be trickier than it sounds, speaking as a thirty-year veteran of consulting. You need to get people to want to hire you and trust that your expertise is unique enough to justify your fees. One category of consultant—the “gray hair” consultant—has had enough business experience (often as an executive, but sometimes as a consultant or partner in someone else’s firm) to have built up a network of relationships from which to draw new business. It can be a lonely job, as many learned unexpectedly during the pandemic when working from home, even as part of a larger firm, but if you are not high in affiliation or influence, that may not be a drawback.

			The profile of the typical executive search consultant, to take an example I know well, is often high in achievement, and if in a larger firm, moderate to high in affiliation as well.68

			So even if you are struggling a bit, or are just frustrated with leading at a larger scale, you have many options to satisfy your achievement motive in ways that can make you feel both successful and productive.

			Achievement Motive: Thought Leaders

			This kind of leader also struggles after Level 3. In part, this is for the same reason as the entrepreneur: It’s harder to stay hands-on. There’s a similar reason in that one can no longer follow all the work closely, but in this case, the work is thought leadership.

			In an organization focusing on a single form of expertise, it is still relatively possible to maintain a state-of-the-art understanding of that knowledge base. But as I described earlier, the challenge is that as organizations grow larger, the more the leader must focus on the people and not the content or work they do.

			There are several ways that thought leaders can “step off” the path to larger-scale work should they so choose, to maintain better satisfaction with their work and sometimes contribute more.

			Academics often refer to administrators as “the enemy,” and they are not entirely kidding.69 This despite the fact that many administrators are academics themselves, especially deans and those heading up specific graduate schools. In universities with a positive relationship between faculty and administrators, they respect the importance of freedom of speech and freedom of thought. Even at the best, however, sometimes an academic moving into administration means effectively losing two good performers: trading a great teacher for an inexperienced administrator.

			Some of these administrators genuinely want to get the resources for their colleagues that can be obtained no other way, but it inevitably removes them from the ebb and flow of academic debate and ultimately thought leadership.

			If someone has the right motive pattern for that—more influence motive, for example—that can feel like a trade worth making, because their individual effort can help many people with their research, and thus have a larger impact. And indeed, in my observation of academic leadership, we often see precisely that kind of motive-based sorting. Academics who really want to influence lots of people tend to either build up their own labs—which often involves a great deal of internal and external politics and fundraising anyway—or join the administration.

			But what if your primary motive is achievement motive, and you just plain like digging into the data? In that case, living at Level 4, in a role with three levels or more under you, will not be as fun, and you will be squeezing in your research and reading in your spare hours—if any.

			There is an exception to this I should note. I did observe earlier that the table of leadership levels is a simplification, and when it comes to thought leadership, it is one place there is a clear exception.

			Thought Leadership Functional Heads

			There are some roles with “functional head” titles even within large firms that actually only have small organizations under them. In other words, they may be the equivalent of a CFO, or CIO, or chief HR officer (CHRO), but the title is an acknowledgment of critical and specialized knowledge rather than a sign of managing a large organization beneath them. While having only relatively few people, the employees are often senior specialists and experts, either with advanced degrees or undertaking executive-level interactions without needing a large staff. That is, these are often teams where the function head is more like a “first among equals” than a people manager because of shared expertise and knowledge.

			Typical examples include (but are not limited to):

			•Head of strategy: This department normally has only a few expert people, to make sense of data collected from other functions. In a sense, strategy departments are tapping into other people’s organizations instead of having their own. Often, everyone in the department is a long-experienced strategy consultant, a PhD analyst of some kind, or both.

			•Chief counsel/chief legal officer: Most firms don’t require hundreds of lawyers; they need a few specialists to deal with the critical issues of the company, such as labor law, contract law, and the like, and a lead counsel who coordinates their efforts. Again, these departments are usually composed of a small set of credentialed lawyers to work full-time, and many firms contract out with other firms as needed, or for unusual situations requiring expertise not normally required in the core group. Thus, they are managing a small internal team and an array of outside contractors.

			•Chief technology officer (CTO): This varies widely; in some cases, it is a very large role indeed because in some technology firms, this is the beating heart of efforts to stay ahead of the market. But in other cases, where most of the firm is about selling, manufacturing, and distributing a set of products, the CTO will be head of a small group of specialists and experts.70

			•Chief science officer (CSO): This is the equivalent of a CTO in firms using different kinds of research, such as pharmaceutical firms, medical technology, therapeutics, and similar firms requiring deep science to support their work. Large firms may have teams underneath the CSO, but not all need that big a group. Again, they will lead a group of specialists and experts. A related role is chief medical officer, which may connect with medical doctors and organizations.

			•Chief innovation officer: Generally, organizations don’t need massive numbers of innovators to drive a great deal of business; it can be a group of specialists, or people who can facilitate discussion among a broader circle of technical people within an organization to generate new ideas.

			•Chief marketing officer (CMO): This varies widely according to the nature of the firm; some are far more marketing focused than others. But for many industrial firms, for example, as opposed to consumer-goods firms (which are constantly looking to appeal to a large market), the CMO can have a relatively small group of marketing specialists, such as a marketing communications specialist, graphic designers, and so forth, along with some outside vendors, in roughly the same way chief counsels call on outside specialist firms.

			Depending on the firm, any or all these roles can provide a niche for a particular kind of thought leader. Most of them have deep expertise, of course, which is what thought leadership is all about.

			Affiliation Motive: Caring Leader

			At this stage, many leaders with strong affiliation motive struggle for very different reasons than the primarily achievement-motivated leader. They are deeply concerned about people, but unlike the influence motive, which is more focused on outward perception of people (“How do I influence people?”), affiliation is often more focused internally (“Do these people like or get along with me?”). To that end, trying to maintain friendly personal relations with hundreds of people is a challenge at best. Doubly so because friendship does not necessarily have anything to do with job performance. Triply so because as we have mentioned, studies have shown that you can only really know about 150 people on a first-name basis—not just memorizing names, but knowing something about the person, their family, and so forth. And that number includes your friends.

			In other words, the challenge for a caring leader as organizations grow this large is how to manage the inevitable people problems when they just want to get along with everyone.

			At one point, my colleagues working in the managing consulting space thought affiliation was simply a negative factor for management—the more you had, the more likely it was to get in your way as a leader because you might be tempted to make decisions based on who you liked or disliked. (Strongly affiliation-motivated people can form strong dislikes as well.) For that matter, even if you acted to resolve problems out of conscious understanding—which all leaders should do, regardless of motivation—having to let people go could be genuinely painful.71

			Indeed, I mentioned elsewhere that executive search firm consultants are often high in both achievement and affiliation. Quite a few of them left their former executive roles precisely because of this concern (and/or preferring to be hands-on, from the achievement motive, of course). One recent CEO of a major search firm was previously CEO of a division of a bank. He had to lay off several thousand employees during the post-2008 economic meltdown.72 He did the job, conscientiously going to all the locations, speaking to staff, having town hall meetings to discuss why they were doing this, making decisions where appropriate—and once it was done, he left the bank and joined an executive search firm where he could advise on difficult job decisions without having to make them himself. He performed well at the bank, but he hated it.

			Similarly, I knew a search consultant (from a different major firm) who had worked at an investment bank. He had been successful there, but he told me that a critical moment for him was when a colleague told him to remove the lone family picture he had on his desk. Naturally, he asked why. “Because people will think you’re soft.” Sometimes you just know a place is not right for you.

			Having said that, I know more than a few top executives driven primarily by the affiliation motive, but it doesn’t work for all such people, nor does it work in all such firms. (I certainly wouldn’t recommend investment banking.)

			One key factor is the kind of firm. Affiliation motive is more likely to propel a successful leader in firms that have a strong affiliation component to their culture and values. In nonprofits or other organizations that were founded to help and nurture, affiliation motive can be an asset. In fact, there is a profile identified as typical in leaders of reform movements, known as the “missionary profile:” high in affiliation and influence. This combines genuine care about people and wanting to make an impact into wanting to save the world.

			But I also know of CEOs who were primarily driven by affiliation motive. Many were CEOs of hospitals, often those associated with religious orders, but the CEOs were both laypeople as well as members of the orders. They tended to substitute affiliation for influence as their driver, but the best also needed some additional capabilities to ensure they would hold people accountable.

			They also had a special type of affiliation motive, which I call trusting or positive affiliation. I first identified it in my doctoral research, but have since applied it to analyzing leaders and optimum team design.73 Let’s take a sidebar here for a moment to distinguish between different subtypes of affiliation motive.

			The Three Main Affiliation Subtypes74
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			Just looking at this, you can see which subtype makes it easier to lead from affiliation: people with strong positive or trusting affiliation tend to trust and see the best in people, and this positive expectation can get results. People like being thought of positively and can make extra effort to live up to the expectation of someone who thinks well of them.

			In addition, someone who takes pride in their group or organization will find ways to support it and those in it and will defend it. If they also have good emotional insight and group management capability, they will bring people together around that commitment. And because of their secure belief that the world is basically a good place, people with a lot of this subtype are not afraid to take tough actions for the good of others.

			Anxious affiliative leaders, on the other hand, tend to be the kind that my past colleagues expressed concern about: They are so worried about being liked and about protecting relationships that they often do the wrong thing just to protect a relationship or make themselves more likable. They are the kind of people who, when meeting someone for the first time, immediately wonder if they can become best friends.

			And cynical affiliative leaders tend to arouse distrust because they show it. Not ideal for a leader.

			These subtypes are much less stable than the motive itself; all three are rooted in that core desire to connect with people interpersonally. What I found was that for a lot of people, their recent life experiences tended to put them one way or another.

			For example, having had an apparently strong relationship break up pushed people toward either anxious or cynical affiliation (or both), whereas a new, positive relationship nudged people toward trusting and anxious affiliation (the latter, of course, being fear that something this good won’t last).

			Similarly, a betrayal of trust at work can also lead this way. For example, being laid off or fired can sharply increase one’s cynical and anxious affiliation.

			Given time, a good leader can build up trusting affiliation in their team, but they must be highly consistent, and as transparent as possible, otherwise anyone with tendencies to the cynical will double down and interpret any mistake as proof that the leaders should never have been trusted in the first place.

			Is it possible for someone to nudge themselves one way or another? I can only say that we lack research on this topic—but knowing this can at least help you try to consciously act one way and not the other.

			Influence Motive: People Leader

			Unlike achievement- or affiliation-driven leaders, influence-driven leaders have the opportunity to do their best work at Levels 4 and up. As people who enjoy influencing others, and like having more people to influence, if they have people insight, group insight, and leadership behaviors to bring to bear, they can grow their performance.

			People leaders who focus on the organic growth of their organizations—that is, through steady hiring and development of others, as opposed to acquisitions and mergers—can find enormous satisfaction at Level 4, as they must begin to empower others to act as leaders on their behalf, thus multiplying their effective impact.

			What we see here includes several key capabilities emerging and/or being applied regularly:

			•Conceptual thinking: identifying patterns in order to focus on the big picture. Being able to identify the most critical issue out of many, or even seeing a pattern among a group of issues. This helps focus and prioritize actions and lays groundwork for more strategic thinking.

			•Empowering delegation: not just giving tasks, but collaborating with their team and having them take on whole roles, not just projects. (This is especially true of functional heads, who might have defined subfunctions.)

			•Communicating clear intentions: helping people see the big picture, and providing guidance and feedback aligned with it.

			You may note that these three appear to converge: seeing the big picture, communicating the big picture, handing off on a larger scale. This is not an accident; at other levels, it is more possible for a given capability to stand on its own—for example, you might be great at collaborating but terrible at managing—but as you get farther up the size and scope scale, the more you see a need for multiple capabilities working together intimately. By the time we get to the next level, in fact, we find that it is increasingly difficult to even function without a solid baseline level across multiple capabilities, and the correlation among them is higher.75

			For the most talented of this group of leaders at this level, we begin to see a fourth capability: what some have called social intelligence—the ability to read, engage with, and influence groups as well as individuals.76

			If you look for definitions, you’ll find quite a list, which mix up a range of issues—some are just about engaging with people (interpersonal intelligence, as it were), others more about scaling up to groups.77

			There has also been a lot of debate about whether it even exists—even for those who accept EI, is it just EI plus a lot more smarts? In other words, applying interpersonal intelligence to many people at once, because it is more complicated, requires more complexity of thought. See the next graphic to illustrate this point.

			Social Intelligence: One Thing or Two?

			[image: ]

			There is no doubt that there is some overlap—being able to read people, whether as individuals or as part of a group, for example—but there is a practical distinction I have used with some success, and indeed can even measure: Some people are better one-on-one than with groups; and others are better with groups than one-on-one. That gives us a useful definition, and illuminates why I tend to think social intelligence stands out from EI on its own.

			If you think of these three points—complex thinking, interpersonal thinking, and social thinking—you can imagine someone being good at any one and not the other two, or any two but not the third. That’s a useful distinction, at least until we get a better one.78

			If it were just “complex EI,” anyone good in front of a crowd would also be good with individuals. But I know many examples where that is not the case.79 Furthermore, there are people who may be brilliant in terms of the complexity of their thinking, and even their ability to deal with individuals, who are not good at large-scale or political engagement. And likewise, there are some people who may not be the brightest bulbs in terms of complex reasoning but are skilled at working a crowd.

			And thus we see the three characteristics above as driving the success of people leaders at Level 4: They can prioritize and focus on the most important issue in a way that most and perhaps even all their people can understand and use; they can hand off key components that need a group and a leader; and they can reinforce and “nudge” people to ensure they stay focused on that vital issue.

			We are also getting to a point which I, personally, find troubling: Some people are simply not as good at these traits as they need to be to perform well at this level, particularly conceptual thinking. But I also see three reasons why that might be true, and none of them are complete roadblocks:

			1.Lacking the ability

			2.Having a stronger version of a conflicting ability

			3.Lacking the experience or value to use it in the right context

			The third is the easiest to address, of course, and is frequently the issue we see starting even back in Level 3 leadership: People have the ability, but either don’t see the need to use it, or lack the practice in using it well. At its simplest, you can tell people, for example, “You need to focus on the one biggest thing,” and they can go ahead on their own.

			The second is something I have seen that I don’t think is addressed enough—people who have a lot of analytical thinking, which is focused on cause and effect, or are trained to use it a lot (for example, engineers, some scientists, financial or technical people) will gravitate to that kind of reasoning out of habit or preference. The problem is that at the size and scope of a Level 4 role, there’s no way you can see all the variables for yourself, which means you can get stuck in analysis paralysis or get very anxious about not knowing all the issues.80

			Time for an unpleasant truth: By this point, you will never know all the issues. A key differentiator between senior leaders and more junior ones is their ability to tolerate ambiguity and act with incomplete information—still working to learn what they can but knowing when to act regardless.

			To resolve this second issue, then, you may also need to sit down and decide more formally when you need to think “big picture” and when you need to think about the analysis, if only to get into the habit of deciding when to do which. Because it is also possible to overfocus on the high level when you need to deep dive, and that is a trap for people leaders at this level: You trust and empower people to take responsibility that they may not be fully ready to undertake, or that requires some more effort from above to carry out.

			The most difficult, of course, is someone who lacks strong conceptual thinking. This is someone who may be able to recognize similarities between issues but has a hard time stepping back and seeing that the trees are actually part of a forest, let alone that the forest is a part of a chain of forests.

			I should also mention here that it is possible to have conceptual thinking, but not the ability to deep dive into details when necessary. Being strongly detail focused is great around Levels 0–2, because that’s a key part of what you deliver, but up here, it distracts at best, and can cause someone to get swamped in details at worst. Having said that, at least being able to get into details selectively can be very powerful. Executives who cannot dig into questions are too dependent on what they are being told.

			It is definitely possible to develop conceptual thinking, but it is slow and difficult. If you genuinely lack conceptual thinking ability—as opposed to having it but not using it or knowing how to use it—this level will become increasingly frustrating and difficult.

			However, there is one more tool you can use to bypass this: delegation. If you can find someone who is highly conceptual, you might be able to get essential points from them, so long as you don’t delegate your key leadership responsibility: You still must make the decision, whether or not you produced all the thoughts leading up to them. This becomes even more critical for the fifth kind of leader at this level.

			Influence: Change Leader

			Like people leaders, Level 4 is when change leaders can really begin to shine. This is where they can start multiplying their impact, finding ways to leverage impact, at least on a small scale. The three key capabilities overlap with people leaders, but have a different emphasis:

			•Conceptual thinking: identifying patterns in order to focus on the big picture. Creating a single image or vision that brings together the needs or excitements of many people makes for a better change vision

			•Communicating the future: helping people see that vision of the future, and getting people focused on their part in it

			•Inspiring others to act: not just delegation or giving tasks, but creating collective excitement about the new direction, so that people are inspired to take a part in the change effort

			The first two resemble those of people leaders, but the third is definitely not. Change leaders, while also able to create larger-scale impact, do so by collective impact, not empowerment of individuals. People leaders work with individuals to get each connected to the goal; change leaders consistently work more collectively.

			Social intelligence is therefore far more critical here.

			When change leaders start approaching this level, they often approach it first as gadflies: pointing out what needs to change, or what needs fixing, calling people to go look for solutions. The higher-order version of this is to have a solution or direction—not just a criticism of the present, but the vision of what the future needs to be, the positive intent of the change.

			But to do that well requires a vision that appeals to numerous people, who range widely in motivation (unless you have a very unusually narrow organization…). Change leaders therefore often craft a metaphor, concept, or other kind of image that plants itself in people’s heads in different ways according to their motivation.

			A reminder here: People driven by achievement or affiliation will often try to persuade based on their motivation. Indeed, this is consistent enough that you can often diagnose someone’s primary implicit motive based on their pattern of persuasion. Influence-motivated people with good interpersonal insight, on the other hand, will try to persuade based on the other person’s motivation. Creating a vision that appeals to a diverse population is an obvious extension of that principle.

			As a tool, let’s come back to the motives, and think about what might make a vision appeal to multiple motives.

			Influencing Multiple Implicit Motives

			At Level 3, we talked about winning people over as individuals, using the following list:

			
				
					
					
					
				
				
					
							
							Achievement Motive

						
							
							Affiliation Motive

						
							
							Influence Motive

						
					

					
							
							We can do something new and different.

						
							
							We can do something to support the team.

						
							
							We can do something that will have huge impact.

						
					

					
							
							We can raise the bar by X amount.

						
							
							These people are counting on you.

						
							
							We can change this part of the company or market.

						
					

					
							
							No one else can do this.

						
							
							You matter to us.

						
							
							You will make this happen.

						
					

				
			

			 

			Many of these still work, but for really dramatic impact, you might want to scale them up just a bit:

			
				
					
					
					
				
				
					
							
							Achievement Motive

						
							
							Affiliation Motive

						
							
							Influence Motive

						
					

					
							
							We can do something unique.

						
							
							We can do something to support the company.

						
							
							We can do something that will have global impact.

						
					

					
							
							We can beat the best.

						
							
							You will do good for the world.

						
							
							We can change the company or industry.

						
					

					
							
							No one else can do this anywhere.

						
							
							We will create a new cohort with esprit.

						
							
							You will change the world.

						
					

				
			

			 

			Famously, Steve Jobs recruited John Sculley by asking, “Do you want to sell sugared water your whole life, or do you want to change the world?” Targeting influence motive was exactly the right one for Sculley, incidentally, who was a marketing expert and clearly influence motivated.81 In the same way, change leaders can pull together multiple threads like this into an overall vision that will get lots of people excited.

			Developing a Vision

			There are key principles that underlie the development of a vision in addition to motivational thinking, and surprisingly, they are not too complicated nor too difficult to explain: Think of it as a higher-risk, bigger-scope goal.

			Over the past forty years or so, the term “SMART goal” has been bandied about. Some references I have seen date it back to 1981.82 In essence, it is about the characteristics of an effective working goal.83

			The five characteristics are:

			Specific, measurable, attainable, relevant, and time-bound.

			There are a few variations of it out there. For example, I have also seen “ambitious” and “realistic” instead of attainable and relevant. Personally, I often use “achievable but risky,” to explicitly capture the Yerkes-Dodson bell curve, which is critical to keeping people energized but not overwhelmed.84 I’m going to blend a bit.

			At any rate, this kind of goal is supposed to be appropriately challenging, and more easily accomplished despite taking some risk, because it gets people focused on something explicit, targeted, and challenging enough to engage interest—because who cares about a guaranteed goal?

			But when we see change leaders creating a vision, we need more than that. We need something to mobilize a crowd, which means ramping it up a bit.

			
				
					
					
					
				
				
					
							
							Individual SMART Goal

						
							
							Group Vision

						
							
							What’s in the Vision?

						
					

					
							
							Specific

						
							
							Tangible

						
							
							A solid image of what will be done

						
					

					
							
							Measurable

						
							
							Measurable

						
							
							Same—only bigger

						
					

					
							
							Achievable but Risky

						
							
							Daring

						
							
							Not a tame, very likely accomplishment, but something that appears less realistic

						
					

					
							
							Relevant

						
							
							Group’s best interest

						
							
							The long-term best interest of everyone, or at least as many as possible, not just something cool

						
					

					
							
							Time-bound

						
							
							Enduring

						
							
							Not just immediate, but linked to the long term or even far future

						
					

					
							
							n/a

						
							
							Inclusive

						
							
							Including everyone distinctively, which can also create a collective identity to which all can sign on

						
					

				
			

			 

			As you can see, everything here makes it just a little more exciting, without tipping you into being wholly unrealistic.

			•Specific is fine, but a tangible vision you can practically move into is better. A clear mental image of what it will be like in your future is more motivating. This resembles self-affirmation statements for motivating yourself, making the future real. Churchill was gifted at this: He didn’t say they would fight the Nazis until the end. He said “We shall fight on the beaches, we shall fight on the landing grounds, we shall fight in the fields and in the streets, we shall fight in the hills; we shall never surrender.” By the time he reached the last phrase, you knew exactly what it would look like to never surrender. The other way around would not have been as effective.

			•Not just a balanced risk (which, to energize people the most, works out to 70–80 percent chance of success on average), but a daring risk, something that will really raise the bar. When John F. Kennedy said, “By the end of the decade we will land a man on the moon and bring him home again safely,” many people thought the task itself was impossible. In fact, much of the key technology was already known, and of course it was in fact accomplished only eight years later.

			•Relevant is good for a task, but if you are committing an entire function or small company, you should be sure of your ground that it is the right thing to do for the group’s best interest or close to it. Some leaders have made a mistake by setting an ambitious goal that overcommitted their company’s resources without being confident that it was worth doing.

			•Time-bound makes sense, in terms of setting a specific deadline, and note that Kennedy did that too, but it’s typically not inspirational if it is something being done in a week, or just for a week. This is another way to look at the scale of impact and importance, too—enduring efforts will influence one’s work and efforts over a long period and have an extended-term impact. There are exceptions—if the crisis is intense enough, a short time can have similar impact—but for most businesses, it’s more about duration and focus than it is on immediate intensity.85

			•Inclusive is the one aspect that goes beyond SMART goals entirely. SMART goals assume you are setting the goal, or you are setting it for your team, but an organizational goal is much larger by its very nature. In that case, you need a vision that clearly includes everyone you need—or brings them together in a new identity. This is the part that is maximized by social intelligence, and reinforces the “group’s best interest” category.

			This kind of vision need not always be giant, epic, and transformational—you may not be in a role that even has a place for that sort of thing. For example, a head of finance shouldn’t be doing epic, transformational accounting.86 What matters is how it appears to your people.

			I worked with executives of a major chemical company to help them think this way, and one showed me his vision about safety at the multiple chemical plants he managed, and it seemed a little weak to me, so I asked what made it daring.

			He pointed out that the company currently had signs that said, “Safety First!” all over the plants and that was sort of useless, because what did that mean? How did you even measure it? How did you make sure people were doing it?

			Whereas he took a different approach: defining safety precisely. He said the company had normally had a few injuries over the course of a year, and had never gone a year without having a few working days lost due to some kind of industrial accident.

			Note that this company was quite safe—this was a company obsessed with safety, in my view, and rightly so given some of its history.87 The accidents were minor ones. But the company always had a few, and this led him to set a daring goal: What if we had zero days of work lost?

			But there were also accidents that were out of the company’s control, and his whole point was to get people energized and empowered to take on safety that much more, so he refined it still further, turning it into:

			“We will lose no days of work to a preventable industrial accident.”

			At that point, everyone knew that there were always some accidents. He wanted to reset people’s assumptions, and furthermore put ownership into their hands, by referring to preventable accidents, which implicitly challenged everyone in the plant to ask if they could prevent an accident from happening.

			That’s quite different from “Safety First!” And his employees would see it that way, too. Daring is different according to the audience and the subject matter. And ultimately, he checked all the boxes: It was specifically measurable for sure (“zero”); it was tangible (“preventable industrial accident”); it included everyone in the plant; and it was certainly in everyone’s best interest. You could question “longer-term,” but that had more to do with the timeline he was setting—the longer a span you set, the harder it would be to maintain it.

			My point here is that not everyone has to write like Shakespeare or speak like Martin Luther King Jr. to create a vision that is energizing, exciting, and challenging. The manager who did this was one of the best change leaders I have ever met personally, and he wasn’t even an extravert. He simply knew how to multiply his impact, which we will discuss further in the next section.

			Level 4 to Level 5 of the Pentad: Multiplying (Leveraging) Your Impact

			
				
					
					
					
					
					
				
				
					
							
							Level

						
							
							As Top Leader

						
							
							From Within a Business

						
							
							Typical Size of Group

						
							
							What You Need to Do

						
					

					
							
							4

						
							
							Small business CEO

						
							
							Functional head

						
							
							3 levels or more

						
							
							Empower direct reports to delegate; begin to align the entire organization.

						
					

					
							
							5

						
							
							Midsize business CEO

						
							
							Business unit head/senior C-level

						
							
							Full business, or multiple functions

						
							
							Empower functional heads; align functions and organization.

						
					

				
			

			 

			At this level, we see leadership magnifying enormously. Good Level 4 leaders have left behind hands-on leadership or even managerial leadership and are habitually thinking about aligning the whole organization and moving it forward.

			What we see here at Level 5 is a leader who is no longer managing just downward or even just forward, but outward. It’s not enough to create an outstanding organization; once you are at this size—and at this point, you are talking about thousands of employees—one typically has a constantly growing challenge, both internally and externally.

			Smaller companies can be one of many. For example, coaching firms are typically relatively small—the biggest coaching firms are still relatively tiny compared to the market, and none have a significant market share. That’s not a criticism; that’s a comment about the size of the market relative to the size of the companies.88

			But if you are the top leader of a company that has grown (or that you have chosen to grow) to midsize and larger, you and your company start being on others’ radars. You may be competing on a larger scale, facing more competitors, fighting for a bigger market share—and being observed and countered by those competitors.

			Note that you don’t even need to have a large share of the market to become a visible competitor. In the US auto industry, for example, the three largest owners of market share, in terms of sales dollars, are General Motors, Toyota, and Ford, at least in 2020–2021.89 The three of them together don’t crack 50 percent of market share. None have over 18 percent. See the table below, which compiles numbers of cars sold in two recent years:

			US Car Manufacturer Sales by Year 
(taken from annual reports)

			
				
					
					
					
					
					
				
				
					
							
							Manufacturer

						
							
							2020

						
							
							Percentage

						
							
							2021

						
							
							Percentage

						
					

					
							
							General Motors

						
							
							2,537,590

						
							
							17.3%

						
							
							2,269,963

						
							
							15.2%

						
					

					
							
							Toyota Motor Corp

						
							
							2,112,940

						
							
							14.4%

						
							
							2,234,249

						
							
							14.9%

						
					

					
							
							Ford Motor Company

						
							
							2,034,600

						
							
							13.8%

						
							
							1,892,722

						
							
							12.7%

						
					

					
							
							Stellantis—FCA

						
							
							1,820,443

						
							
							12.4%

						
							
							1,767,396

						
							
							11.8%

						
					

					
							
							Honda Motor Company

						
							
							1,336,787

						
							
							9.1%

						
							
							1,465,884

						
							
							9.8%

						
					

					
							
							Hyundai Kia Auto Group

						
							
							1,222,314

						
							
							8.3%

						
							
							1,453,839

						
							
							9.7%

						
					

					
							
							Nissan Motor Co

						
							
							1,004,651

						
							
							6.8%

						
							
							1,079,680

						
							
							7.2%

						
					

					
							
							Subaru Corporation

						
							
							611,938

						
							
							4.2%

						
							
							598,480

						
							
							4.0%

						
					

					
							
							Volkswagen Group

						
							
							599,595

						
							
							4.1%

						
							
							630,479

						
							
							4.2%

						
					

					
							
							Daimler

						
							
							324,708

						
							
							2.2%

						
							
							329,665

						
							
							2.2%

						
					

					
							
							Mazda

						
							
							279,076

						
							
							1.9%

						
							
							328,237

						
							
							2.2%

						
					

					
							
							BMW Group

						
							
							308,344

						
							
							2.1%

						
							
							371,862

						
							
							2.5%

						
					

					
							
							Tesla

						
							
							292,902

						
							
							2.0%

						
							
							301,998

						
							
							2.0%

						
					

					
							
							Volvo

						
							
							110,130

						
							
							0.7%

						
							
							123,424

						
							
							0.8%

						
					

					
							
							Jaguar Land Rover

						
							
							101,819

						
							
							0.7%

						
							
							106,927

						
							
							0.7%

						
					

					
							
							TOTALS

						
							
							14,697,837

						
							
							100%

						
							
							14,954,805

						
							
							100%

						
					

				
			

			 

			If you look at the companies showing numerous advertisements, in addition to the top three, you might see lots of commercials for Honda, Nissan, Subaru, the Volkswagen Group (which includes Audi and others), Mercedes-Benz—and none of them even have a 10 percent market share. Mercedes-Benz has a steady 2.2 percent market share of sales for the period in question. How about Volvo? Less than 1 percent.

			For small companies that grow into this space—as are a number of new companies (note Tesla)—suddenly you are in a much bigger pond, without necessarily being a much bigger fish. How do you deal with that?

			Some companies get acquired or merge to gain size or stability. Stellantis, for example, which has the fourth biggest market share in the US (and the fifth in the world in 2021), has sixteen brands from Italy, France, the UK, and the US: Abarth, Alfa Romeo, Chrysler, Citroën, Dodge, DS, Fiat, Fiat Professional, Jeep, Lancia, Maserati, Mopar, Opel, Peugeot, Ram and Vauxhall. Divide up the market share by the number of brands, and you start to see the problem.

			In other cases, the founder decides to sell and cash out, or retire to let someone else grow the company. It can be a good strategy for someone who no longer wants the responsibility, or who wants to shift gears90 out of management, as we discussed in last chapter. But not everyone wants to do that.

			Whether the leader wants to continue to grow or step out, this environment effectively filters out some kinds of leaders regardless of their intent. If you are moving past a couple of billion dollars in revenue, or closing in on one thousand employees, you need to have a people leader or change leader in charge, or you need to have a structure that permits stretching other leaders a little longer.91

			To be fair, some companies are elegantly simple, and therefore can get by with Level 4 leaders even when they are really bigger than that—mostly very flat consulting companies, where the business is pretty straightforward and predictable, and everyone is essentially doing the same kind of business. But if you think your business is a stable market need, and you turn out to be wrong, or someone actively disrupts you, your business could collapse with incredible speed.

			Technology firms are particularly vulnerable to this, as the past forty years can attest. At one time, Apple was the biggest personal computer manufacturer in the world. Then IBM decided to leverage its power to compete, and with the help of a small startup named Microsoft writing IBM’s operating system, suddenly Apple was the plucky little underdog. Apple aimed at coming up with innovative PCs for individuals (with occasional exceptions), while IBM and Microsoft targeted businesses. They didn’t need to be the best, they just needed to be everywhere. Once Microsoft was installed on the majority of machines, it became a safe choice.92 Microsoft played a better political game than Apple: locking in contracts with big buyers instead of having the most innovative machines or selling to one person at a time.

			Apple dropped so low at one point that Bill Gates, CEO of Microsoft, invested in it. The cynical said that he needed Apple to stay in the market to avoid antimonopoly action, which was certainly a benefit, though Gates himself claimed that some of the best work Microsoft had done was with Apple, and it guaranteed a market for Office for Macintosh.

			But when you look at today, things are completely different. First, Apple and Microsoft both got into different kinds of businesses, though Apple always tried to integrate hardware and software into a tightly controlled ecosystem, whereas Microsoft normally tried to be omnipresent through its OS or Office software, and had only occasional forays into hardware, with mixed success (compare the success of the Xbox to the Zune or the Microsoft phone, for example).

			Then Apple started to disrupt the market. Repeatedly. Apple built products like the iPod (first released in 2001), which became everyone’s standard (Microsoft had to ban them on its own campus, because even its own staff members wouldn’t use Zunes), and was so popular that whole new industries sprang up around it (for example, manufacturers of iPod speaker units). Today, people who don’t care what computers they use often own iPhones, use iTunes, and so forth.

			In 2001, the same year Apple released the iPod, Microsoft announced $25.3 billion in revenue, and Apple lost money.

			For 2023, Apple reported total revenues of $383.29 billion, Microsoft $211.91 billion—about 55 percent of Apple’s.

			That’s quite a change.

			Whichever company’s products you prefer, Apple has had an astonishing growth in the past ten years. A lot of that growth simply bypassed the “computer” market, enough so that Apple dropped the word from its official corporate name. Instead, Apple sold millions of iPhones, iPods, iPads, and so forth.

			I’m going to make an uncontroversial assertion here; to do this kind of growth is unusual indeed. How does one do it?

			I write this in Massachusetts now. At one time, the two biggest companies in the state were Wang Laboratories and Digital Equipment Corporation (DEC). Neither exist anymore; Wang filed for bankruptcy, and DEC was dismantled but largely sold to Compaq, and Compaq in turn to Hewlett-Packard.

			Wang created the first word-processing system. DEC built some of the first minicomputers, explicitly to make computer power available to far more individuals in businesses. Both were slaughtered by the advent of inexpensive, multipurpose personal computers. Wang’s market disappeared when it turned out you could buy a PC for multiple uses, including word processing; and DEC entered and exited the PC market, because of a lack of strategic focus, or really an understanding, of what it faced.

			Wang was led by its founder, An Wang, for many years, and was so successful that in 1984, Forbes ranked him as the fifth richest American. He tried to retire, insisting his son take over, but was forced to return when his son Fred Wang proved unable to run the business—perhaps in part because An Wang always controlled it absolutely himself.

			By contrast, DEC had a strong commitment to collaboration—so much so that all major decisions were made by the top executive team as a group, at CEO Ken Olsen’s insistence. It even had numerous, diverse projects at any given time to encourage creativity. But I knew a senior person (not in the top team) working there when Olsen stepped up and said, after repeated failures, “DEC is not in the personal computer business.” The person I knew said, “It was like the clouds parted and the sun shone down. Suddenly something became clear. We knew one thing: We were not in the personal computer business. That was a relief—but after a while, we had to ask, what business were we in?”

			In previous chapters, I identified three key capabilities to develop. I’m going to focus on just two here: strategic thinking and leveraged leadership. DEC lacked the former, and Wang the latter. Leaders at this level are at their best when they see the future of the company and convince everyone to go there. This is what truly distinguishes them: their expansion into the future and their scope of impact.

			Strategic Thinking

			There are whole business school curricula on strategy (one of the commonest topics taught in business school, along with finance, accounting, and marketing),93 as well as several giant management consulting firms focusing on strategy. Multiple books have been written about processes and approaches to developing strategies, as well as the commonest strategic approaches to a business. I’m not going there. I’m going to talk about what we see leaders actually doing when they create a strategy, in terms of their key capabilities and how they converge.

			Early on, we saw analytical cause-and-effect thinking as a critical driver of performance. But as noted, once you get into managerial levels, you can “max out” on your analytical thinking for most leadership roles—you need a good level, but you don’t need to continue growing it. Instead, conceptual or pattern thinking—the ability to filter information, and then to identify patterns within it to find the “big picture”—becomes more important.

			After a certain point, if you want to raise the bar on your thinking, you not only need significant amounts of both capabilities, but you also need to integrate them. Not everyone seems to be able to do that, even among those who clearly have both. When people can do this, and additionally combine that with business and market knowledge, it creates what we call strategic thinking.

			I should point out here that an executive can go their entire career—a successful career—without ever building a strategy all by their lonesome. In fact, it is perhaps the only capability we see in our assessments that can be executed collectively: If you have multiple members of the executive team who can help shape strategy, and they collaborate well, collectively they can create a strategy (or strategic direction) that none of them could achieve on their own. And that’s just fine.

			Why is it fine to piece together a strategy as a team instead of having someone who can create one at will? Because, frankly, how often do you really need to change a strategy? Once you have entered the market well, you will always need to adjust and tinker, but unless there is a major change in the market or the business (a disruption), you can probably go for years without a new strategy. I think the timing often aligns with the departure of a past CEO and the entry of a new one, which is not necessarily positive or negative, but simply realistic.94

			Furthermore, as noted, many strategy consulting firms out there are eager to take millions of dollars to help create a strategy.95

			Having said that, executives need to at least recognize a good strategy when they see one, and they should be strategic in focus. By that, I mean they should be looking broadly out into the field and even across industries, and far forward into the future of a company. A strategy firm may help target specific areas for that, if good enough (caveat emptor), but a CEO who cannot pass judgment on a strategy is going to struggle to implement it, however good it is. (When we get to leveraged leadership, we’ll flip the script on that and talk about how the world’s best strategy is useless if you can’t get people on board and excited about it.)

			Level 5 leaders need not be all the way to the behavior I am about to describe, but you can at least see the direction. In a nutshell, this is what leaders do who can genuinely integrate both analytical and conceptual thinking:

			•Analyze the market

			•Synthesize what is happening in the external market

			•Create a coherent vision for the direction the company should go next, then

			•Lay out a concrete action plan with logical next steps

			In other words, you go from analytical (analyzing the market) to conceptual (synthesizing your findings), shift gears on the conceptual (creating a vision for the future), and back it up with the analytical (making a stepwise action plan).

			Let’s lay that out in more graphic form.

			Let’s say you are looking at your complicated market and thinking about your choices. Many companies of this size have multiple products or offerings, which appeal to different audiences. They can vary by quality, cost, specific audience tailoring (such as color, size, or other factors). To add to the complexity, you may have multiple sales channels—direct sales, or those through stores or restaurants or partners.

			It’s not unusual to consider whether you want to concentrate on one particular product line to appeal to a new or growing market and decide which sales channel will work best for you, but it’s not as if you get to ignore all the other product lines or alienate the other sales channels.

			One of my favorite examples of complex strategic thinking took place at Pizza Hut in the early 1990s. As a bonus, there’s also a nice example of influencing people for change. I was fortunate enough to have behaviorally interviewed three of Pizza Hut’s executive team in depth, including the CEO, Steve Reinemund, who later became the CEO and chairman of PepsiCo overall.

			In those days, Pizza Hut was a restaurant that happened to serve pizza. The restaurants had a distinctive shape to their locations, with a red roof (presumably in imitation of Italian roof tiles, which were often made of red clay). The executive team referred to the restaurants as the “red roofs” among themselves.

			But they were under attack in two directions. Domino’s was delivering pizza to people’s homes quickly; Little Caesars was providing cheap pizza for takeout. The executive team at Pizza Hut was debating repeatedly how to respond to these competitive threats.

			The question they kept asking themselves was “how do we get people back into the red roofs?”

			Note that this question itself was too limited strategically: It was trying to get orange lovers to buy apples. That is, it assumes that the customers were the same kind of customers as those who went to the Pizza Hut restaurants, which was not a reasonable assumption. How many people wanted to just stay home and have food brought to them there instead of making an additional effort and going out in public? If you want pizza to eat at home, for example, why go to a restaurant?

			This led in turn to a somewhat cleverer thought: Provide the same services as the competition, thus reducing their advantage, and relying on their own reputation and food. You could certainly take pizza home from Pizza Hut already, if only as leftovers; all they had to do was market and staff their restaurants to offer takeout separately, like Little Caesars. It would take only a small increase in resources—having someone on the phones just taking orders, perhaps increasing the kitchen staff, and so forth. Pizza Hut could also try to implement delivery, though that would require putting some new systems in place—coordinating phone calls and restaurant locations, having enough drivers available to deliver quickly, setting boundaries for delivery.

			The problem with those ideas, besides the fact that they would both take some investment, is that they were imitating the competition, which was already very well established in what they did best. Pizza Hut would be trying to compete against a primary business with a “side hustle,” so to speak. Both options were reasonable (and both were eventually implemented), but they would produce only incremental improvements in the business after a significant investment. The costs might not justify the benefits, and even if they did, the Pizza Hut executives were hoping for a bigger impact. In those days, PepsiCo companies were very aggressive and results oriented, so their ambitions were far greater than incremental market growth.

			Case in point: When I went to Wichita to interview the executives, there was a huge banner in the lobby: “We come not to praise Caesar, but to bury him.” That was the attitude: Don’t just engage with the competition; destroy them.

			The argument among the executive team went around and around the same options, debating what they should do, until one executive, whom I will not name, had a brainstorm late one night, right before another strategy meeting. He realized that they were thinking about this all wrong. They kept thinking of their business as a restaurant that happened to serve pizza and trying to provide services from that restaurant.

			But if you stripped away the surface issues, what was Pizza Hut? They made a product—pizza—for people to eat and enjoy. They put pizza and people together. He woke up completely, realizing that the restaurant was just a channel to put pizza and people together, and there might be others beyond delivery and takeout. The whole “red roof” aspect was merely a distraction from the real issue: finding ways to connect people and pizza.

			He knew he was onto something here because it allowed them to think beyond and outside the existing approaches to the pizza business. It elevated the discussion over the details of providing pizza to people that they had been debating, to a higher conceptual level. That is, like this:

			[image: ]

			This was such a good idea that he didn’t care about taking credit for it—he just wanted it to work. There was a lot of achievement motive among the top leadership of PepsiCo in those days, and this is a positive example of it: just make it better, don’t worry about getting personally famous.

			Here’s where the influencing for change piece comes in. He knew the executive team had a big meeting coming up to discuss this issue (again). Instead of blurting it out, or even preparing a presentation on it, he planted seeds during the discussion, such as, “Are we limiting ourselves here?” “What do we all have in common?” “What business are we really in? Is it just restaurants?” At least two other people “spontaneously” came up with the idea that they were in the pizza-to-people business in that meeting, and believed they invented it. How do I know? Because I interviewed three people who all innocently took credit for the idea. But only one really deserves full credit, as well as credit for getting others to like it, meaning it became the consensus instead of just “his idea.” How do we know? That may take a little explanation, which is also useful to explain how one can be creative in a strategic way.

			A Side Note on Creativity

			Many people think of creativity as a bolt from the blue, a moment of inspiration, that comes from nowhere. A great deal of research indicates otherwise, and this is good, because lots of people don’t think of themselves as all that creative because they don’t get this kind of instant insight.

			In fact, creativity is inherent in the human animal. Whenever you connect two things that were not connected before, you are being creative. Humans are so good at connecting things and making patterns that when you present people with a page of random numbers, they will find patterns that do not exist.

			When you ask people casually about their ideas, they will often attribute them to a sudden moment of insight rather than incrementally accumulated elements, but some of the greatest insights were developed piecemeal over time.

			Here’s what Charles Darwin said in his autobiography about how he discovered evolution:96

			In October 1838, that is, fifteen months after I had begun my systematic enquiry, I happened to read for amusement “Malthus on Population,” and being well prepared to appreciate the struggle for existence which everywhere goes on from long-continued observation of the habits of animals and plants, it at once struck me that under these circumstances favourable variations would tend to be preserved, and unfavourable ones to be destroyed.

			Note how he described it: “It at once struck me.”

			But Howard Gruber dug into Darwin’s notebooks and found a very different story. Darwin was a meticulous notetaker; he would note down every book he was reading on a given day, and any ideas he had at the time. Gruber tracked down the day (actually September 28) where Darwin noted down reading Malthus, and excitedly turned to see…nothing. Darwin had not, in fact, been struck “at once.” He would continue to write down ideas related to evolution over time, until finally the idea crystallized for him, after which he remembered it as coming all at once. Yes, the idea of evolution evolved, even though Darwin didn’t remember it that way himself!97

			This fact has two benefits for the rest of us mortals: first, you don’t have to be creative all at once. It’s okay to develop an idea slowly over time; it’s the final idea that is great, not necessarily the first drafts. Second, you can trace inspiration backward to its roots, if you know how to interview for that.98 That’s how I knew who really deserved credit for the Pizza Hut idea: He could trace back the reasoning behind the idea. I’m not criticizing the other two (or more) people who came up with the idea after the hints, because after all, they did complete the thought—they just didn’t start at the same beginning as the “real” creator. The whole team was very bright, but one guy put together the pieces at the right time in the right way.

			When you see strategic geniuses, don’t necessarily think you are incapable of being that smart. Sometimes it’s about recognizing a good idea, as the other members of the team did, and sometimes it’s about building a good idea over time, or as a team.

			Back to the business.

			At this point, you are probably dying to know what the heck happened at Pizza Hut. At that critical meeting, they came up with a new way to think about their business and a mission: “We want to be people’s first choice for pizza whenever and wherever they want pizza.”

			Instead of trying to get people back into their existing “red roofs,” the Pizza Hut leaders were thinking in terms of what the customer wanted—a shift we often see in great (and successful) strategic business insights.

			And this strategic insight freed them up to think at a bigger, more creative level. Instead of, “Should we try to do delivery?” they asked, “When and where do people want pizza?”

			They came up with some genuinely new ideas then. For example:

			“Kids love pizza. What about schools?” Pizza Hut reached out to schools to provide pizza for them at a good price, which not only provided them decent revenue during nondinner hours, but also established the brand among schoolchildren.99

			“Airports!” In those days, American airports had very limited food offerings: almost entirely hamburgers, hot dogs, and french fries offered through the Host Marriott system. But PepsiCo had a strong relationship with the Marriott company; to this day, nearly all Marriott hotels outside of Atlanta have Pepsi in their bars and drink machines.100 Pizza Hut developed a unit that could be fitted into the existing Host restaurants and provide Personal Pan Pizzas. This became wildly successful, enough so that it broke the monopoly and led airports to add other fast-food providers and even full restaurants. But Pizza Hut was first.

			When you are the only people in your space, you have a huge strategic advantage. In effect, this ability to elevate thinking meant they were doing this:
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			This is, in essence, what strategic thinking is: lifting yourself over the details to get an overall bigger picture where you can encompass them together while still being able to trace the links between them.

			It’s not just “big picture” thinking, it’s also the ability to take that big picture and create plans that follow logically from it.

			And this kind of thinking becomes especially valuable when you are at Level 5, because you are now, as we noted at the beginning of this chapter, competing on a much larger scale. You’re not just filling a local niche anymore—you’re growing a business out into the larger world, on a larger scale. It makes a profound difference to see how diverse elements of the business and market come together, in such a way that you can see new opportunities within them.

			Leveraged Leadership

			Since I spent about three thousand words on strategic thinking, you may have wondered if I had forgotten about leveraged leadership.

			It is the other half of the equation here for Level 5, competing in a larger world. Strategic thinking helps you think about what to do; leveraged leadership is how to execute that through an increasingly large organization.

			It may help to remember Maria and Hans from way back in the beginning of this book. They had similarly sized organizations, but Maria had a broad, flat group of different functions; Hans had a narrow but much deeper group within his function. People in both situations need to find ways to communicate their message across different people with different assumptions, and despite the barriers of distance in geographically diverse companies.

			The bigger and more dispersed a company, the harder this becomes. In addition, this has been exacerbated by the pandemic-induced shift in workplace. Many companies realized they could get work done just as well and with fewer real estate expenses by letting people work from home—and make their employees happier, too. But it is still a challenge, as it increases the “social distance” among people.

			Some groups and leaders have resisted the use of work from home (WFH), thinking that the only way to lead and collaborate is in person. The extreme case of this is the idea that you must supervise your employees closely to get them to work, right down to micromanaging them as needed.

			I take a somewhat more neutral perspective: It’s an issue of costs and benefits and degree. There is no simple answer to the challenges of WFH. Some jobs must be done in person because it’s the only way to do them, such as skilled manufacturing jobs.101 Others do not. Indeed, some jobs are best done at a distance.

			For example, I’ve traveled all over the world as a consultant to be with my clients. At one time, I was in an office where the office manager apparently got anxious when he couldn’t see you in the office with him during the hours he thought appropriate. As you might expect, I found that extremely irritating at best: When I’m in Sydney, Australia, or München, Germany, or São Paulo, Brazil, or Beijing, China, it’s not reasonable to expect me to keep Boston hours and join office meetings in the middle of my night. This was made worse by the fact that everyone else in the office typically worked in our geography, or at least our time zone. But I was in a global role: My job was best done close to my clients, wherever they were, not to the home office. You need to show judgment as to what the job is, and where it needs to be done.

			Some have asserted that it is harder to maintain a culture at a distance. I don’t disagree, but that just means the leader has to be better, not that it is a good idea to always force everyone into an office. And in terms of the benefits, employees are often more loyal to leaders who consider their individual issues as well as that of the business. To put it more bluntly: Respect and loyalty can only be earned, never forced.

			So how do you do that at a distance, whether inside the same building through four or more levels of organization, or across the world? It’s simply not possible to meet everyone, let alone get to know them, though it is possible to some extent to be exposed to everyone (hence the idea of a town meeting where at least everyone can see and hear a leader, even if not speak to them). In fact, as I mentioned some time ago in a footnote, you can only get to know about 150 people personally, including your friends. How do you then communicate compellingly and even inspire hundreds or even thousands of people?

			This is where leveraging your impact becomes critical. This is about how you multiply your impact through others. You can’t influence directly, but you can do so indirectly, and find ways to minimize the loss of clarity of your message.

			Both elements are necessary: It’s hard to communicate indirectly if the issue is too complicated. Arguably, a key part of a strategic vision is to come up with a relatively simple way to communicate your purpose—for example, “We want to be people’s first choice for pizza whenever and wherever they want pizza”—so people can reason for themselves within that vision rather than being told what to do.

			Being able to act independently of the leader supports better delegation, obviously: You don’t have to micromanage people if they share your reasoning and understanding.

			Direct Versus Multiplicative Leadership

			As we move up in levels of complexity, the manager must engage in different kinds of communication.

			At Level 1, you are dealing one-on-one: speaking to members of your team, and ideally listening well and discussing issues individually.

			At Level 2, you are supervising a team: essentially, doing the same as at Level 1, but with multiple people and with additional responsibility, and thus listening to a larger number of more diverse issues and concerns.

			At Level 3, you are managing a group of supervisors: Now you need to communicate in such a way that your supervisors can continue the communication down to their employees, but it is still a small enough group that you can meet and know virtually everyone in it, and unless you are CEO of a small company, everyone is in your function, so you still share common knowledge and assumptions. Even assuming every manager has as many as ten direct reports (which is higher than ideal, but not unknown), we’re talking about an organization of 110 people; it’s more likely to be half that. This is the first opportunity to communicate and lead indirectly, but most people don’t know how right away, and some don’t ever get to the point of doing that well.

			At Level 4 is when communication must become more than personal. It’s better if one starts sooner, but at this level, you have no choice: The organization is simply too big to manage otherwise, often numbering over five hundred employees. This is the level at which many entrepreneurs simply break. They can’t manage the size the way they have in the past. What made them successful as a leader then no longer works. Here, one must communicate to managers in such a way that they can in turn communicate to supervisors, and then they in turn to their employees. The message often becomes diluted the more levels it passes through, but here at least you can generally get most of it through if you are good at communicating a crisp message. At this level, “all-hands” meetings can still be practical and useful as direct communication tools, if used selectively, but empowering employees works more efficiently and reliably, again if done well.

			But if you look at the sizes of organizations, they are ramping up exponentially. If we assume five to seven employees per manager (which might be low, depending on your organization and its status102), you can see the number of employees goes up very, very quickly, as you can see in the chart below. By Level 5, you typically have thousands of staff members for whom you are responsible. The size has gone up multiplicatively, so you must learn to multiply your communication as well—not just talk to people directly, but in such a way that your message multiplies through others accurately and powerfully.
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			How you do this is the reason why people and change leaders are the most common at this level—at least, successful ones. This is very much an issue of strategic influence ability, and to run well, companies need people like this.

			There are companies that get to this size because their product or offering is successful despite the organization that provides it, or because it is a virtual monopoly. As I write this, there are no real competitors for most of the leading social media platforms, for example, which means they might get by for some time without this kind of leadership—though I wouldn’t recommend it.103

			Having said that, I have known leaders good at this even at much smaller scale, so you can develop it early, and it works well there, too. Let’s take an example of this kind of leveraged leadership—multiplicative communication—for which I was fortunate enough to know the leader.

			A Leveraged Leader

			This took place at a British-headquartered multinational. The leader in question was an executive at a major chemical manufacturing site—as I recall, he managed three plants, with hundreds of people. He was senior enough that he didn’t have an office at any of his plants; he was in the corporate building ten minutes away on the site. (It was a large site.) His organization landed somewhere between Levels 4 and 5 in terms of size and scope, but he was operating at a full Level 5.

			At the time, the company was implementing a “quality management” program, which intended to involve all employees in actively making process improvements throughout the various chemical plants. The challenge, of course, was to get everyone involved and energized about doing something above and beyond their job, even though it might make their jobs better in the future.

			One junior supervisor—not long promoted into the position, so just moving into Level 2—had a brainstorm and figured out a way to significantly simplify a manufacturing process. It was one of those shifts that are obvious in retrospect, but no one had thought of it before (for example, moving two machines closer together to eliminate a transportation step that could introduce errors). In this case, the greater efficiency meant they were saving on the order of £700,000 (in 2025 pounds) every single year. A dramatic result for someone who was probably paid less than a tenth of that.

			The executive in question told me that he saw this as an opportunity to reinforce the importance of their process improvement and quality management generally.

			A bit of context here: When you think of highly effective leveraged leaders, people who can get an entire organization excited about change, what kind of person do you imagine? Most people imagine some kind of charismatic, dramatic leader who can excite a crowd with their commanding presence and compelling voice.

			Not this person. No way.

			This leader was profoundly introverted, going beyond even the national stereotype of a British person; despite his managing hundreds of people, when I interviewed him, he sat about a meter from me, with no table or desk between us, but stared at his shoes almost the entire time, occasionally glancing up to make a point. He also spoke quietly enough that I needed to be that close to hear details. Not exactly electrifying as a speaker—at least in terms of volume.

			Here’s what he told me (language not verbatim):

			“I wanted to reward the supervisor, and also use this to remind people of our quality management effort. Now, I have a jacket that is electric lime green—you can see it for miles. It’s famous. Everyone knows it on the site. I threw on that jacket, and drove across the site to the plant.”

			“What did you do?” I asked.

			“Well, you have to understand, the way these plants are built, there is a large room just inside the door. Across the way is the door into the offices and whatnot, but the room has no ceiling—there are catwalks surrounding the top of this space at a couple of different levels of the plant, though on this level there was essentially nothing in the room.”

			He went on, “I entered this room—jacket on—and went into the middle of this rather large room and stopped.” He folded his arms. “I stood there like this.”

			You can get a rough idea of this from the image below. This was an empty space, except for the doors to enter, and the door to go farther into the building. There he stood, arms folded, not moving into the offices, while people moved back and forth across the catwalks above—at least most of them did. The longer he stood there, the more people stopped to see what was going on. Remember, they all knew that jacket, and knew the big boss was there.

			It wasn’t long before the plant manager ran into the room. Someone had seen his boss standing in this odd little atrium and passed the word along. This was his boss, remember, and he had not even fully entered the plant. What was going on?

			The executive didn’t move from his position. When the plant manager got up to him, he said in his normal, quiet tones, “Get me so-and-so”—the junior supervisor who had discovered this improvement. Let’s call him Smith.

			The plant manager scurried off, and the executive remained precisely in the middle of the room, rather than going into the offices. While he waited, there was a minor population explosion taking place on the catwalks; people who saw the big boss was there, electric green jacket and all, quickly decided that the center of that room was the most interesting place in the whole plant. Note that the catwalks went around and some distance above the room, meaning there was a good deal of distance between any of them and the executive—both horizontal and vertical.
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			In just a few minutes, during which time most of the plant had gathered to watch, Supervisor Smith pelted into the space and up to the executive. Imagine, if you will, how he must have felt to be told that his boss’s boss’s boss (supervisor to manager to plant manager to executive—at least) was waiting in the middle of the entrance hall, for Pete’s sake, after asking for him by name!

			While he may have been panicked, he could see the executive in his bright green jacket, arms folded, waiting for him calmly. When he got close, the executive spoke in his normal quiet tones, meaning no one but that supervisor could hear him, not even all the observers in the catwalks or the plant manager, who had wisely stayed out of the room.

			“What did you say?” I asked.

			He said, “I said, ‘I have heard about your improvement project, and wanted to come over here myself.

			“‘You know,’” he went on, “‘we are trying to implement quality management here, because we think it will make a big difference to our work. You have shown us what can be done. Not just that you saved us £700,000 a year—though that is certainly impressive—but how all of us can make a difference with this approach.

			“‘So I came here to shake your hand, and personally say thank you for your good work.’”

			And he reached out his hand and shook the hand of the (rather stunned) supervisor firmly and visibly.

			“‘Keep up the good work,’” he added, “‘you are an inspiration to us all.’”

			“And then?” I asked.

			“I turned and left the building.”

			This certainly sounded impressive enough, but I felt sure there was more here, so I asked him to explain his thoughts.

			He said, “I knew that everyone would know who I was, and waiting there would draw their attention. What do you suppose happened after I left?” he asked.

			“They all ran down to ask him what had happened.”

			“That’s right,” said the executive, knowing full well no one could hear him, but they could all see him shake Smith’s hand. “I could have put his name and picture in the site newsletter or what not—and we did, actually—but by putting on an ugly jacket and driving ten minutes, I made sure everyone on the site was speaking about this. That’s all they could talk about for six months. They said, ‘I want the big boss to come by and shake my hand.’”

			He could have gone into the plant and spoken with the plant manager or whoever else was around to discuss other issues, but that wasn’t the point. The point was to make a dramatic impact, which emphasized his message. The only reason he came to the plant was to “shake your hand, and thank you for your good work,” and everyone could see that. He didn’t even come into the plant, both because he was more visible in the entry, and to prevent any distractions from his main point.

			What’s more, the approach was part of the reward. How often do people let you brag about your accomplishment? But no one knew what had been said, so they asked him. That permitted Smith to say, over and over again, “He said he only came here to shake my hand! He said I was an inspiration to us all.… You saw him—he left as soon as he shook my hand!” How satisfying, to be asked to repeat the big boss’s compliment.

			Now remember that this executive was very quiet and introverted. Another kind of manager might have called a meeting or spoken to the crowds in the catwalks. But that’s not how this executive worked. Instead, he thoughtfully invested perhaps twenty-five quiet minutes to make an emotional impact on hundreds of people and reward a key employee in a way that made everyone motivated (even if by envy) and reinforced a strategic objective.

			That’s how leveraged leadership works: affecting hundreds or even thousands of people in a few minutes. Imagine how much longer it would have taken to speak to every individual, or even to talk to the various managers.

			Furthermore, he made sure it was an approach that was suited to him, so he could be fully authentic in the way he did it.

			Let’s break this down in terms of what he chose to do, and add a few principles:

			•Personal symbol: The bright green jacket that everyone knew and recognized as belonging specifically to him—something that would call people’s attention to him without doing anything. They all knew it was him, and this was important, because he was the person with influence.

			•Deliberate staging: There’s a lot here.

			○He stood in the middle of an empty entrance room, with no distractions from him and his actions.

			○He was fully visible—but not audible—from the catwalks above.

			○He knew someone would see him and, again, come to him.

			○He never really entered the main building—ensuring the only message or issue was his.

			○He did not have to be personally dramatic—the staging was dramatic.

			•Efficiency of impact:

			○He committed to speaking to only one person (Supervisor Smith, ignoring the plant manager who he sent out to get him), but could be seen by many.

			○People came to Smith to find out what happened, not the executive.

			○“Ten minutes” to drive across the site, plus perhaps five to speak and shake hands.

			•Time for impact: This was particularly tricky, as I see it. He spent significantly more time going to the plant and returning than he spent in person at the plant, and, again, this was known by everyone there because he was ten minutes away. Having a very short, contained time there to do one thing with one person showed the relative importance of that action. You can think of this as the ratio between time spent there and time spent traveling: one to four. It demonstrated the effort made for the message. Had he spent an hour or two at the plant discussing other things, it would have greatly diminished the impact—turning it into an efficiency issue (making the trip’s time worthwhile) rather than an impact issue. This was so important that it was worth making a special trip.

			•Honor for impact: The action he gave was to honor his junior, and this made the honor and the impact even greater. He flipped the power structure for a moment: “I came here to thank you…you’re an inspiration to us all.” This moment of humility meant he was willing to acknowledge the superiority of someone several levels below him, which called attention to the person.

			•Letting the action make the impact: He knew once he left that everyone would want to know what had happened; he didn’t need to deliver it himself. He understood the implications of what he had done, both on the individual (direct honor, being able to brag) and on the plant (“That’s all they could talk about for six months”).

			The overall efficiency of impact is what stands out here: twenty-five minutes to create six months of discussion for three hundred people. That is leveraged leadership.

			Furthermore, note that:

			•He didn’t have to act like an extravert. That wasn’t him, and he knew it. Instead, he thought about how to draw attention indirectly: through the situation.

			•He didn’t even have to be present. Most of the impact took place without him, which made it both leveraged and empowering.

			•It wasn’t about him. Since many leaders at this level are influence-motivated change or people leaders, it can be tempting for them to put themselves on center stage, and they might even do it by accident, feeling that they are sharing the spotlight when in fact they might be stealing it.

			Multiple researchers have observed that humility is a key trait for top leaders, and I agree this can be helpful for a number of reasons. First, the higher you go, the less you can do yourself—and it behooves you to remember that and leverage your staff and your organization, lest you end up alone at the top with no one supporting you.

			Second, people in senior positions don’t always realize how much their actions are magnified by the fact of their position. Some years ago, Anheuser-Busch was largely owned and led by the Busch family. August Busch III could pilot a helicopter, and made a point of flying himself to various Anheuser-Busch locations and walking around. These were not surprise visits, incidentally—he wasn’t generally that kind of leader. His office would let people know a day or two in advance, to give them a heads-up.

			At one of these offices, I discovered a previous trip had had an unexpected effect. When word came down that August was coming, everyone would frantically clean their offices. Given they had as little as twenty-four to forty-eight hours, this meant they would gather piles and shove them into closets or drawers to hide them.

			Why? Because “if your desk is messy, August will fire you on the spot!”

			I knew this wasn’t true at other offices or plants, so what was the deal here? It turns out that a couple of years before, August had been touring this building, and poked his head into someone’s office, as he was wont to do. Seeing the person struggling with a desk covered with papers, he commented, “You know, it might be easier to work if you cleaned up your desk first.” Then he went on his merry way, unaware of how his brief comment would become magnified into a myth of how he fired anyone with a messy desk.

			Sometimes your actions are magnified whether you like them or not; wise leaders do it thoughtfully and on purpose.

			I don’t wish to be unfair to August Busch, either—he did many things that showed awareness of his influence. At the time, the company owned about ten theme parks as part of Busch Entertainment (a moment on strategy here: They thought they might be forbidden to advertise alcohol on the media in the future, so they wanted locations where they could offer and advertise it at will).

			One of those parks, Cypress Gardens, was an old one—one of the first thematically organized amusement parks. But it was basically only two things: water-ski shows and beautiful horticulture—a difficult sell to an audience used to roller coasters and theme parks. It had lost money for years.

			But August liked it. He apparently found it soothing, so he gave it a lot more slack than he might have other businesses. He would fly himself there on a regular basis and do the “August Tour” as it became known—a figure-eight walk that went around the whole park.

			To put this in context, most of the CEOs of the Busch Entertainment theme parks went around in fear of August as much as their employees did. When told he was coming, they would also frantically clean up the offices, have the fences painted, and so forth. This CEO knew that August cared about the park and was fully supportive of his efforts. He told me that they were still losing money, but less every year, and August not only gave him time and resources to make things better but listened to his struggles as the CEO of the park and advised him as a mentor. Not exactly the terrifying tyrant others thought he was.104

			Combining the Two

			As you can see, at this level, executives need to start thinking and acting on a much larger scale—and, in turn, can be seen as larger than life. Again: strategic thinking and leveraged leadership.

			As it happens, we know in some detail why the British executive was so good at Level 5 behavior, despite being in a much smaller organization than, say, August Busch III, because we assessed him in some detail and analyzed the interview that provided this story, and we knew of other executives doing similarly.

			He had also participated in a visionary leadership workshop I had codesigned, and he volunteered to me that sometimes his efforts worked and sometimes they did not, but now he knew why. Personally, I think he had all the raw potential, and all we did was help provide a more conscious understanding of it. The story above was before the workshop, and it wasn’t the only good one he told us.

			Both showed strong strategic thinking during their careers—consistently thinking about how they could influence beyond their current scope and into the future, multiple steps out, and in coming up with a simple concept or vision that explained a lot, such as using one person dramatically to reinforce quality management.

			Both thought about how to multiply their impact: one in the way described above, and Busch by visiting plants in his helicopter and building up an organization beneath him that believed in development.105

			I noted above that at this level, we are speaking largely of change leaders and people leaders, and there are good reasons for this. At this size of organization, it is increasingly difficult to sustain oneself unless one enjoys much of what the job is about, which is influence.

			Both this executive and Busch showed signs of natural, spontaneous concern for influence—and we had formal motivational measures of the British executive, which confirmed it. This is the implicit motivation we would expect, given their behavior, and the fact that it was a frequent, repeated concern.

			In addition to thinking strategically and creating leveraged impact, influence motive is a key driver for most change leaders and people leaders because you are spending virtually all your time working through people and organizations, and your most readily available satisfaction comes from organizational impact—not even just individuals, but groups. Remember how even middle managers are spending 80 percent of their time meeting with people, and executives even more? For larger-scale executives, just a percentage of time isn’t enough—you must make that time count with as many people as possible.

			Since both executives showed strong strategic thinking during their careers, and the ability to link it to influence, they could create a sort of “metacapability” of strategic influence, which has many uses at this level, but the primary one is to influence in a multiplicative manner.

			Getting there, however, is the hard part.
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							Entrepreneurial

						
							
							Stepping off or partnering

							•Becoming chair

							•Starting another organization (like a foundation)

						
							
							Constantly thinking about and acting on large-scale strategic influence needs rather than being hands-on or even managerial
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							Focusing your management to larger and larger scales—spending less time with individuals for individuals’ sake alone
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							Delegating your mission of change to a team of change agents and staying out of the spotlight as needed

						
					

				
			

			 

			 

			At this stage, it gets increasingly difficult for achievement- and affiliation-motivated leaders to sustain themselves. However, at this level of impact, they may have some different options for movement as well.

			Stepping down to a smaller role, as noted in earlier stages, could cause more problems than it solves if you are the founder of a firm with thousands of people; inevitably, you have a reputational influence that goes well beyond any formal authority. This is especially true if the successor is a family member, since family dynamics become part of the mix and are magnified by the organizational issues.

			However, it is possible to build a new, ideally noncompetitive organization, and take charge of that: notably, charitable foundations, nongovernmental organizations (NGOs), and think tanks. Furthermore, it is possible to stay attached by becoming chair, though I have seen CEOs struggle to stop being an operational leader.

			Entrepreneurial Leaders

			This can be particularly difficult for entrepreneurial leaders, in my experience, because even when they think they want to retire, they don’t always want to give up the work. Executive search firms, with which I am quite familiar, are particularly notorious for this. Some firms avoid dealing with it by allowing someone to stay as long as they want but slowly decrease their time “in the office.” One of the big five SHREK firms had one of its best producers—by his choice—still working at age seventy-eight, doing “only” forty hours a week. He was still in a leadership position in his eighties. Others retire people from the partnership at a given age (for example, sixty-two) as a necessity to enable younger consultants to join the partnership, but often those partners are not ready to go. I know of quite a few who went on to join other search firms. In fact, there appears to be a sort of cottage industry of highly specialized boutique search firms founded by former senior partners of big firms. In fact, one of the SHREK founders—Russell S. Reynolds— in 1993 sold his interest in Russell Reynolds Associates, the firm he founded in 1969, and promptly started another one, called RSR Partners. He finally transitioned to executive chairman in 2022, at age ninety, but still seems to be mentoring people as of 2024, according to RSR Partners’ website.

			Thought Leaders

			Thought leaders have different kinds of options, the most obvious being academia (which is not barred to the others, either, because once you are past a certain level, you have a certain cachet for business schools). Of course, they too can become chairs of their boards, which can be particularly helpful since one main purpose of a board is to advise on strategy, and one would hope a good thought leader who had led up to Level 5 would have something to offer here. There might also be the opportunity to start or work with a think tank, for reasons I probably don’t need to explain.

			Caring Leaders

			Caring leaders are relatively few and far between at this level; many of them step back before this level, depending on the firm. On the other hand, nonprofit organizations often have caring leaders running them already. Some consulting firms are a blend of caring and entrepreneurial. I ran into numerous caring leaders at Catholic hospital systems, and no doubt you can find them at other nonprofit healthcare institutions as well. One firm we worked with to find a successor was not a religious institution, but it was a nonprofit. This organization picked as its CEO a caring leader the company knew well, was close to, and liked.106 I have also seen former people leaders whose affiliation motive has increased enough over time (as it does107) decide to leave corporate life and “retire” to a leadership position in a nonprofit. This can be driven in part by a desire to “give back” associated with mature influence motive, but often also by affiliation.

			I mentioned back in Level 4 that it is possible—though challenging—to substitute positive/trusting affiliation motive for influence motive to some extent, which means someone can operate at Level 5 with less influence motive than one would expect. While those with anxious affiliation tended to worry about someone not liking them, those leading from trusting affiliation were able to make difficult people decisions and take tough actions that affected others precisely because they cared, but were not personally fretted by it. In essence, people we studied with this profile did what was necessary for the ultimate good of the person and the group, even if it was painful in the moment.

			Therefore, it is possible for caring leaders to step out of a traditional corporate role into another one, if it is driven by caring principles—thus, NPOs or purpose-driven organizations make it easier for them to act even in ways challenging to their affiliation motive.

			People Leaders

			People leaders, often driven by influence motive, get their energy from engaging with people. By this level, however, they must be connecting with groups of people at least as easily—and probably more of the time.

			This is where having social intelligence is even more critical, as you can think about the group and engage with it effectively. Many of these leaders enjoy coaching and developing individuals precisely because they can see the effects of their ongoing work, but this is a time-intensive activity. Interestingly, some of the best people leaders find ways to channel this desire to develop people into systemic approaches to development: building processes and organizational structures to enable development on a larger scale. GE CEO Jack Welch once referred to himself as “the world’s highest-paid HR executive” because he emphasized assessment, hiring, and development systems and principles. Indeed, in his 2009 book Winning, his first of eight rules of leadership was “Leaders relentlessly upgrade their team, using every encounter as an opportunity to evaluate, coach, and build self-confidence.” He wrote that people development should be a daily event.108

			Note that he brings a degree of efficiency to development, not unlike the efficiency of impact we saw from the British leader above, in that he tried to maximize every moment as a developmental moment. Again, this is key at this level: Leaders don’t have a lot of time with any individual, so they try to make every minute count. This is also another reason why it is helpful to be influence motivated—this kind of “relentless” influence work is exhausting unless you enjoy it.

			Change Leaders

			Like people leaders, change leaders are typically driven by influence motive, and they have a challenge that is almost the inverse of that of people leaders. Change leaders are often highly visible people, carrying a message of change publicly to a large audience. But while people leaders must move from the individual to the collective—and thus to a broader visibility—in the case of development and sometimes leadership communication, change leaders must often find ways to move from the front to farther behind the scenes.

			To carry out change on a large scale, the best change leaders typically do not provide all the leadership themselves. Instead, they are building a cadre of change leaders beneath them to create a wave or waves of change on their behalf. They can still be public figures, but in practice, having a lot of folks carrying the message on a smaller scale can create a more powerful impact because those people can respond to and engage with smaller groups of people or individuals in a way the top leader cannot, especially if everyone is carrying and reinforcing the same message.

			When Lee Iacocca was changing Chrysler (for a time), he would meet with multiple different executives and senior directors every day to discuss the vision with them one-on-one. The intent was not just to persuade them as individuals, but to create a critical mass of people who knew the vision and could therefore communicate it themselves, ultimately creating a coalition for change.

			But fame can be addicting, especially to the influence motive, and doubly so because of the instant gratification involved in delivering change messages yourself. One of the threats to effective change leaders is enjoying the spotlight too much, and sometimes taking it away from other people who could support the change message.109 Thus the challenge is to channel one’s efforts to multiply the change message through others.

			What Next?

			At Level 5, you are leading a large, diverse business with thousands or even tens of thousands of employees into a changing future. You may be wondering how much further you can go.

			The answer is not much farther. We have one more level here, and it goes from leading a globally influential business to actively changing the world using your organization.

			Level 5 to Level 6 of the Pentad: Changing the World
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			This level increases even more in scope of impact, but also can redirect well beyond the interests of one’s own company to the impact on an entire industry, or whole countries, or the world at large.

			This may sound ludicrously large, or more like a comic book supervillain, and to be fair, the misuse of this influence can indeed be problematic. But when you consider that Walmart employs approximately one out of every 160 Americans, 2.3 million employees worldwide, and that Foxconn employs seven hundred sixty-seven thousand employees in Taiwan alone for over 3 percent of Taiwan’s entire population, and so forth, you can imagine the immense impact larger companies can have.

			The question becomes whether someone acts positively and productively at this level. I want to bring up three key factors that determine that, and they may surprise you:

			•Identity, which I first brought up early on in this book;

			•Integrity, which I will define precisely; and

			•Identification with the population you lead

			We will talk about how influence looks different at this level: Identity enables it to be different, integrity prevents a cascade of negative influence, and identification ensures you know who you are influencing.

			Identity

			Identity, or how you define yourself as a person and how you define your role, can be the switch that activates your capabilities in different ways. For example, one of the challenges for entrepreneurial leaders once they get up to Level 3 or so is detaching their motivation from the requirements of the role: going from achievement-motivated desire to be hands-on to influence-related empowerment behaviors. This is often an identity shift from expert to manager.

			At the highest levels, it can also be about how you define yourself relative to a whole company, or even an industry, which relates to the people to whom you supply your goods and services.

			One of the larger industries in the business world is the petrochemical industry, and some of the more negative impacts of that industry can be seen through its leaders’ manifestations of identity—but so can the positive.

			One famous example was former CEO of BP Tony Hayward. An enormously competent man, according to former colleagues of mine, when he took over BP a couple of years before the Deepwater Horizon oil spill, he should have been able to lead the company well—and indeed, he had criticized the company’s recent safety record and its management style, which certainly seemed promising.

			But when the oil spill spread throughout the Gulf Coast, he made one mistake after another in how he communicated. First, he downplayed it, calling it “tiny” when it had already exceeded the Exxon Valdez spill (which was over ten million gallons). He then denied that there were undersea plumes of oil when three scientists had already investigated and confirmed plumes. Arguably, his biggest mistakes came from his identity.

			The spill began on April 20, 2010, when the Deepwater Horizon oil rig exploded, killing eleven people in the blast and beginning a massive leak.

			On April 29, he told his fellow BP executives, “What the hell did we do to deserve this?” Yes, his frustration is understandable, but what he does next is what matters.

			On May 30, he was touring the Louisiana coast in part to apologize for the spill and made the mistake of telling reporters (and you can see it on video),110 “I’d like my life back.”111 On the same day, when told that spill cleanup workers were falling ill, he explained it as spoiled food: “Food poisoning is clearly a big issue,” in what came across as an attempt to brush off the toxic effects of the spill.112 The safety information sheet for the oil dispersant chemicals being spread at the time said specifically that people should “avoid breathing in vapor,” and that they should wear masks. BP had not provided any and claimed it had not found situations requiring them.

			One article described him as a “gaffe machine,” which is particularly awkward when you consider the PR resources available to a firm of BP’s size, and even more so when he was in Louisiana specifically to try and reassure the public and protect BP’s reputation.113

			These statements and others produced an image of him in the public mind: selfish, defensive, and dishonest. After all, eleven people had died in the explosion, and many people were falling sick, not to mention the massive contamination of the entire Gulf Coast—killing fish and poisoning wildlife and humans throughout the area. I heard one person say, “You want your life back? So do those eleven people who died.”114

			And yet, remember that Hayward was an expert himself, a PhD geoscientist, who had challenged existing safety practices as being too lax before being made CEO, and he was a very different and more low-key style than John Browne, his predecessor. He was seen as more of a “safe pair of hands.”

			In June 2010, Harvard Business School Professor Rosabeth Moss Kanter wrote an article beginning: “BP doesn’t need an engineer at the helm. It needs a leader.” She went on to criticize him for several of the points I made above, and saying that he needed to say out loud, “I was wrong.”

			She’s not wrong on many of her criticisms, but I know a person who assessed Hayward, one of the best executive search consultants and assessors in one of the top firms in the world, and he told me in no uncertain terms that Hayward was fully qualified for the job as an executive leader. After all, he had already been managing a large percentage of this very large company very well, or he would never have been considered for the top job, and the very issues he wound up facing were those he wanted to fix.

			So what happened?

			While he had been a clear candidate for the top role for some time, Hayward wound up taking over a year and a half earlier than expected because Browne had to step down early. I suspect that he had not really had time to fully absorb the reality of the position.

			When you are the CEO of a company of this size, you are the face of the company. Period. What you say and do influences people’s perception of the entire company, and even the larger industry. Do you think of a person when you think of “the computer industry” or “a car company?”

			Furthermore, there is no time off. At no time are you not the CEO: It is a 24/7 state. If anything happens, you are the person on the spot. And it is your job to take care of the situation, even if you had nothing to do with it.

			Psychologist Martin Seligman and his colleagues115 studied how successful salespeople attributed reasons for their successes and failures based on three categories: internal versus external (me versus outside me, or personalization), stable versus unstable (permanent versus changing over time, or permanence), and global versus specific (generally versus context specific, or pervasiveness). They found there was a distinct pattern: Successful salespeople tended to attribute success as internal, stable, and global, meaning “I am successful because I am consistently good as a salesperson across customers generally.” On the other hand, when they failed—because any typical salesperson has more rejections than acceptances—they attributed it to external, specific, and unstable reasons: “This client doesn’t want to buy this product—today.” In other words, they might be able to sell it to someone else. This makes sense for salespeople, but less so for managers.

			Dr. Signe Spencer and I examined a host of managers on the Seligman criteria and found that the distinctions for stable/unstable and global/specific were consistent—stable and global attributions for success, unstable and specific for failures—but the third factor, internal versus external, did not seem to quite fit. When we interviewed them in detail, senior leaders would still not accept blame for a problem they did not cause, but they would accept responsibility. For example, one executive told us, “This certainly wasn’t my fault—I wasn’t in charge—but it was still my job to fix it.”

			That’s what being CEO means: Whether you are the cause of a problem or not, you are always responsible for fixing it. 116

			But that combination of ownership and constant visibility is quite a shift for people. Most people are used to being anonymous much of the time, and even in high-profile roles, people take vacations, right? As CEO, not anymore. Your life is the company. Even divisional or regional CEOs don’t have quite this level of required identification with and commitment to the firm.117

			Hayward was responding as a perfectly normal human being—frustrated with unlucky events, not being able to do the work he wanted, trying to defend his company, being required to do all sorts of difficult and painful tasks. Grousing is ordinary under such circumstances. Unfortunately, he was not a normal human being. In that moment, he was BP. Get your life back? This is your life. This is what being a CEO means, and why they pay you the big bucks.118 It is your job to represent the entire company and all eighty thousand employees all over the world.

			And in a very real sense, this had nothing to do with his leadership ability or his technical knowledge. I suspect it had to do with his identity: how he understood his role and his relationship to it.

			Stages of Influence and Identity

			We’ve talked about the magnification of impact in this section and the previous; obviously, influence motive is a key factor here. If you must be aware of the impact on your organization and the world at large, clearly you must at least be highly insightful regarding influence, as with social and emotional intelligence.

			Furthermore, as noted, since all your time is spent influencing—explicitly or implicitly—as a 24/7 CEO, it certainly helps if you enjoy influencing and it provides you with energy to maintain your efforts.

			No matter how fun it is, however, it can still exhaust you—you might not notice until you take a break, but when you do—boom!

			So how do very senior people maintain that high level of effort? Yes, some people have more energy than others, but there is also a factor on how you channel your motivational energy, especially for Influence motive, that makes a difference.

			University of Michigan Professor Abigail Stewart undertook research into how your implicit motives develop and mature over time. Motives are fundamentally very basic emotional drives, but you filter them through your values, your identity, and the situational need.

			Stewart found that the behaviors associated with influence motive looked fundamentally different as you matured in your approach to using them, and this has direct application to how the best leaders work.

			She identified four “stages,” which can be laid out in a two-by-two table based on the source of your power and influence and the target of your power and influence, but I’m just going to show it in a linear way. Bear with me; it will get clearer.
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			Let’s walk through the stages in order:

			Stage I: You feel strong because someone enables or empowers you (source: other, target: self). This is known as the “childhood” stage, because like children, being associated with powerful others like parents helps one feel strong. In adults, this can be associated with idolization of people perceived as strong, or, in other words, being a devout follower or at least a fan.119

			Stage II: You feel strong because you control yourself (source: self, target: self). Your self-awareness and self-control together are a source of power. This is known as the “adolescent” stage because it corresponds roughly to the classic teenager cry that “you can’t control me!” and increased self-expression. In adults, this associates with a rejection of any group or identity outside oneself or being a “lone wolf.”120

			Stage III: This is the first fully “adult” use of influence, in that it is about strength through impact on others (source: self, target: other). But its less mature form is known as “personalized,” because it is all about you: pushing people down to make yourself taller, so to speak. The more mature form is about using influence to have a positive impact on others or the world at large: “socialized” influence. Many wartime leaders fall into this category: mobilizing the troops to assert their power to attack.

			Stage IV appears a bit contradictory. The source of power is outside oneself, and the target of power is outside oneself. How does one exhibit influential, powerful actions? Because this stage is about channeling the influence of others—empowering others to act. This is different from the Stage III level of influencing people directly to act because it is more about bringing people together to act as a group on their own. People at this stage typically understand that the world and its people are complex, and can engage empathically with many others, seeing everyone as having potential.

			Note that a significant piece of this is how you perceive power: where does it come from, where does it go? This is anchored in one’s identity as well: Do you see yourself as a source of power or not—not being powerless, but as a channel?

			One important point to keep in mind here is that Stewart and others found that it is always developed in order from I to IV, but people don’t always get all the way up the scale. Thus, you find fewer and fewer people at the higher levels.

			Furthermore, under stress or in very new situations, people typically drop back down the scale and then progress back up to their highest level. This is not necessarily a bad thing. Imagine a person taking on a new, complex role. They drop back to Stage I and ask themselves “what have I been given here?” They are open to being informed. As they figure it out, they can move back to Stage II and say, “I am in charge of my space now.” As they become comfortable asserting themselves, they move back to Stage III, thinking that they can now flex their muscles in the organization and have an impact. Finally, having firmly established their influence and authority, they can feel comfortable empowering others, without needing to be in the spotlight, and get back to Stage IV. As noted in a previous chapter, you don’t want to jump into action before you learn what you can and should do.

			So how does this apply to leaders at Level 6?

			Once you are at the topmost level, you can use your behaviors selectively and thoughtfully to make a massive impact through people.

			Some time ago, while developing a visionary leadership workshop, I spent time analyzing speeches by inspiring leaders, looking for patterns. For my first set, I tried to pick people who were inarguably exciting and inspirational speakers: Abraham Lincoln, Winston Churchill, John F. Kennedy, and Martin Luther King Jr.121

			What I found was that all four used a balance of empowering (Stage IV) and assertive (Stage III—socialized, usually) imagery in their speeches. In brief, they used language of empowering influence to bring everyone together, and assertive language to point toward a target to be fought.

			There was more to it than just alternating, however:

			•The balance of empowering and assertive depending on the situation

			•There was a clear pattern of how it was used in their speeches

			Balancing Imagery

			In Winston Churchill’s legendary speech after the withdrawal from Dunkirk, he fired up the British people to keep resisting despite the perilous condition they were in, with the Nazis largely in control of Continental Europe. Unsurprisingly, there was a lot of aggressive language and imagery, which I have italicized for emphasis:

			“…the German eruption swept like a sharp scythe around the right and rear of the Armies of the north…”

			“…an intense struggle reigned…”

			“The enemy was hurled back…”

			And, of course, the most famous lines:

			“We shall go on to the end, we shall fight in France, we shall fight on the seas and oceans, we shall fight with growing confidence and growing strength in the air, we shall defend our island, whatever the cost may be, we shall fight on the beaches, we shall fight on the landing grounds, we shall fight in the fields and in the streets, we shall fight in the hills; we shall never surrender.”

			He also had plenty of empowering and supportive language and imagery:

			“…these young men, going forth every morn to guard their native land and all that we stand for, holding in their hands these instruments of colossal and shattering power…”

			“Parliament has given us the powers…”

			“We must never forget the solid assurances of sea-power and those which belong to air power…”

			But when you look at the balance of the two, Churchill used assertive imagery more than twice as often as empowering. He was fighting a war, after all, and wanted everyone else to come along.

			Lincoln, on the other hand, when writing his Gettysburg Address, saw toward the future peace. He referred to battle as well (italics added for emphasis):

			“Now we are engaged in a great civil war…”

			“The brave men, living and dead, who struggled here…”

			But most of his imagery—twice as much, in fact—was about coming together and empowerment, especially for freedom:

			“…our fathers brought forth on this continent a new nation, conceived in Liberty…”

			“…gave their lives that that nation might live…”

			“…from these honored dead we take increased devotion to that cause…”

			“that this nation, under God, shall have a new birth of freedom…”

			In other words, Lincoln and Churchill came back to influence imagery over and over again, but they balanced it according to the intent of the speech.

			Pattern of Use

			As noted, they didn’t just flip back and forth—that might have been a bit jarring—but instead made careful use of it. In general, the pattern I found was entirely logical:

			1.Start with empowering language to bring people together.

			2.Shift to assertive language to go after the goal: Attack the enemy, defeat the evil, fight the power.

			3.End with empowering language to bring people back together and move forward.

			Martin Luther King Jr., had one of the most masterful demonstrations of this pattern with the “I Have a Dream” speech. As before, I italicized some of the quoted material for emphasis.

			While standing at the Lincoln Memorial, King began by referring to Lincoln signing the Emancipation Proclamation as a “great beacon light of hope” and a “joyous daybreak” of empowerment ending captivity.

			But then he switches in the next paragraph to having to fight for freedom. As he goes longer, he uses assertive and aggressive language again and again:

			“The whirlwinds of revolt will continue to shake the foundations of our Nation…”

			But it isn’t just fighting the bad guys. He wants a peaceful battle:

			“We must forever conduct our struggle on the high plane of dignity and discipline. We must not allow our creative protest to degenerate into physical violence.”

			Note that it is a struggle, but, in contrast with Churchill’s, not a violent one. Nevertheless, it is a major battle, and an ongoing one. People have often misunderstood King’s intent; while he abjured violence, that did not mean there wasn’t a battle going on! King spoke of struggle, force, and brutality, all in strongly assertive language. In fact, he had an even higher ratio of assertive versus empowering language than Churchill—almost three times one over the other.

			But again and again, while acknowledging the battle, he restrained the potential for violence. And as he closed the speech, he shifted into transformation, in a clearly empowering form:

			“…a desert state…transformed into an oasis of freedom and justice.”

			“…transform the jangling discords of our nation into a beautiful symphony of brotherhood.”

			And he wound up talking about everyone coming together:

			“With this faith we will be able to work together, to pray together, to struggle together, to go to jail together, to stand up for freedom together, knowing that we will be free one day.”

			His intent was indeed to fight a battle, but the objective was not to defeat the enemy, but to bring people together.

			Business Leaders

			You may be thinking, “How the heck do I do something like this? I’m no King, no Churchill.” The answer is that you don’t. You can use different kinds of influence images, language, and messages without having to transform the whole world (though, to be fair, this level of leader has the potential to do so).

			I have also studied leadership speeches and interviews with various CEOs, and found, strikingly, that the best of them also brought together both kinds of imagery. Granted, giving speeches to shareholders or employees about salty snacks doesn’t have quite the same resonance, but it doesn’t have to.

			I worked with the top team of a firm that made a particular medical device: the small defibrillators you see on the walls of malls and shops. Along with some colleagues, we were helping them work out a strategy and work together better, which was critical, considering that this company was made up of multiple smaller companies that had all been acquired, so this was the team’s chance to try and bring everyone together for a common purpose.

			While working with the team, it occurred to me that they had a great story to tell. Every minute matters when someone has a heart attack. According to one article, “The chances of surviving a cardiac arrest fall about 10% for each minute the heart stays in ventricular fibrillation. Shock the heart back into a normal rhythm within two minutes, and the victim has an 80% chance of surviving. Deliver that shock after seven minutes—the average time it takes an emergency medical team to arrive in many cities—and the odds have slipped below 30%.”122

			Having an automated external defibrillator, or AED, available on the spot obviously cuts down the time enormously. I turned to my colleagues and said, “You know, one thing that brings them together is that they aren’t just making widgets—they’re literally saving lives.”

			Interestingly, my colleagues thought that was a ridiculously cheesy thing to say, which may say something about hardened and cynical consultants like us. But I took a chance during our meeting and brought this up, in almost the same language.

			The whole room perked up. People cried out, “Yes! That’s what we do!” They nodded and smiled in agreement. They worked a similar line into their strategic vision. Maybe it was cheesy, and maybe not, but not to them. This was a good reason to come to work.

			And no one had to be a wonderful speechmaker. They only had to bring in the message that spoke to them. And that, in a nutshell, is how identity can be defined collectively in a way that inspires: Find what brings people together and influence them to think that way.

			At Level 6, you have many opportunities to do this.

			Integrity

			CEOs have become easy villains in the media, and to some extent, this is deserved. There are whole companies whose purpose is to make CEOs look better, and you might ask yourself why that should even be necessary.

			In 2016, a scientific article circulated that claimed as many as one in five CEOs were psychopaths. This article was retracted the next year, but the myth remains.123

			More recent work suggests a more nuanced view, that there is a “weak positive correlation for psychopathic tendencies and leadership emergence,” which has a fair amount of hedging, but then goes on to add “a weak negative association [emphasis mine] for…leadership effectiveness” and “transformational leadership.”

			In other words, while people with psychopathic tendencies (not full-blown psychopathy) may be perceived as potential leaders and promoted as managers in some cases, they are not all that good when they get there. This is reassuring for many reasons, not least of which is that I am decidedly not comfortable proposing psychopathy as a characteristic of the best leaders.…124 Especially since, to the best of my knowledge, I have never personally assessed a CEO or C-level leader who had this trait to a visible degree, and I have assessed many leaders with principles.

			Nevertheless, it is worth noting that people are all too willing to believe it, whether it is true or not, and no doubt some of this is due to certain select CEOs, who are both bad and highly visible.125

			Why is this? In part, it is because of the phenomenon I described above with Tony Hayward: You are on the job 24/7, and there are things you should not do while on the job. Another is that in today’s world of social media and interconnectedness, it is virtually impossible to “control the narrative.”

			In the past, bad behavior had to be captured by witnesses, perhaps on film, and then spread as rapidly as possible through newspapers or perhaps radio, all of which were limited channels that could be dominated by someone with sufficient resources—assuming anyone learned about the issue at all. But now, anyone with a smartphone can capture images, audio, and video of someone behaving in an inappropriate manner and spread it with remarkable speed.

			Case in point: Mitt Romney’s 2012 presidential campaign was significantly derailed by a video showing him dismissing the 47 percent of Americans who did not pay income tax as people: “…who are dependent upon government, who believe that they are victims, who believe the government has a responsibility to care for them, who believe that they are entitled to health care, to food, to housing, to you-name-it.” He added, “My job is not to worry about those people. I’ll never convince them they should take personal responsibility and care for their lives.”

			As it happens, more than half of those people were too poor to pay income taxes, being exempt, though they typically did have payroll taxation. Over 10 percent of the American population were elderly retirees, and thus also exempt. Some were disabled military veterans exempted due to their service. Defining them all as victims demanding inappropriate entitlements and denying personal responsibility is, at the very least, an inaccurate characterization of this population.126 But even if you agree with his characterization, it overlooks a fundamental point of his situation:

			Romney was running for president of all Americans. In this speech, he was making it painfully clear that he only cared about the Americans paying taxes—not the disabled veterans, not the poor, not the retired—and considering his audience, he was more concerned about cutting taxes on wealthy people like himself than he was willing to “worry” about “those people.” Fundamentally, if you agree with his perspective, it sends the wrong message if you want a majority of Americans to vote for you.

			How did this get out from a private fundraising dinner of Romney partisans? A bartender serving the guests—quite possibly part of that 47 percent.127

			And phones are better than ever at capturing all kinds of data, and there are numerous channels by which one can spread that data, despite the best efforts of some nations trying to block it.

			The only real solution here is integrity, which I will define in a very specific way: acting in line with your stated and espoused principles and values, even (or especially) under pressure to do otherwise.

			In other words, walk the talk. If you can’t do that, you might want to be careful what you say.

			In some ways, it almost doesn’t matter what values you espouse so long as you are consistent with them. As a Mormon, Romney was considered a little unusual for American politics, so he explicitly made the point that he was an American running for president. He did this specifically to identify himself with all Americans rather than running as a person of a particular religious faith. He repeatedly referred to his Christianity—and then was caught talking about tax breaks instead of Christian beliefs, which include caring for the poor, whether they pay taxes or not.

			Identification

			This level is so exalted that there is a risk of losing touch with the people you lead. Not only do people here live in their jobs 24/7, but they often have access to benefits not available to others. Many companies of significant size do things like having a private plane for their top executives to use, thus bypassing commercial airlines and other people’s schedules. Some provide cars and drivers, allowing CEOs to work constantly, even while going from place to place.

			However, this becomes isolating. If you are supposed to influence people effectively, you need to understand their motives. If you are too far away from the people you lead, or speak only to a small number of executives who are much like you, you risk focusing on the wrong issues or arguing from or for your own narrow viewpoint rather than all those you lead.

			The Writer’s Guild of America (WGA) went on strike in 2023 for a variety of reasons, including residuals from streaming shows (which had been held in abeyance until people saw how it worked out—and then streamers became critical to studio revenues during the pandemic), protection for artificial intelligence (AI) being used against writers, and others. The WGA did a very effective job of communicating its position, explaining that most of its members could not earn a living wage even with a hit show generating millions in revenue, and that they lacked protections that most working people had as a matter of course. People saw them as deserving of some consideration.

			Several executives from the Alliance of Motion Picture and Television Producers (AMPTP) did not do so well. Apparently to demonstrate their intention to play hardball, one was quoted anonymously in Deadline as saying that the goal was to “break the WGA. The endgame is to allow things to drag on until union members start losing their apartments and losing their houses,” said another. It’s a “cruel but necessary evil,” said another insider.

			Bob Iger, CEO of Disney, was quoted as saying, “There’s a level of expectation that they have that is just not realistic.” At the same time, others pointed out that Iger had come back to Disney to rescue it from the poor performance of his chosen successor Bob Chapek, but his compensation seemed a little unrealistic under those circumstances.

			To put this in full context, the initial offer from the AMPTP to the WGA, which the union flatly refused for being too low, was worth approximately $38 million. In 2022, Chapek was in charge most of the year but was fired, with Iger returning from retirement. Chapek received $24.5 million for his partial year in which he was fired, and Iger received $15 million for that partial year. Thus, the offer made to the 11,500 members of the WGA was a million dollars less than the salary of two people, neither of whom worked a full year, and one of whom was fired.128

			Furthermore, Iger was quoted at the Sun Valley Conference, which people were quick to describe as “summer camp for billionaires” to which the billionaires flew in their private planes.

			In a real sense, it doesn’t even matter whether either Chapek or Iger deserved that salary—though one could make a compelling case against Chapek, since not only was he fired, but Iger went on to blame him for the problems he had to fix. What matters is that Bob Iger and Warner Bros Discovery CEO David Zaslev “had become the face of ‘corporate greed’ for those on picket lines,” as Variety put it,129 and were seen by the world that way as well, thanks in part to pictures of Bob Iger on his superyacht. If you want to lead an organization, is this how you want to appear?

			Indeed, even if you support the AMPTP’s position, note that its leadership lost this battle completely, in part because they were thoroughly outmaneuvered in the media with these depictions of them in contrast with underpaid writers and actors.130

			This isolation from the people who enable you to live this well is, I think, fundamentally dangerous to one’s leadership effectiveness overall.

			Aren’t Any of These Leaders Good?

			Having shown what happens when you lack integrity, identification, or identity—or just appear to lack them—let’s take an example or two of people who have them. And to be fair, sometimes even the good side can get you into trouble sometimes.

			I mentioned a particular caring leader earlier: the CEO of a Catholic hospital who had protected a nurse from being punished for accidentally administering the wrong drug to a patient, even keeping her employed and getting her into therapy, despite the anger on the part of the patient’s family, who wanted to punish this nurse. I mentioned that he felt that satisfying the family’s need for revenge was “neither appropriate nor kind.” But it went further than that. It was informed by his combination of integrity, identification, and identity as a Christian leader.

			I say “Christian,” because the CEO made it clear that as a Catholic hospital (it belonged to a specific religious order, in fact, though he was a layman), the hospital had to follow certain principles, and covering up the incident was, to him, unethical, however much easier it might have been for him to do so. He didn’t let the nurse off the hook, but he also allowed her to make up for her error, which was consistent with Catholic belief in forgiveness and penance. As he saw it, while it would have been easy to throw her under the bus for the sake of the hospital, it would have destroyed her life, and probably led to her ending her own life as well. To him, the family’s threatened lawsuit was worth it if it meant saving lives where he could, because that was the hospital’s duty as a Catholic hospital.

			I also mentioned above that the nurse was requalified and had been one of the best, and that the CEO was proud of that not just as the head of a business, but as a representative of a belief system. His identity as head of a Christian hospital and his integrity in terms of acting on those values were fully aligned here. He took full responsibility for the error as the leader of that organization rather than handing it off. He owned it—and putting yourself at risk for a principle is evidence of integrity. Finally, his ability to empathize with the nurse—identification—meant he probably saved her life, and furthermore, enabled her to continue and even develop.

			I described this story to another CEO, also both principled and Catholic, and she had a different take: “Why did he choose to hurt the family this way? That was cruel. He could have done everything else without having the family go through this.” This is a fair point, in that the family had thought they were finished with their grieving, and suddenly had to face the tragedy again, and worse. Surely there was another way to handle this where the family did not have to be told?

			Not to him. To him, that level of dishonesty was betraying the hospital’s belief system. And practically speaking, note that if he had covered it up, even if he had fired the nurse, many in the hospital would have known it. What message would that send? What if someone revealed it later? How much worse would that have been on the family and the hospital if this dark secret was revealed long after the fact? Furthermore, what impact would that have had on the nurse, to tell her she could never reveal what had really happened, and to have her carry that guilt secretly?

			I’m not saying he was 100 percent right—ethical conflicts are never easy to address—but he was at least consistent with his values. Furthermore, he sent an unmistakable message throughout the hospital: The hospital followed its principles, even when it hurt, being both strict and kind. And he sent a message to the world that the hospital could be trusted to be completely honest with patients and their families.131

			Studies have shown that simply providing good customer service is not as impressive as making a mistake and then making up for it. This is an extreme case of that—most companies are not dealing with life-and-death ethical issues, fortunately—but who would you trust more? A hospital that swept its mistakes under the rug, or one that owned up to them?

			For as we discussed above with August Busch and others, the CEO’s behavior has a powerful effect at every level, whether intended or not. The more intentional the action, the more powerful the effect can be.

			Many leaders at this level understand this intuitively—or maybe not. According to reports, when Roger Enrico took over as CEO of PepsiCo, he had an office that was incredibly beautiful, elegant, and had elaborate, expensive decorations—as was true of all the executive offices at Pepsi’s headquarters. At that time, one of the covert benefits of senior positions was to bring in high-priced decorators, and they competed to create the best-looking offices.

			As the story goes, he walked into his new office, and a few minutes later, people started hearing loud noises and bumps. Then the door burst open, and things started flying out his door: tapestries, (unbreakable) decorations, and the like. He yelled, “Get this stuff out of here! I want an office I can work in.” Enrico certainly had a sense of drama, but he was sending a message: Spending money on decorations and artwork was not what the business was about. And he demonstrated it personally, which is (again) acting on values.

			He did more than that, however; he was known for looking out for the low-income employees that he considered the “unsung heroes” of the organization—thus demonstrating his identification. The son of a foreman at an iron-ore processing plant, Enrico had worked his way up from a literal bottle washer and door-to-door salesman before getting a college degree on scholarship, and clearly had not forgotten his roots. He would donate his entire $900,000 salary in 1998 to a new PepsiCo scholarship fund, which provided scholarships to children of “the company’s least-paid ‘front-line’ workers:” full-time employees earning less than $60,000 a year. Front-line employees included sales assistants, mail clerks, mechanics, loaders, truck drivers, and warehouse employees, among others. He further specified that his additional funds would make money available for those attending technical schools and junior colleges, not just four-year colleges as the overall company fund had done in the past. Interestingly, according to PepsiCo’s spokesman, Dick Detwiler, “the donation was ‘personal’ and was not aimed as a message to competitors or other well-heeled corporate executives.” He said further, “The only thing that this action reflects is that he feels the front-line employees are critical to our success, and he wants to show support for them.”

			Of course, saying it isn’t a message doesn’t make it less of a message…

			This was not a one-time deal; when he became chairman of DreamWorks Animation, he donated most of his salary for employee “upliftment.”

			This isn’t just a feel-good story; it’s a way to earn the trust and respect of employees. And trust and respect can only be earned, never demanded.

			One more case, to show what happens when integrity, identity and identification are coupled with strategic insight as well: In 2013, Nintendo tried to follow up its hugely successful Wii console with the Wii U, which was a commercial failure leading to years of losses. Nintendo CEO Satoru Iwata could have laid off employees—as most companies do. Instead, he took a 50 percent pay cut to help pay for employees’ salaries. Obviously, this was a powerful act of integrity and identification to protect employees with his own salary, but he linked it to a practical business purpose as well: “If we reduce the number of employees for better short-term financial results, employee morale will decrease, and I sincerely doubt employees who fear that they may be laid off will be able to develop software titles that could impress people around the world.”

			This act allowed him to keep projects going that would be necessary for a rebound, and in a stress-free, high-morale environment—such as the Nintendo Switch, which was released a few years later with great success. It’s worth noting that he himself was a programmer and a self-declared “gamer” who had worked on many of their games in the past, so he knew the field—but because he was inexperienced in management at first, he assiduously studied and sought advice from others. In terms of identification, he not only identified with his staff, but with the market—he was instrumental in helping Nintendo start to make games with a broader appeal (including the Wii platform generally), rather than focusing on hardcore gamers alone, which provided a much larger market, and started an early form of social media communication using often-humorous online press conferences that made him the public face of Nintendo.132 He changed his company and the industry, but earned the respect of both, and the marketplace as well.

			Why Stop Here?

			This may seem like a ridiculous point to make: When you are at the top of the house, in what is typically a very well paid and supported position, and a very select one as well, why would you stop? The kind of person who not only brings high-level capabilities, but also the drive to use them and get to this level, is likely a person who might have trouble stopping.

			Admittedly, given that the average age of a departing CEO in the S&P 1500 is roughly sixty-two, give or take a year,133 you might simply stop because it becomes more difficult to keep the CEO’s working hours. According to a 2018 study of twenty-seven large-company CEOs by Harvard Business School professors Michael Porter and Nitin Nohria, CEOs worked an average of 9.7 hours every weekday, 3.9 hours on weekend days, and 2.4 hours on vacation days—though Porter and Nohria were convinced that all leaders could improve their time management.134

			You might become tired of being visible all the time as well: The same study found that in this admittedly small group of CEOs, 61 percent of work time was spent in face-to-face interaction, 24 percent in electronic communication—remember, this was pre-pandemic!—and 15 percent in phone calls, reading, and written correspondence. Again, there’s a reason why Influence motive powers so many of these executives.

			But it’s worth noting that the median duration of CEOs is only about 4.8 years as of 2022, and it had been steadily declining over the previous five years. In 2013, it was six full years. The average, however, is much longer, because it’s not a neat bell curve—it’s quite skewed: while roughly half were in office one to 4.8 years, 28 percent lasted five to ten years, and a full 20 percent lasted over ten years—or even up to twenty or more. The tail of the curve goes much further out on the right, despite age and stress.135 In other words, some people leave quickly (12 percent lasted less than a single year, which is particularly alarming when you consider the hiring process is often five to six months or more, and even after hiring it takes at least a year to really get to know the CEO role at all), but if you make it past the first five years, there is a much wider range of possible tenure lengths.

			However, there are traps that lie in wait even after a highly successful career getting to the top of a major company.

			The most obvious, apart from bad business decisions, of course, is to violate any of the key capabilities above—identity, integrity, or identification—which could get you removed from office quickly.

			Identity: If you just get fed up with living your life for the company, you are likely to want to step down. I know a number of CEOs who went through particularly tough stretches, and came to this conclusion—for example the CEO of a bank who had to lay off five thousand people in the 2008–2009 downturn and worked very hard to do it thoughtfully and respectfully, though he hated every minute of it. When he completed his responsibility to the bank, he resigned and apparently took a year off before taking any other role.136

			Integrity: I probably don’t need to explain this, but I will add that when a leader visibly violates the principles they espouse, it corrupts the entire organization, top to bottom, and builds high levels of cynicism, which in turn decreases collaboration and productivity. Why commit to a company that is dishonest right at the top? Unfortunately, many organizations tend to respond to a problem by covering it up or dealing with it “quietly.” This is understandable when you are worried about a stock market dip, but in practice, there are good reasons in the long run to prefer the trust of your employees over short-term stock prices. And as we discussed above, it is increasingly impossible to get away with such issues quietly anyway, so planning on it is wishful thinking, not a practical plan.

			Identification: At worst, leaders become increasingly isolated from, and even contemptuous of, the people they are supposed to lead. In the long run, this will produce an effect like that of losing integrity: People lose willingness to work for a leader who does not care about them. We saw this on a broad scale once the pandemic hit: a wave of people quitting, especially after the worst of the pandemic, when things began picking up again. There were the usual articles criticizing the younger generations for “not being willing to work,” but the truth is quite different: It is a perfectly rational decision to change jobs when your boss tells you they are willing to risk your life in a global pandemic for the sake of the business, and pay you poorly for it.

			This is not a new trend; back in the dot-com boom of the late 1990s, there were articles about how Gen X “didn’t want to work” and “didn’t display loyalty,” because Gen Xers were jumping from job to job much more quickly than in the past. But, again, this was a rational decision: First of all, it was possible to get a much higher raise by changing jobs in a high-demand market than by staying someplace; and second, considering the demanding work at many dot-coms, Gen Xers wanted to make it worth it for them.137 There were firms that retained people despite booms, and they typically did it by investing in their staff in such a way that the rational decision tipped the other way: If your company was investing in you and making you that much more valuable in the market, it was worth staying longer because it was a better tradeoff. As noted, loyalty and trust can only be earned, never demanded.

			Other Warning Signs

			Having said that, I have observed another factor that transforms a strength into a weakness—and sometimes a major weakness, at that.

			One thing that distinguishes great CEOs is to ability to make major changes to a firm. In practice, this often means taking major calculated risks. Note the word “calculated.” When examining visionary leaders of the past, I found that one key factor for a great vision is that it appeared highly daring, at least by conventional or common wisdom. That did not mean it was actually excessively risky, however. To take a famous example, when John F. Kennedy said, “I believe that this nation should commit itself to achieving the goal, before this decade is out, of landing a man on the moon and returning him safely to the earth” in 1961, the average person thought this was outright incomprehensible. After all, NASA had existed for only three years. But if you asked scientists who knew the field, they knew this was challenging but possible. Kennedy was cautious enough not to provide a specific date, but of course the moon landing was made on July 20, 1969.138

			As a side note, influence-motivated people tend to take higher risks in general than, say, those with achievement motivation, in part because of the greater impact of reaching an unlikely goal.139

			Imagine a CEO, especially a change leader or people leader, who has continued to transform the organization repeatedly, year after year, taking risk after risk, and even raising the ambition over and over again.

			What happens?

			Remember that taking a big risk is exciting to someone with the influence motive prominent. That means, fundamentally, you get an emotional “charge” from that risk. You hear of people becoming “adrenaline junkies” in some roles: firefighters, emergency room staff, and so forth—people who like the excitement that uncertainty and risk gives them.

			I once worked with a senior engineering team that refurbished chemical plants for their company. It was a highly challenging job: Team members had to shut down a plant (a complicated process in itself), diagnose required maintenance and replacement, do the maintenance and replace parts as required, run safety checks, and get it up and running as quickly as possible, because every hour the plant was down, the company was losing money and risking its business commitments.

			The team members were self-admitted adrenaline junkies—they loved their work, because it enabled them to be heroes every day they were fixing up a plant. But they were not always good planners or organizers: They were more likely to swoop in to save the day. They often ran over their deadlines, which led them to become even more energized and frenetic to get the job done. One of them realized during our workshop that they might be avoiding the amount of planning and prework they should have done because it made it more exciting on the other end. It wasn’t conscious, but on some level, they knew it would be that much more exciting if it did not all go according to plan—and it rarely would anyway. They had created a vicious circle for the rush.

			When I was in college, a friend shared his technique for driving late at night when very tired and short on sleep: “Speed up until it becomes interesting again.” This is not really a good tactic for the long term. Or sometimes the next intersection.

			I think this is, to some extent, what is going on with some of the biggest change leaders: They develop a certain tolerance to risk, and as they successfully surmount challenge after challenge, their assessment of risk becomes less accurate. They speed up the car, taking bigger risks, to get the same feeling of excitement they used to get.

			Note that this is almost certainly unconscious. CEO roles, especially at this level, are ridiculously complex; estimating risk with precision is almost impossible anyway, since you never have all the information you need, and you don’t have the time to gather it even if you could. I just think some people get a bit overconfident—and take risks that get them in trouble.

			The Center for Creative Leadership once did a study on the effectiveness of CEOs over long periods of time and found that companies did far better in the CEO’s first five years than their second five years (that is, their sixth through tenth years in office). In fact, it was a slope upward versus a slope downward. I think this level of risk assessment is the key to that.

			The documentary Waking Sleeping Beauty questioned Disney CEO Michael Eisner’s judgment later in his tenure. He had saved Disney—no one questioned that; had it not been for Eisner, Disney might have split up and sold the different pieces of the business, instead of making it the integrated powerhouse it became—but he was taking wilder and less acceptable risks as time went on. One reason identified in the documentary was the loss of Frank Wells, the president and Eisner’s partner from the beginning of his tenure, the one person, it was said, who could keep Eisner in check.140 (He was described as the Roy Disney to Eisner’s Walt Disney.)

			But I think there was also increasing pressure inside Eisner, who took larger and larger risks, to the point when he tried to play hardball with Steve Jobs and Pixar, after Disney animation had had a string of failures, and Pixar had had hit after hit after hit, which meant Eisner wasn’t the one with leverage. He also denied the president role to Jeffrey Katzenberg, who then went off and cofounded DreamWorks, which became a major enemy of Disney movies, since Katzenberg had had access to Disney’s plans for the next ten years.

			What do you do after you’ve pulled off the impossible and become one of the most celebrated leaders in the world? Ideally, you stop. But your ability to judge that can become increasingly difficult with age, especially if you stop growing and developing yourself, or isolate yourself from those who might keep you grounded.

			The key indicator of learning ability is very simple: Can you listen to someone else’s opinion, accept it, and use it? Ideally, you should be able to give credit for it as well.

			You would not think that modesty is a key factor for top leaders who command the actions of hundreds of thousands—but it is. Even at the top of the mountain, you are held up by the mass of rock below, and the best CEOs know that.

			Level 6 of the Pentad: What Each Kind of Leader Faces
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							Easier

						
							
							Harder

						
					

					
							
							Entrepreneurial

						
							
							Stepping off or partnering

							•Becoming chair

							•Starting another organization, like a foundation

						
							
							Constantly thinking about and acting on highly public, large-scale strategic influence needs rather than managing internally

						
					

					
							
							Thought

						
							
							Stepping off

							•Moving into academia

							•Becoming chair

							•Starting a think tank

						
							
							Constantly thinking about and acting on highly public, large-scale strategic influence needs, and not focusing on innovation

						
					

					
							
							Caring

						
							
							Stepping off:

							•Starting a charity

							•Becoming chair

						
							
							Making strategic organization decisions without reference to personal impact and having virtually all relationships be professional in nature

						
					

					
							
							People

						
							
							Leveraging globally

						
							
							Focusing your leadership to virtually entirely leveraged—spending less time managing and more time about the impact on the outside world

						
					

					
							
							Change

						
							
							Creating waves of change leaders working beyond the firm

						
							
							Staying out of the spotlight as needed

						
					

				
			

			 

			At this stage, it does not sound much different from Level 5, except for the step up from large to global or multinational in scope; both levels are larger than most human beings are equipped to handle, but there are differences in terms of emphasizing impact on the world instead of “just” your company or even an industry.

			 

			

			
				
					25	Affiliation motive holds friends together; influence motive is more energized by leading groups. As an organization gets larger, it’s less about friendly association and more about managing and leading. The people with stronger affiliation tend to drop out of leadership because it can become uncomfortable making tougher people decisions. Interestingly, this applies to reform movements as well, which have their roots in a combination of affiliation and influence motive working together (“saving the world” = having an impact to care for others). See McClelland (1975).

					26	For the record, I did very well on units I had prepared for; the other colleague, who had ten years on me as a consultant, turned to my boss at one point and said, “He’s brand new? Just look at him go!” So, if you feel bad on my behalf, don’t.

					27	Feel free to guess my motive pattern if you like. Good luck.

					28	Believe me when I say I could—a model of top teams I developed was taught at the MIT Sloan School of Management for a while…

					29	See Barber (2024).

					30	I have also heard that unlike the rest of the band, he was a morning person. This could be challenging for a performing rock band.

					31	See Beato (2024).

					32	My children, who knew most Beatles songs while in single digits, can confirm that.

					33	I saw Ringo Starr & His All-Starr Band just before starting my third draft, so I can cite evidence: Of the nineteen full songs played, four were Ringo’s solo hits, five were Beatles songs, three Men at Work songs were led by Colin Hay, three Toto songs were led by Steve Lukather and Warren Ham, three Average White Band songs were led by Hamish Stuart—and the song on the way out was John Lennon’s “Give Peace a Chance.” And they were careful to rotate: No one sang two songs from their own catalogue in a row—not even Ringo, who would do a solo hit and a Beatles hit adjacent instead.

					34	In practice, it didn’t work in older business environments, either. Hence the labor movement.

					35	See Ackerman (2024).

					36	Not kidding: In Haggbloom et al. (2002) they looked at how many other articles and such derived from his work. If anything, it underestimates his influence in some areas, especially business, when by Boyatzis’s estimate (personal communication) over 80 percent of all organizational development theory owes a major debt to McClelland.

					37	See McClelland (1984). Motives, Personality, and Society: Selected Papers.

					38	Once he vented a frustration to me about this, asking why none of his many students were following in his footsteps, as he saw it. My comment was, “Which ones, Dave? You’ve left footsteps in so many areas—your students are all over the place!”

					39	See Rosenthal (1976). I was fortunate enough to take Advanced Research Methods with Rosenthal back in college, and learned only later of his impact on the field with this concept. He also contributed to competency research by identifying a way to measure what was not yet called emotional intelligence that was neither an interview nor a questionnaire, but a direct measure through people attempting to interpret emotion of garbled soundtracks of films.

					40	As a side note, I like working in tandem with an insider, because some people are more comfortable speaking to an insider, and others with an outsider.

					41	For the record, the main personality assessment tools typically have different norms—where the scores fall—for Americans versus British people, for precisely this reason. Brits average much more introverted on the extraversion-introversion dimension of personality, for example.

					42	Indeed, research has shown that in cardiac care units, the single most important predictor of patient survival and procedure success is not the skill of the doctors, but the experience of the nurses. The doctors are important, but they don’t get to observe patients over extended periods, whereas nurses do, and they can spot patterns that make a difference to diagnosis and treatment.

					43	Not much I can do about the word “leader” when that is the point of the book—and the word is in the title…

					44	See McClelland and Burnham (1976).

					45	To be fair, I was the only one with a PhD in motivational psychology, and was an authority in affiliation motive, but this was about managing motivation in business, not the academic aspects.

					46	For the record, we used the Organizational Climate Survey, developed by colleagues of David McClelland at the Harvard Business School. See Litwin and Stringer (1968).

					47	It’s critical, but it’s definitely not the only thing in the full EI construct.

					48	Self-awareness is another key element of the fuller definition of EI. He had some but not all—though to be fair, he had moved by incremental steps so may have overlooked how things had changed relative to his motivation.

					49	According to Quote Investigator, it was coined by humorist Finley Peter Dunne, which amuses me doubly, because I first heard it attributed to Martin Luther. See Dunne (1902).

					50	In fact, there is a minor but significant correlation between EI and influence motive, because those with the latter are motivated to develop the former, to know whether they have succeeded in influencing.

					51	You may have heard of Dunbar’s number, research that suggests most people can only really know about 150 people, including friends, on a relatively close first-name basis—not just memorizing names, but remembering who they are, what kind of people they are, and so forth. (I do know exceptions…) More on this below.

					52	Continuous improvement teams seem to be best at about seven people; collaborative programming groups seem to be two to four people—it can vary. But generally, a team that has to solve complex problems shouldn’t be larger than eight if you can help it.

					53	I have observed a pattern I call the “Wizard Principle”—the narrower the field of expertise, the more important the expert thinks it is. It is a specialized case of the Dunning–Kruger effect, where (in brief) you think you are more knowledgeable than you are and reject learning more to discover the truth.

					54	Contrary to popular belief, Jobs wasn’t so much an innovator as he was a marketer, and someone with great skill at positioning himself.

					55	The first fusion-based thermonuclear devices (“H-bombs”) were exploded in 1952 and 1953.

					56	More detail on this particular kind of affiliation below.

					57	And for the paranoid or cynical reading this: Yes, it was unquestionably a mistake. It was entirely unintentional. They investigated the incident thoroughly.

					58	Giving an ultimatum does not work well with executives; given that many of them are driven by influence motive, the last thing they want to do is be seen as weak enough to give into bullying. Ultimata only work if the target can be bullied—either through personality or because they really do have no choice, and even then, it’s not wise to make that clear.

					59	The reverse is also true, by the way: People high in emotional intelligence tend to rate themselves lower because they know everything they did wrong.… This is an excellent example of why self-report questionnaires (where you ask people to assess themselves) are not always trustworthy tools.

					60	She might have done better if she had talked about cheeses instead.

					61	As groups get larger, another trait comes into play, but we will discuss that later.

					62	See Jobs et al. (2002).

					63	I used to be a leader at a nonprofit “mutual learning” organization that was based on TQM principles. It introduced me to the advantages of good metrics, measurement, processes, and systems. I personally think a lot of people organizations, including HR organizations, could benefit significantly from using the pragmatic and measurement-focused approach of TQM in other contexts—but alone, it is not enough. There is no substitute for leaders managing people.

					64	If you know you will struggle here, but you still want to tackle the challenge, you will find the behaviors below, expressed particularly well by effective people leaders. But check your achievement motive first and ask yourself how hard you want to push against your motives.

					65	Alternatively, they are indulging themselves by continuing to operate at a lower level of leadership and letting someone else take on the rest of the work.

					66	One of my clients decided to experiment with assessing leaders against our methodologies and metrics, ultimately with significant success, but when first discussing our training, they wanted to test me. We had planned an exercise to use their high-level strategic analysis of ten anonymized portfolio companies as the basis for setting capability target levels for the CEO, and they demanded I personally provide “the answers” for the exercise. In the process, I pointed out three companies with impossibly high or difficult CEO requirements—and that’s when they told me that of the ten, only those three companies were struggling. That convinced them that this people-based approach was definitely worthwhile.

					67	He also worked for me in a different context: running the Cincinnati chapter of CQM’s member-driven mutual learning organization. Very entrepreneurial guy.

					68	Indeed, I will go so far as to say the typical motive profile of a consultant in one of the SHREK firms—the five largest executive search firms as of this writing: Spencer Stuart, Heidrick & Struggles, Russell Reynolds, Egon Zehnder, and Korn Ferry—is high in achievement and affiliation, for very good reasons. Many hire their consultants out of executive roles to leverage their networks, but from the other side, the best consultant candidates are frustrated with those roles because (1) they want to get more hands-on again, achievement style; and/or (2) they are uncomfortable making tough people decisions, affiliation style. I am not speaking in the abstract here; I spent twenty years working globally in two of the best of these firms, consulted to several others, and I know (and have assessed) hundreds of search consultants myself.

					69	In some universities, they are deadly serious. In the institution that housed my graduate school, there had been a direct conflict between the administration and faculty so profound that the faculty tried to form a union. Recent political battles, such as those that have seriously damaged the formerly top-rate UNC System, have shown this has not improved, but has arguably gotten worse.

					70	My friend is a combined entrepreneurial/thought Leader, and when his company got too big for him to enjoy managing it, he hired a people leader as his CEO and appointed himself CTO. Unusual, but smart.

					71	Indeed, my mentor David McClelland said in a video about appealing to different motives that at first they thought affiliation motive just “made you waste time.” (Not his strongest motive.)

					72	It is interesting to note that I was approached by several clients from financial services firms around that time who asked if there was a way to measure integrity. They were not blind to some of what got them into the mess. (And yes, there is a way to measure it. It’s important to top leaders for reasons we will get into later.)

					73	I’ve developed some interesting models of teams in my career; like I said previously, I could write a book on them.

					74	See Kelner (1991)

					75	For those wondering if this means the capabilities overlap, no, they don’t. Effective leaders just need a combination; if you are way off between different capabilities, it generally means one doesn’t get to a leadership level.

					76	Not the same as being a good “socializer,” though there may be points in common. Please do not assume we are talking about party animals.

					77	One of the first well-known definitions, by Thorndike (1920): “The ability to understand and manage men and women, boys and girls—to act wisely in human relations.” These days, that is what we refer to as EI. I’m putting a stake in the ground here to distinguish what I think is most helpful now.

					78	The neuroscientists are doing their best to sort it all out; but it will probably take a while. People—and brains—are complicated.

					79	There appears to be a category of individuals who are actively socially anxious performers, notably Barbra Streisand, who, after forgetting a lyric, refused to perform in public for nearly thirty years. In fact, in an interview she said, “One reason I can perform now is that they have pills for stage fright. I wish somebody had told me about these pills years ago.” See Winfrey (2006).

					80	Indeed, social anxiety often has an element of perfectionism, and when dealing with highly complex groups of individuals, it’s impossible to cover all the elements.

					81	The first issue of Macworld featured Steve Jobs and a Macintosh, and at the last minute, Jobs tried to substitute a picture with just the computer. The first time Sculley was on the cover of Macworld, he was dressed as a samurai swinging a sword—with no computer at all.

					82	George T. Doran in the November 1981 issue of Management Review.

					83	There’s more to it than that—in fact, we will discuss different kinds of goals in more detail in the Development section. Recent research has shown that SMART goals in isolation can be demotivating, in paradoxical contrast to what has been said in the past. I think there’s a solution to that paradox. For now, go with it.

					84	Yeah, we’ll talk about that, too.

					85	The exceptions are in fields where lives are explicitly on the line: rescuing buried miners before air ran out, saving the astronauts of Apollo 13 (“Failure is not an option” was a very daring goal in most people’s view), medical crises, natural disasters. Then the issue is keeping people focused on delivering on the goal in the time available—the shortened timeline increases the risk, even for known tasks.

					86	That’s what got Enron in trouble…

					87	Once, the company had a plant blow up. Even ten years later, every single manager I ever spoke to could talk about that plant and was determined to never let that kind of accident happen again. They were so dedicated to it that they became actively risk-averse, even in places where taking a risk was relatively safe, as when empowering employees to make decisions.

					88	Some have speculated that there are reasons for coaching firms to be smaller; top-notch executive coaches tend to have highly idiosyncratic relationships with their clients—every one different—which makes it hard to scale up a company, since scale usually relies on consistent systems and processes and broad appeal.

					89	See Good Car Bad Car (2022).

					90	Sorry. I wrote that sentence before deciding to use the automotive industry as an example. Really.

					91	Automotive companies are much, much bigger than that, just to be clear. The Volvo Group in North America alone, for example, has over seventeen thousand employees. My point is that even companies this large are in tough competition despite a relatively tiny market share.

					92	Once upon a time, IBM was the safe choice, enough so that it was said that “no one ever got fired for buying IBM.”

					93	Note anything missing? Like, people? Managing, leading, and organizational behavior have only relatively recently been discussed in business schools, though this has grown enormously compared to other disciplines and is now becoming increasingly well represented. There are a lot of bright people at business schools, and a lot of smart professors—but they are too often all about the intellectual component of leadership. I argue the hardest part is the people leadership, and considering the impact of EI on managerial performance—nearly double that of IQ—I make a good case.

					94	To which one might add cynically that the new CEO wants to make a splash anyway, and this is a quick way to do it. Sometimes true, but that doesn’t mean it isn’t time for a new strategy. Seeing that need is often why old CEOs leave.

					95	Just be cautious about letting them assess or develop your people—it’s not their strong point; they just want to be the source of all thinking for you. I’ve had a significant amount of business following up on the people issues behind a strategy consulting firm, either because the firm left a plan behind that no one at the company knew how to implement, or because the company lacked the staff to even try.

					96	See Charles Darwin (1887).

					97	See Gruber (1981).

					98	It’s challenging, but very teachable.

					99	I realize that this may sound a little Machiavellian, if not immoral, in approach. I could defend it by saying that good pizza can include multiple food groups, but let me just note that for now we’re discussing strategic insight. Integrity and morals do matter to leaders (including these specific leaders), and we will discuss them.

					100	And this fact shows how relationships outside business can often affect the business: One of the reasons for the cozy relationship between Marriott and PepsiCo is because a large percentage of the leadership of both firms were Mormons.

					101	Though using remote control, even that could change. See science fiction writer Robert A. Heinlein’s 1942 story “Waldo.”

					102	A 2012 article in Harvard Business Review claimed that the number of CEOs’ direct reports had nearly doubled since the 1990s—from “about five” to “almost ten.” The authors also found that it varied according to the requirement for cross-collaboration (if lower, more direct reports needed), whether you “manage by walking around” or not (more walking around, fewer direct reports), whether CEOs are also chairs (if combined, fewer), and where you are in the corporate life cycle (the more advanced, the fewer direct reports). See Neilson and Wulf (2012).

					103	One of my former firms, an executive search firm, was hired to find a new CEO for one of the platforms, and the expectations of the board made it very clear to me, and we confirmed this later, that no one on the executive team was up to the challenge, or even the challenge of their own jobs, given what they hoped the CEO would do to make up for them. (That doesn’t work, by the way.) Effectively, they wanted a Level 6 leader for a Level 5 organization, because everyone on the executive team was stretched.

					104	Cypress Gardens was eventually bought by the executive team, in fact, and the same CEO ran it until the tourist decline after the September 11, 2001, terrorist attacks reduced ticket sales too much for them to sustain. A few years later, it was bought by and became part of Legoland Florida.

					105	One of the stories I didn’t include here was how the British executive prepared his organization and their plants to be acquired. This was a big deal for a company where people’s parents and grandparents had worked. But by the time he was done, they were eager to go to the other company.

					106	Truth be told, he was about the third- or fourth-best candidate in capability terms alone, but he had been on the board and had known the organization for many years, and the sense of shared values and shared culture was a key factor for the board. Indeed, the best candidate in capability terms was not well matched culturally, and we raised that as an issue. Unfortunately, the person the board picked didn’t last long in the role, which was somewhat predictable, given the challenges he had to face as a caring leader in a very large and challenging position.

					107	I was on the research team of a longitudinal study which tracked people from ages five to forty-one, and we found that there was a small but steady increase in affiliation motive over time, which makes sense when you think about how it gets reinforced over adult life—relationships, children, loss, and so forth. See Franz et al. (1990).

					108	In discussion with the HR head of a GE division a few years after Welch left, I was told that the idea of daily and constant development effort had largely disappeared; HR had found it much easier just to fire the bottom 10 percent—another one of Welch’s principles—ignore the rest, and effectively use a sink-or-swim approach to “development.” In the long run, there’s a practical limit to how long you can do this before you are firing people you really should keep. (The head of HR did not think this was good, to be clear, but had limited ability to change it.)

					109	Most good CEOs know they are just standing on the shoulders of a massive organization, but sometimes an otherwise sensible CEO gets caught up in being the star. I think this is especially true in fields adjacent to or part of the media. Politicians can often be worse because sometimes they see colleagues as competitors for political power and influence. There is an old joke that has been told about American vice presidents for at least sixty years now: “A little green man lands on the White House lawn, and goes up to the vice president and says, ‘Take me to your leader.’ The VP says, ‘Don’t be ridiculous—I don’t even know the man!’” When you see an American president and vice president genuinely sharing the spotlight, it typically means remarkable leadership on the part of the president.

					110	See CNN, “Hayward Apology” (2016).

					111	The fuller quote, to be fair, is: “We’re sorry. We’re sorry for the massive disruption it’s caused to their lives. There’s no one who wants this thing over more than I do, I’d like my life back. So there’s no one who wants this thing done more than I do, and we are doing everything we can to contain the oil offshore, defend the shoreline, and return people’s lives to normal as fast as we can. There’s just no effort being spared, in any dimension.”

					112	See Cohen (2010).

					113	See Walsh (2010).

					114	Full disclosure: I have family living in Florida’s panhandle and have enjoyed the magnificent white “flour sand” beaches near Pensacola. Even three years after the spill, you could dig two feet down into the sand and find a layer of oil. See Dell’Amore (2010).

					115	See Seligman (1990).

					116	Beware leaders who refuse blame OR responsibility. They have no interest in fixing anything.

					117	Indeed, a red flag for people in such roles just below the top CEO: Ask them how they think the top CEO role is different. If they say, “It’s the same as mine, only bigger,” they’re not ready.

					118	It is reported that at the time, he received an annual salary of £1,045,000, and his 2009 bonus was £2,090,000. For the record, that wouldn’t even put him in the top fifteen in the US in 2010. See Moreano (2011).

					119	Note perceived as strong, not actually strong. In reality, they may see their idols as superhuman.

					120	Of course, wolves are not, in fact, loners, and have well-managed, collaborative packs, but you get the idea.

					121	Yes, I know I didn’t include any women. I was aiming for universally accepted inspirational speechmakers, which meant avoiding living leaders and indeed anyone alive after 1970 to avoid political controversy, which unfortunately excluded such women as Golda Meir, Indira Gandhi, Vigdís Finnbogadóttir, Margaret Thatcher, and so forth. Having said that, I have since read speeches by more recent women leaders and see much the same pattern described here, and plan to add them to later writings. (I also stuck to English language to avoid translation issues, which are subtle but important when scoring motivation.)

					122	See Harvard Health (2011).

					123	You didn’t think I was going to provide this reference, did you? It’s bad science!

					124	See Landay and Harms (2019). Read that title and tell me, who says academics don’t have a sense of humor?

					125	Yes, of course I have people in mind. I bet you do, too. No, I’m not naming names.

					126	See Madison (2012).

					127	See Frank (2013).

					128	It was revealed that Bob Iger had the potential to earn up to $27 million in 2023, his first full year, and the year of the strike. According to Variety, he received $31.6 million—which was down substantially from his previous full year, 2021, when he received $45.6 million, or 20 percent more than the total AMPTP offer to the WGA alone. According to one writer, Hollywood writers were paid, on average, less a year than Iger was paid a day. See Todd Spangler (2024).

					129	See Littleton, Donnelly, and Aurthur (2023).

					130	One humorist commented that it showed how poorly executives communicated without writers and actors to make them look and sound good.

					131	Having identity, integrity, and identification aligned has an additional benefit: It can help focus a caring leader who might otherwise not want to operate at this level of leadership. It can substitute—or add—an array of values for the inner motives that normally drive a person.

					132	See Jackson (2024)

					133	See SpencerStuart International (2024).

					134	See Porter and Nohria (2018).

					135	See Chen (2023).

					136	As a side note on the unstoppable power of implicit motivation, he joined a consulting firm and wound up becoming CEO there. I know him well enough to hypothesize about his implicit motive pattern, and I feel confident his influence motive, as well as affiliation, is quite strong.

					137	I was at a dot-com in 1999. Being in my mid-thirties, I was one of the older people there, and I can tell you people were working very hard, and long hours as well.

					138	I wrote this section precisely fifty-five years later, as it happens.

					139	There is a correlation between influence motive and gambling, logically enough; the fact that odds of success are low makes wins that much rarer and more exciting, which is satisfying to the influence motive—as opposed to the achievement motive.

					140	This is readily discovered now, but I also have information confirming this from a former Disney employee. It was widely known within Disney at the time.

				
			

		

	
		
		 

			Variations of the Pentad

			As I have noted previously in this book, people are complicated. If there is any characteristic that differentiates us most as a species, it is the incredible range of traits implicit in our genetics.

			While I feel safe in identifying the five kinds of leaders as the commonest you will see, there are specific categories of leaders I want to pull out that are not a perfect fit to this model—sometimes because they are combinations, and sometimes because they are just a touch different from the typical kind for specific and identifiable reasons.

			Turnaround Leaders

			In some companies’ lifespan, they reach a crisis where they believe they must make swift, substantial changes or fail. One way to address such a crisis is by bringing in a leader whose job is to lead a “turnaround.”

			The more commonly known situation requiring turnaround is a collapsing business or business model, when profits decline or even go into the negatives. I have seen a few different reasons for this, and a couple of different approaches to solving it.

			The frequent assumption is that you must cut costs to restore profitability. This does not always work, of course; sometimes the company is simply in a business that is no longer viable. The usual analogy is the buggy whip manufacturers as cars come in, but the rapid development of technology has led to numerous such collapses: film companies like Kodak and Polaroid as the digital camera takes over; floppy disk makers; cathode-ray tube (CRT) monitors and TVs versus flatscreens. In those cases, trying to solve the problem through cuts alone is simply bleeding the patient to death. During several downturns, I have monitored the various jobsites and observed that demand for salespeople shoots up, the logic obviously being that maybe you can sell your way out of a shrinking market. But if demand is in a permanent decline, selling harder isn’t really going to help because there is simply less business there to get. Even managing to sell more might just delay or even mask the inevitable unless you are consciously buying time to shift strategies.

			But even when you can expect a rebound at some point, some companies make the mistake of cutting so deeply that they are no longer capable of delivering the product. One major consulting firm nearly collapsed after the economic collapse following the dot-com bubble and 9/11 because it laid off over half of its staff. The firm laid off so many that some clients had been abandoned and no one knew it, because there was no one left who remembered them, which made them easy prey for competitors. Too large and too fast a turnaround can be problematic without thoughtful planning.

			Financial Turnaround Leaders

			To undertake a successful financial turnaround means to balance cost cutting against necessary internal resources, and sometimes to combine innovation with it. In an ideal universe, you cut the poorly performing businesses or products while finding ways to grow and innovate the better ones, reassigning and realigning existing staff as insightfully as possible rather than laying everyone off.

			Furthermore, you must find ways to retain your best staff to enable future growth, because top performers have the most options to leave. In the early days of “reengineering,” some companies would redesign their systems from scratch but ignore the human element. This led to the worst of both worlds: They lost their good people who were skeptical of the process, and as a result were unable to operate the new systems they implemented, no matter how good they were. A fantastic machine that no one can run is not useful.

			One of the more famous turnarounds was Apple. After Steve Jobs departed, the company went down a couple of paths that were not as successful. Apple’s last CEO before bringing back Jobs was Gil Amelio, who had been president of National Semiconductor. I worked with National Semiconductor shortly after Amelio left, and heard about his management style. I mentioned earlier that he once sent around a memo saying something like, “these are our #1 priorities as a company,” and had ten items listed. When you have ten “#1 priorities,” you don’t have any priorities.

			Apple had always encouraged lots of small innovators internally, but under Spindler’s and Amelio’s tenures, it effectively released to the market multiple semicompeting machines at the same time, with different designs, which made matching up manufacturing with sales highly inefficient at best. To be fair, Amelio wasn’t the first person to do that; Apple produced the Apple II, the Macintosh and the Lisa at the same time for a while. But Amelio’s approach can be contrasted with what Jobs did once he came back:

			•He eliminated the general manager position and consolidated all the business units together into a single profit and loss statement (P&L)—which was a structure still going when it was forty times greater in terms of revenue.

			•He pointed out that all the offerings were boring, and in a year introduced the iMac, having encouraged artistic design again.141

			•He eliminated the numerous different computers and platforms so Apple could manufacture far more efficiently with fewer products.

			•He also cut unsuccessful and expensive projects like the Newton: It was too expensive and required too many innovations at once to be successful.

			•He also made a previously unthinkable alliance with Microsoft, saying: “If the game was a zero-sum game where for Apple to win, Microsoft had to lose, then Apple was going to lose. Apple didn’t have to beat Microsoft. Apple had to remember who Apple was because they’d forgotten who Apple was.” This brought in needed cash and new Microsoft products for the Mac platform that enabled it to cross over into the business world more effectively.

			Jobs didn’t stop innovating; he knew Apple relied on it. But he focused the company on a small number of products that could be successful, and added only incrementally, and rethought those products’ place in the market.

			I would argue that this kind of turnaround leader is a combination of entrepreneurial leader and change leader—a blend of achievement and influence motive. This profile is focused on delivering results and getting people on board with them; on innovating and targeting the market. But it is sometimes especially important to have low affiliation motive if you must cut people, and that is what can make this leader stand out.

			The extreme cases of the financial turnaround leader are people who come in for a year or two, cut like mad, then go away to do another turnaround. Some of this may be due to their motives—achievement motive can make one easily bored—and also because once you have cut and slashed enough people and departments, no one will want to work for you anymore.

			Indeed, in China, there is a semiformalized process for turning around major plants. Chinese organizations, including manufacturing plants, include numerous interlocking relationships among people, which makes it impossible for a leader to make major personnel changes—they have too many obligations to people throughout the plant.

			These leaders’ solution is to bring in an outside manager as the “new” plant manager, who will make the necessary and difficult changes in the staff and plant for a year. After that, the manager departs and the old plant manager returns to duty, pretending not to have known what was going on all along—because generally, the whole turnaround plan came from the original plant manager in the first place. This is a politically adroit approach to maintaining continuity in leadership and undertaking turnarounds—assuming that is what you want to do, of course.

			It can be argued that a highly effective leader can adapt and foresee changes well enough that a turnaround is never necessary—that a turnaround is, in most cases, evidence of a crisis that has been building up for years and may be triggered or accelerated by external factors. In defense of leaders who appear to have let this happen, I will say that it can be difficult turning around a large firm when it is currently successful—and seeing the need takes considerable insight, as well as optimal timing.

			Shortly after Alan Mulally became CEO of Ford Motor Company, he told a group at a town hall meeting that “we have been going out of business for forty years,” and repeated that message over and over again. He sold off some businesses he thought were distracting, and executed the restructuring plan he had started shortly before becoming CEO, taking out huge loans (which were relatively cheap because of low interest rates) and consolidating car platforms globally, so they could build cars more efficiently, with more consistent parts across platforms. It stabilized Ford financially so well that it did not require a US government bailout after the economic crash, unlike its competitors. Once again, we see the pattern: seeing into the future, investing in innovation, but also cutting where appropriate, while delivering a clear message of change. Mulally balanced cutting with innovation as well. Because he carried out his changes before the crash, people attributed foresighted genius to him, but lucky timing also played a part.

			Ethical Turnaround Leaders

			While the majority of turnarounds you hear about are financial, some are focused on ethics. When a CEO gets their hand caught in the cookie jar, or demanding unethical things of staff, sometimes a company feels the need to do an ethical turnaround.

			After the banking crash of 2008, I received calls from multiple leaders in the financial services industry asking if there was a way to assess integrity. Of course, as you know from above, there is. You must simply find out whether people act in line with their espoused values.142 But that’s not really what they were asking for; while having someone who would actively promote values was good, what they wanted in the short term was to spot dishonesty in a candidate for a role. If we had had a simple questionnaire or equivalent, we could have made a lot of money on that!

			The problem is that, on average, executives have above-average intelligence, above-average EI, and are often high in the influence motive, meaning they are skilled at managing how people see them. If they are dishonest, too, there is nothing stopping them from figuring out the “correct” answer on a questionnaire and lying very well.

			When you have a situation where a top leader has actively demonstrated dishonesty or corruption, this can have a massive impact on not only stock prices, but the product itself. Customers have made it clear repeatedly in polls by Ipsos and the Edelman Trust Barometer that they want companies to act ethically, and it is important to them for corporate leaders to take a stand on issues. Over half of respondents to a survey by Toluna in 2021 indicated brands should drive societal change.143 Furthermore, customers will vote with their wallets for brands that reflect their personal values. Coupled with the issues of identity and integrity noted in Level 6 leaders, clearly it matters for leaders to share and demonstrate the values of the brand.144

			Thus, the need for an ethical turnaround. The leader for such a position can be a change leader, in that they get people on board with their values; where they may go farther is by enforcing values.

			One major European bank (which will go unnamed) experienced a scandal with its CEO, who had to step down. The replacement was a person with an impeccable background—in fact, he had worked in government offices that regulated and audited banks before joining the bank, and had been in their supervisory arm and in senior finance roles after joining.

			He wasn’t particularly ambitious for a CEO role, but he was the kind of person who would step up when needed because it was the right thing to do on behalf of the company and its people. He wasn’t looking for this job. I know this because my colleague who had assessed him was asked to coach him, and I in turn coached her on how to do it, so I received a good deal of inside information.

			He was an interesting example of the ethical turnaround leader. His highest motive appeared to be achievement, not influence (though he definitely had some), so in some ways he aligned with the typical high-achievement/high-influence turnaround leader. But his purpose was to restore trust in the company, so his focus was not on cutting heads or restoring profitability, but on demonstrating that the firm could be trusted. And his personal integrity was a key element of that. It wasn’t enough for him to lead well; he had to be utterly transparent and careful with his statements and actions.

			As someone who had spent time auditing data and being in the financial space, he gravitated naturally toward transparency—a lot of his career had been about making numbers clear, honest, and understandable, after all. What he was not comfortable doing was asserting himself. He was a bit of an introverted wonk, but to restore trust meant he could not afford to hide behind the scenes and quietly enact change; he had to be visible. That’s where the coaching came in.

			He had never been in a position where he was the person in the spotlight before. Even as a CFO, his role was to support the CEO. He was a thoughtful, thorough person, thrust into a role of constant uncertainty, so he needed some help to make sure he kept speaking up and speaking out even when he was uncomfortable with the amount of information he had available.145

			He was a competent speaker, but it was clear he wasn’t particularly charismatic or dramatic—which in some ways made him more authentic. He wasn’t the kind of person who wanted to wield vast power, and it showed. Nevertheless, he had it, and he had to act behind the scenes and onstage to make changes quickly to save the company, which risked hostile government action.

			In essence, he provided clear guidelines and principles for how they did business, and then acted on them—visibly and publicly. And that’s the difference between one kind of turnaround and another: It’s not just getting the money; it’s showing how you do it.

			Family Company Leaders

			Leaders of companies founded and led by families have multiple challenges unique to this role. Whereas most companies have to be very careful to avoid the appearance of nepotism, in family-owned companies, it’s often assumed that the CEO and many of the officers will share the name of the company or at least its founder.

			I have encountered one of the most impressive examples of this: the firearms manufacturer Beretta. It was founded in 1526 by Bartolomeo Beretta, a maestro di canne, or “master gun barrel maker” who forged iron gun barrels for the Republic of Venice. To this day, the company is led by a Beretta. The family has led the company for fifteen generations, according to its records. Beretta is currently under the “leadership of Ugo Gussalli Beretta and his sons Pietro and Franco.”146

			I have also worked in the past with companies being run by families, and very few are anywhere near as successful in maintaining continuity—certainly not for nearly five hundred years.

			There are numerous reasons for this, of course. First and foremost, it takes time to develop leadership capabilities, even if you have the raw talent. A person who skips directly to a senior leadership position may learn some aspects of top leadership, but they may well be missing some of the intermediate steps that enable top performance.

			We’ve identified six core executive capabilities, for which we have behavioral scales we have used to evaluate top leaders with great success.147 We know what levels on those scales are required for different levels of leader. But we also know you can only develop up those scales so quickly.

			The average executive—who is typically already a well-experienced manager, remember—can develop one or two levels total a year across these six, assuming they are getting developmental support, since it doesn’t happen magically by itself. We also know that effective executives in the C-Suite need approximately Level 4 or 5 on our scales across all six capabilities. Adding this up, that means you need to develop a minimum of approximately twenty-four (Levels 1–4 times six capabilities), and probably closer to thirty for very senior roles in large organizations.

			A person with outstanding potential and very strong development would therefore need somewhere between twelve to fifteen years to get to top-level ability—and more realistically fifteen to twenty as a minimum, and thirty to forty for the average—after developing the managerial capabilities that act as precursors to them. There’s a reason so many executives are over forty, and the average Fortune 500 CEO is nearly sixty.148

			People who inherit the position may skip organizational levels, but they can’t skip developmental levels. That means they either must be wise enough to have a strong supporting staff, or inherit after a significant period of development, or they will struggle in the job. If they are lucky, they will develop quickly enough to keep the company going, and if not, the company may not survive, as numerous former brands can attest.

			And second of all, you do have to have the raw talent in the first place. As a colleague used to put it, “You can train a turkey to climb a tree, but it’s easier to hire a squirrel.”

			What kind of leaders run a family company well? There are two categories of leaders, but both look similar in terms of the Pentad: some combination of caring (affiliation) and people (influence) leaders.

			The first category is, of course, a member of the family, whether it is the original founder or a descendant (or, in the case of the Berettas, a distant descendant). In essence, they are appointed by the family as well, which means they can either be designated by the previous family leader, or sometimes it gets fought out among family members.

			In 2014, Arthur T. Demoulas, the CEO of Demoulas Super Markets, which runs the Market Basket supermarkets, was fired by the board. This was initiated by his cousin, Arthur S. Demoulas.

			Like most family firms, the background to this is complicated. The two Arthurs were children of the brothers who founded the company. There had been previous assertions that the family of one brother (the father of Arthur S.) had been cheated out of control by the father of Arthur T, and the settlement removed Telemachus Demoulas, the cofounder, as CEO, and further awarded 50.5 percent of the stock to the family of George Demoulas, the late cofounder. Telemachus’s son Arthur T. (guess what the T stands for?) took over.

			What kind of leader was Arthur T. Demoulas? From 2008 (when he took charge) over just a few years, he increased revenue from $3 billion to $4 billion, and grew the number of employees from fourteen thousand to twenty-five thousand. Not bad.

			Arthur T. was known for his ability to remember his associates’ names, birthdays, and milestones, attending many of their weddings and funerals, checking in on ill employees, and asking about the spouses and children of his workers. Furthermore, he was considered to put people over profit. Here’s the combination of the caring leader and the people leader.

			Here’s where we get into the tricky part. Unfortunately, that ability to win people over did not extend to his cousin and their family, who fired him on June 23, 2014. (I won’t go into the details as to why, which are debatable and litigated, but money was involved. Some members of the board voted to distribute $250 million to family shareholders. Arthur T. was opposed.)

			Now for the interesting part: The employees fought back. Six high-level managers resigned, and three hundred employees rallied and protested the next day at the flagship store. They thought the board had put money before people, because they had chosen to pay shareholders more instead of reinvesting in the business. They also feared that the new leadership would cut their benefits, wages, profit sharing, and bonuses and raise prices—perhaps as part of a process to sell the company.

			While not quite striking—at first—employees would join the protests on their own time.

			The leaders the board had appointed took more of a turnaround leader approach. On Friday, July 18, between two thousand five hundred and three thousand employees protested, hundreds walked out, and customers refused to shop as well, even at those stores with staff on hand. That Sunday, eight employees were fired for organizing the protests. This caused the situation to explode: five thousand employees protested, and Market Basket sales fell by 70 percent by mid-week.

			Arthur T. made his first statement since being fired, calling for the fired employees to be reinstated. Protests expanded to nearly all employees and were held at all seventy-one stores. Interestingly, on July 30, 2014, it was reported that managers and assistant managers from sixty-eight of Market Basket’s seventy-one stores prepared to present current leaders with a petition stating that they would resign if Arthur T. was not reinstated, the first time I have ever heard of labor protesting on behalf of management, let alone a CEO!

			The co-CEOs tried various things, including offering people the chance to come back and holding a job fair, and eventually, on August 12, a “final warning” that employees had to come back or be fired. This got them in trouble with the Massachusetts state government, of course. Of the hundreds of employees who received the ultimatum, none of them returned to work, according to the Boston Globe.

			Remember that the employees feared the company was going to be sold? As early as July 28, the only remaining bidder for the 50.5 percent stake in the company owned by Arthur S. Demoulas’ family was…Arthur T. Demoulas. All other offers had been withdrawn, understandably.

			He bought his other family members’ shares and stepped back in as CEO. He was cheered by his employees upon his return.

			What enabled this reaction?

			As noted, I think he is a combination of caring and people leadership. To underline:

			•District Supervisor Tom Trainor, who started as a bagger and rose from there, said, “If an associate or member of their family was seriously ill, he would personally make sure they received proper medical care.” Trainor said, “He went more than the extra mile.”149

			•He called a store manager when he heard the man’s daughter had been critically injured in a car crash, wanting to know whether the hospital she was in was giving her the best care possible. “Do we need to move her?” he asked.150

			•“He shook hands, he attended store openings, he was proud of what everyone accomplished instead of taking credit for himself,” said Pamela DeSantis White, whose father worked at Market Basket for more than forty years.

			•He implemented employee benefits virtually unique in the grocery business, such as profit sharing and bonuses. This made employees more loyal but also aware of wastefulness, according to a former employee.

			•He made a point of visiting stores and talking to employees.

			•When he advocated for the eight organizers who had been fired, he said, “This is not about me. It is about the people who have proven their dedication over many years and should not have lost their jobs because of it.”

			This pattern of thinking about the people in a way that also supported the business is the hallmark of this kind of leader at their best. When he returned, his public speech—a rare thing for him—exemplified both mature Influence and Affiliation motives, organized in a way that reflected both the balance of empowering and assertive influence I noted in leadership speeches above, but also a strong sense of personal, affiliative caring for people.

			He started out with: “How are we all doing today? Thank you, thank you all so very, very much. You’re all so very, very special, and all I can say is that it’s great to be back together again.” Note “together again”—which in this context could be seen as affiliation-based caring, but also the sense of being together to work together, as will be seen later.

			He went on to say, “Words cannot express how much I appreciate each and every one of you. Words cannot express how much I miss you. Words cannot express how much I love you.” Affiliation again.

			“As I stand before you, I am in awe of what you have all accomplished, and the sterling example you have set for so many people across the region, and across the country.” Switching to a very strong empowering influence motive: what they have accomplished, the example they have set for others. He went on to praise their brilliant words, extraordinary display of loyalty, and “the power of your enduring human spirit.” After alluding to the many statements made by everyone from professors to journalists to CEOs, he came back to “you, and only you, have taught the educators, the professors, the analysts and the CEOs that the workplace here at Market Basket is so much more than a job.… That here at Market Basket is a place where respect and honor and dignity is a way of life.”

			He went on to say how their actions supported their words and were shown around the world, which showed in turn their “unwavering dedication and desire to protect the culture of your company.” But it was more than that: “You have demonstrated that in this organization, here at Market Basket, everyone is special.… Everyone has a purpose…everyone here has meaning. And no one person is better or more important than another.”

			If you read Shakespeare’s incredibly inspiring St. Crispin’s Day address in Henry V, you will note that he refers to the troops as “we band of brothers,” not as king and troops, but peers. Demoulas went on to say that:

			“Whether a full-timer or a part-timer, whether a sacker or a cashier or a grocery clerk or a truck driver or a warehouse selector, a store manager, a supervisor, a customer, a vendor, or a CEO, we are all equal. We are all equal, and by working together, and only together, can we succeed.”

			And he was clear that this was about the culture and the people, not him: “You have demonstrated to the world that it is a person’s moral obligation and social responsibility to protect a culture which provides an honorable and a dignified place in which to work.” He made this not a corporate battle or a family one (joking about Greek tragedies, since he is Greek), but a higher purpose. In fact, he said, “Because of you, I stand here with a renewed vigor and sense of purpose.”

			He called out his father, the cofounder, saying he would be “proud” of them, referred to how much it meant to his family—tactfully ignoring his cousin—and went on to say, “Let’s move forward to what we are about to do—working together and serving our devoted customers. We get to work, we will have lots of fun.”

			He closed with: “We can hope the depth and the sincerity of that statement, will find its way to your hearts, as you have ours. I love you all, I thank you very, very much, stay well, stay healthy, it’s great to be together again, you’re one of a kind, let’s have some fun.”

			From the beginning, he called them together in a caring way but showed how they had empowered the world. Unlike some of the more warlike politicians and leaders, he did not refer to fighting directly, instead referring to it as “defending” and being a model to others and inspiring him. And his message was that they were all equals, and he repeatedly referred to loving them.151

			This is a great example that shows not only of what a caring and people leader can do, but the direct results. He made thousands of employees his family. And he has proven his effectiveness as a business leader since; as of the tenth anniversary of the walkouts in 2024, Market Basket had grown from seventy-one to ninety locations across New England; sales were projected to increase to $7.6 billion, and nearly all of the $1.6 billion Arthur T. borrowed to buy out his cousin has been paid back.152,153

			What Did Not Work

			But we must note the risks of family leaders: family conflict. There are numerous stories of family members who don’t actually work in (or for) the company, but feel entitled to judge it, manage it, or in some way benefit from it. Those family members may or may not have the insight to do so, but they must still be managed.

			Is this a good example of a family leader from the family side? After all, a large part of his family was presumably quite unhappy with the results (though they did get paid for their shares, it was probably not as much as they had hoped for). This just raises the complicated issues of a family that is large enough—you can get internal conflicts that may not be solvable. Every family has its conflicts.

			Reform Movement Leaders

			When someone begins a movement to change the world for the better, on behalf of those in it, this is often known as a “reform movement.” For example, the abolitionist movement to eliminate slavery, the Progressive movement, and the temperance crusade in the US; in other parts of the world we see various religious reform movements, such as the Hindu reform movements (for example, the one led by Gandhi) and various Protestant and Catholic reform movements.

			You will notice that a large percentage of these have a religious component or are in fact a reform of religion. This is no accident; it is because of the motives underpinning reform movements and reformative leaders.

			Like family leaders, the motive profile is high in influence and affiliation—in fact, this pattern has been dubbed the “Missionary Profile” by McClelland, who found it in religious leaders and tied it to specific reform movements154—but rather than caring and people leadership, it is caring and change leadership.

			These are people who want to change people, groups, and the world at large, but to take care of, protect, or otherwise help people. I prefer to refer to this as a reform movement leader profile, since it can be found independently of religiosity.

			McClelland’s analysis of several reform movements made an interesting observation about how the leaders of those movements change over time:

			A reform movement comes together with a group of people with some kind of clear vision or mission, but because of the nature of the mission, they tend to be a blend of affiliation- and influence-motivated people. The early leaders are likely to have both. But as a reforming organization grows, the same phenomenon occurs that we have seen at earlier levels of leadership in this book: it becomes harder for those with primarily affiliation motive to stay in charge. It is stressful to make tough people decisions when you have a lot of affiliation motive, but those with influence motive tend to enjoy engaging with and influencing people enough to make up for it.

			In other words, given sufficient time and size, the more affiliative people tend to drop out, and the leadership is dominated by those with Influence motive strongest.

			Please note that I am not suggesting they do not share the vision, but that’s a conscious value, not an implicit emotional motive. If you remember the distinction from early in the book, a value may sort and filter emotionally driven actions, but they are both more flexible and inherently less emotional. One may have affiliation value—thinking it is important to care about people—but that is not the same as affiliation motive, and it is fundamentally easier to adjust or bend a value than a motive.

			That is, it hurts to go against your motives, but it is not painful in the same way to go against a value. Thus, an Influence-motivated person in charge of a reform movement might well make tough decisions (such as firing someone) without the same personal concern as someone with affiliation motive.

			You may think this is not a bad thing, and it doesn’t have to be. After all, if it is harder to make good but “affiliatively” difficult decisions, isn’t this a place where you should have a change leader instead of a caring leader?

			Yes and no. It is still a shift in the nature of the leader, and this can have multiple effects, some positive, some negative.

			At one time, I worked for a large consulting firm, which had been founded on affiliative principles. It operated as a small circle of friends initially, with all partners having equal votes, thanks to the founder. The founder thought it would work better if partners shared all the profits equally across offices (with an additional amount by years of seniority to keep people committed), and held each other accountable through friendship and collaboration rather than organizational structure.

			I noted above that many consulting firms are in fact largely occupied by people with high affiliation and achievement—the friendly entrepreneurs—so this one simply emphasized the affiliation aspect explicitly through its practices and processes. In many ways, it acted as a kind of reform movement as consulting firms go, enough that it became very attractive to some people.

			This organization had many advantages; unlike many similar firms, it was very easy to collaborate across boundaries because people were not pushing for their percentage of the project credit, as they do in more achievement-focused firms that track and divide up the revenues by individual. Unfortunately, it meant many decisions were based on who your friends were, and I saw people who were advocated for by people in authority because they were part of the “inner circle,” and people who were a little different or made people uncomfortable had more barriers.155 Furthermore, it was possible for a partner to slack off, and because they shared all profits and did not track people’s projects or efforts in detail, the slacker could coast very comfortably off the efforts of their colleagues, especially with almost no means to punish people who violated the performance norms. The only real tool the firm had was reduction of seniority, which had a massive impact on the person’s reputation as well as income. Such actions were taken only very reluctantly.

			When the company is small enough, you could indeed rein people in by interpersonal means—shaming them, for example. When all your partners are asking about your performance, it’s not a comfortable place to be anymore.

			But when this company got up to over two hundred partners, you could no longer resolve problems simply by discussing them until consensus; you needed more structure to manage issues or stronger executive effort or both. Unfortunately, the firm was not set up to do this. In effect, you had a power vacuum, which was filled by people with, you guessed it, more influence motive.

			Furthermore, the lack of structure or channels to manage and hold people accountable—including the leadership—meant the firm became highly politicized, using the more negative side of the influence motive. It mattered more than ever who you knew, and power became consolidated among the chief executive and his carefully selected team, who appeared to receive preferential treatment in terms of roles and considerations more generally.

			This is, in miniature, the problem with a reform movement as well, if you don’t have a clear set of values guiding those in it.

			Board Chairs

			One last variation. In Anglo-American board structures, the board of directors is typically separate from the operational executives, with occasional exceptions for chair/CEO roles. Directors on these boards are nonexecutive, meaning they do not operate the company.

			When the chair is separate from the CEO (and the frequency of this has varied over the years), the person in that role is in an unusual leadership position.

			A board of directors is the governing body of a company (hence you see it referred to for “governance” issues); the directors are elected by shareholders in public companies. They set or at least guide strategy (making sure no obvious mistakes are made), oversee management, and generally protect the interests of shareholders and stakeholders. One of their most important responsibilities is the hiring and firing of the CEO (or sometimes other C-level roles)—which can fall under all the categories above.

			However, when the CEO and chair roles are separate, the chair does not typically manage the company, and generally should not. Being “independent,” as it is referred to, from the day-to-day management of the company itself can be crucial for objectivity. For one thing, an average board only meets a few times a year. Some only meet quarterly, others six times a year, some monthly. In 2022, the Conference Board found that during the pandemic, the average number of board meetings went up from 7.9 in 2019 to 8.3 in the S&P 500 during 2021, but we’re still talking fewer than one a month.156

			There are a whole set of director-specific capabilities, which resemble the typical executive leadership capabilities in that they discuss results, strategy, and collaboration, but have significant differences in the specific behaviors because they are not actually running the company directly.

			The independent chair of a sizable public company is, therefore, an indirect leader. To assist the CEO and the executive team, they need to guide, empower, and advise, but they cannot (or should not) command and control. In practice, this often means a very skilled influencer, probably driven by the influence motive.

			Oddly enough, they don’t necessarily have to be leaders of large organizations themselves (though many of them are, because that qualification is appealing for growing firms, and assumed for larger ones). This is because the board is a relatively small group of people. In effect, we are talking about an unusually strategic and influential Level 2 leader within the board itself, ideally coupled with one other key ability: to be a trusted adviser or even coach for the CEO.

			In terms of the Pentad, the effective, independent chair is therefore a people leader, working with a relatively small number of people directly, and/or a change leader when brought in to help a company in trouble, coupled with a high enough level of organizational and strategic ability and knowledge to advise the company. Many chairs would benefit from being higher in the capability to develop people, given their unique relationship with the CEO.

			Unlike the other examples above, rather than being explained as a combination of two kinds of leadership, they are more a specialized version of one or the other.

			Other Kinds of Leaders

			As can be seen in the above examples, there can be other kinds of leaders, but many of them can be defined as combinations of the Pentad of primary-motive leaders. Unique situations demand unique leaders, but the common themes of driving results over the long term through others is common to them all after reaching a large enough size and scope. The idea of this book is not to narrowly define all leaders, but to provide a guide to the commonest ones, and those that often combine into many of the others.

			Hopefully, by this point you have a clearer sense of what kind of leader you want to be, and where you want to get as a leader.

			 

			

			
				
					141	People forget that the Macintosh was a revolutionary external design as well as having a new interface, in part due to Jobs’s commitment to aesthetics and his hiring of people like Jony Ive as designers. It didn’t look like anything else. Later on, the colorful iMacs—designed for a nonbusiness audience—got everyone’s attention again. And the first black laptop, the PowerBook, meant that businesspeople started buying Macs because, frankly, they looked cool. Apple has never forgotten that lesson: Its products can be fashion items as much as technical items.

					142	For the record, we usually do a combination of behavioral interview and 360° references to determine this; it is very much not susceptible to a self-reported questionnaire approach.
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					145	Studies I have done indicate that having a robust sense of the comprehensiveness of data—that is, do you have a good array of data—and attention to detail have a negative impact on CEO performance. In other words, in a role where you never have enough information, you can’t afford to wait until you get enough, and it also means you are micromanaging data instead of focusing on the big picture.
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					148	The Young Presidents Organization (YPO) specifies that members must have become, before age forty-five, the president or chairman and chief executive officer of a corporation of significance with a minimum revenue and minimum number of full-time employees. YPO members refer to one common subgroup as the “lucky sperm,” because they inherited the position rather than developing it. The YPO focuses on developing its members, because of course.
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					154	See McClelland (1975). An amazing book.

					155	I know a different firm—a search firm—that “joked” that it was a “drinking firm with a search problem.” Like many such jokes, it bore an uncomfortable truth. People who did not drink were often eyed suspiciously, and abstemiousness got in the way of building a network of influential friends, which was often done by sharing drinks and partying together. It didn’t help that alcoholics—who could get by easily in this culture—tend to get nervous around (and about) nondrinkers.
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			Growing Your Leadership Capability

			Now that we have progressed through the six levels of the Pentad and even discussed interesting combinations, you may be wondering just how you are going to manage to make all these changes. If it takes decades for people to move up to the highest levels, you don’t want to waste any time.

			First, we need to discuss the principles behind growing in any capability: what energizes people to change in the first place, and how to set goals that support that effectively. Having the right goal is itself a critical factor, because a good goal will be realistic, challenging, energizing, and move you in the right direction—and keep you wanting to move in the right direction.

			Then we will discuss how to accelerate growth: What can you do specifically to develop yourself. Should you get a coach? Take training? Try things on the job? Some combination?

			We’re not going to specify development methods for every capability of each level—that would be a very long book indeed157—but there are general principles that can be used to help you make decisions about what you need.

			For this, we return to the six steps of developing yourself from earlier in this book:

			1.The big goal (anchored in motives)

			2.Reasonable steps (getting there)

			3.Fail safely to fail better (experimentation in action)

			4.Practice, practice, practice (building muscle)

			5.Feedback all the way (getting support and insight)

			6.Beginning the cycle again

			To make this process easier, I have the Development Goal form, in which you can capture your development objectives and plan, from the initial goal all the way through to specific actions and measures of success. The whole form will be provided later, but we are going to dig deeper into each of these steps first, to help you gather the content to write a good goal and working plan. I will provide pieces of the form as we go. If you want to look at the whole form first, go ahead, then come back. The form provides a useful frame, but there is much more to the process than it shows explicitly.

			We will also add in some specific research into how human beings get better. One that I will repeatedly rely on is Professor Richard Boyatzis’s Intentional Change Theory (ICT). ICT is based on the finding that significant behavioral change—such as adding levels of capability—does not happen in a smooth, linear fashion. There are stops and starts, focused on what Boyatzis calls the “Five Discoveries.” While much of Boyatzis’ recent work focuses on using ICT as a coach (keep this in mind, people and caring leaders…), it obviously applies to developing oneself as well, since it is also referred to as self-directed learning.158

			What distinguishes it from many other developmental and coaching approaches is that it begins with one of the hardest parts: how to motivate people to make changes.159

			If you’ve read this far, I presume you have at least some values around developing yourself, but even so, changing your everyday behaviors is a big task, and one that requires sustained effort. In other words, you need strong and consistent emotional motivation to get it done.

			How People Grow: The Big (Motivating) Goal

			This section is going to take a while. You might think setting a goal is the easy part, but setting the right goal, one that energizes you and makes it more likely for you to succeed, takes at least a little thought. We’re going to talk about:

			•Connecting development goals to motivation

			•Anchoring your goals in yourself

			•Optimizing goal difficulty for success

			•Nesting goals

			And then we move on to step two.

			Connecting Development Goals to Motivation

			The first step to building a motivating goal is to start with your own implicit motives. After all, this is your source of emotional energy, which sustains you over time. If you must make yourself develop every time, you are far more likely to run out of steam.

			There are two components to this: the motives you bring, and the motives implicit in what you do. If you plan to develop the kind of leadership that is fully aligned with your primary motive, you will not need to separate these two most of the time, because the behaviors associated with that form of leadership are inherently satisfying to that motive.

			For example: If you are primarily influence motivated, and you want to become a better people leader, or even just significantly increase the size and scope of your leadership, you will have to focus on such behaviors as communicating for impact, engaging people, and empowering people, all of which are already about influence. However, if you are primarily achievement motivated, but you have still decided it is important to do this for yourself (thus, bringing in your values, since this decision is consciously important rather than enjoyable), these behaviors may all seem tedious and unexciting to you. How, then, do you link one to the other?

			One is to reframe the task in terms of your motives.

			Achievement

			Achievement motive is often associated with long-term development of oneself and meeting and beating goals; thus, people with a lot of achievement motive find learning new skills enjoyable—up to a point. That point is that they get their energy out of improving themselves. What, then, motivates someone who is trying to improve others? Going beyond developing personal skills to leadership skills can sometimes become less motivating for those with primarily achievement motive. But going higher level in the organization requires more leadership skills. How does one deal with this?

			I knew a senior human resources manager who was almost entirely motivated by achievement but had become a skilled and effective coach—and liked coaching. How did he do this?

			He transferred his satisfaction in goal accomplishment to those he coached: His goal was to see them change behaviors, and to improve himself to do that. He shifted his goal measurement from himself directly to the actions of others. This can be challenging to do—on some level, you may feel you are fooling yourself—in which case, you take a different approach: Identify your behaviors that will indicate your progress, and track those. If this coach had tracked, for example, the balance of how many times he asked people questions instead of telling them what to do (a fundamental coaching approach: let people work out the answer for themselves, because they will accept it and remember it), it is now his behavior, even though it will have a better impact on others.

			At one point, I worked with the executive team of an entertainment company incorporating animal events, so there was a head of research who managed all the animal experts and scientists of their organization. He was motivated primarily by achievement, so he acted as a Level 2 thought leader (a working supervisor), who really needed to be Level 3 (manager of supervisors). Fortunately, it wasn’t a very large organization, but he still behaved as a micromanager without much interest in managing people.

			We were discussing a new tool that had been implemented by their parent company: a capability-based annual appraisal tool (full disclosure: we had helped develop the capabilities). This head of research complained bitterly about how long it took him to use it: “It takes me an entire hour to fill this form out for one person.”

			I looked at him and commented, “So you’re not willing to spend one hour a year to help your people improve?” I didn’t wait for an answer. I had made my point. I saw him frown and look down, clearly deep in thought, and that’s what I wanted him to do. I didn’t hear any comments from him for the rest of that session.

			Note the framing: “Help your people improve.” Knowing he was achievement-motivated, I described the purpose in achievement-related terms, just for his people rather than himself. He had been considering the task of evaluating people inefficient for himself, not as a means to multiply his efficiency by helping others get better, too. He was a smart person, but he had been tripped up by his own short-term motive-based feelings and not thinking through the purpose of the task.

			About six months later, I ran another leadership development program that included one of his direct reports. I commented that his boss had been through the same program a few months before, and his response was, “What did you do to him?” This alarmed me a bit, but in fact, the executive had apparently gone on to radically change his management behavior. He had started asking questions instead of providing curt answers, he had encouraged his staff to come up with solutions, and he was paying attention to them and their feelings. Once he figured it out, he went all the way out. All he needed was a way to connect it to his motives.

			Both of these managers had found ways to connect their achievement motive to a fundamentally influence-related task, by moving it away from their immediate, short-term task (coaching people, filling out appraisal forms) to one step further out in a way that still fit their motives: their coachee’s or employee’s improvement.

			Affiliation

			If you are primarily affiliation-motivated, you are less focused on improving yourself than you are on maintaining a positive relationship. You follow the same principle as above, when you connect your motive to a different task. For example, I mentioned above how the affiliation-motivated caring leader can give even difficult feedback: by considering that person your best friend in the world and remembering that they need to hear this feedback for their own benefit—thus, sacrificing your comfort on your “friend’s” behalf.

			Applying this to yourself may mean you are trying to make yourself more likable. There’s nothing wrong with that. It may also mean you are trying to engage with more people in a friendly way, and that’s good, too, as long as it doesn’t get in the way of the business.

			Affiliative people like to belong, or are worried about threats to relationships; if you feel what you are doing will fulfill your personal responsibility to those you care about—family or friends—it can motivate you to take action that would otherwise be less engaging.

			Influence

			In the case of influence motive, the necessary shift is sometimes to managing and influencing yourself instead of others, when it comes to development, or there is the goal-shift of developing yourself to find ways to influence on a larger scale or scope. This is the inverse of the head of research example above, where developing others satisfied his achievement motive goal of making them better; in this case, developing yourself provides you with a greater impact on others.

			These are all simple examples, which carry the same core message: If you can link your implicit motivation to the process of developing yourself, you are more likely to sustain your self-development efforts and complete your development goals.

			Anchoring Your Goals in Yourself

			The first two discoveries that Boyatzis identified come together to help set and energize development goals: the ideal self and the real self. In brief, the gap between where you are now (the real self) and where you want to be (the ideal self) powerfully motivates and energizes your self-development. Or, as Notre Dame coach Ara Parseghian said: “A good coach will make his players see what they can be rather than what they are.” And as Jimmy Johnson, coach of the Dallas Cowboys, said, “Treat a person as he is, and he will remain as he is. Treat him as he could be, and he will become what he should be.160” Or, as Dolly Parton put it (quoted in Adrain, 1997): “If your actions create a legacy that inspires others to dream more, learn more, do more and become more, then, you are an excellent leader.”

			Have you ever had a really good coach? The kind that motivates you to get better? “Getting better” means you are not where you should be now, of course. Most people quote rightly don’t like being told they are not good enough. Telling someone they can or should be better can be demotivating and depressing. The ideal self/real self discrepancy means you tell yourself you want to be better because you believe you can, and strangely you are more likely to listen to yourself.

			The Ideal Self

			The discovery of the ideal self, according to Boyatzis, is about who you really want to be, and what you want to do with your life. This is not about a short-term accomplishment, nor is it about what you think you ought to do or what other people think you ought to do; it is anchored in your strongest desires.

			Very early in this book, I asked what you want to be when you grow up. When interviewing and assessing leaders, I normally ask this exact question near the end of the interview. When I am assessing executives, it is usually in relation to an existing role: either their current one (for benchmarking, development or team assessment) or a potential future one (for succession planning, development, or recruiting). Smart, capable, emotionally intelligent people are going to zero in on the obvious objective (the next job), but that’s not what I want, because that’s not necessarily what they want in pure motivational terms. Instead, I want them to lift themselves out of the moment and think about their dreams and visions, which are truer indicators of what motivates a person.

			For example: I once asked this question of a senior executive of a Fortune 500 company. He smiled, paused, then said, “I’d really like to coach children’s soccer. That would be very satisfying to me.” This person managed thousands of people in an important organization, but what really excited him was being able to coach and develop kids playing soccer.

			Another I asked, an executive within a major industrial firm, said, “I want to be CEO of a midsized industrial company.”161 She did not want to be the CEO of an industrial giant; she felt he would not enjoy that, nor would she be well suited to it. She liked the industrial sector, she wanted to be CEO, but “midsized” suited her well. She had had experience working in giant firms, and she said she just felt “lost in the shuffle.”

			On another occasion I assessed the head of a special division of a business unit of an investment bank, a person who oversaw the leveraging new technology and their resources to come up with new client offerings. He was on the short list to replace the head of the business unit he worked for, having developed a series of interesting offerings and spinoff businesses related to their technology—such as tools to do faster currency trading and a platform for customers to access. I asked a related question (“Where would you like to be in five to ten years?” This question moves people out of the next job, at least, and often two or more out), and this executive told me, “I want to be precisely where I am.” This came as some surprise to me, having assessed many ambitious executives, so I asked him to tell me more. He explained, “Right now, I get to design and launch whole new businesses on a regular basis. My boss has to deal with the politics of our business unit relative to the rest of the company. Why would I want that?” Achievement was his primary motive, and he was self-aware enough to realize that he was exactly where he wanted to be. It wasn’t that he lacked ambition—he just knew what he liked to do most, and he wanted to grow the division he already ran or spin off more and more businesses.

			As should be clear by now, I am not assuming you must move up the ladder. But you do need to think about whether you will be happy where you are, or if you have some ambition that will truly make you happy. This is the ideal self.

			Questions to Ask Yourself

			•What do I think my primary motive is?

			○Where have I been happiest?

			○Where do I think I will be happiest?

			•What do I think I really want to be? (What is my ideal self?)

			○Does this goal align with my motive(s)?

			○If not, why not? What drives my goal other than motives?

			○Where does it align with the Pentad? What kind of leader do I want to be?

			○Which specific level of the Pentad does it align with?

			○If so, what?
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			Notes

			•This goal may well be adjusted based on later work; consider it a focus point.

			The Real Self

			This can be an uncomfortable discovery, even for yourself. Your “real self” is your present state: What you are currently doing, how you are currently behaving, what level of leader you are now. This becomes uncomfortable when you compare it to your ideal self, or sometimes even to your near-term goals—and that can be a good thing.

			The challenge here is that people are not always good judges of themselves. Most people consider themselves “above average,” a statistically impossible statement. One study found that the more important the measure, the less accurate people were. Furthermore, they found that the less precise and more general the measure, the less accurate people were—in other words, if I ask you how good you are at crossword puzzles, you are likely to give me an accurate answer, but if I ask you how intelligent you are, you probably will not.162

			And of course, as Dunning and Kruger have shown compellingly, many people with very little knowledge consider themselves expert and reject additional learning to prove otherwise, a phenomenon known now as the “Dunning-Kruger Effect.”163 Since you are reading this book—and have gotten this far—it is reasonably safe to assume you are not rejecting learning, but on the other hand, when it gets personal, it gets harder to acknowledge that you might have a gap.

			What can you do? Just two things can make a major difference, especially together:

			1.Focusing on specific, objectively measurable behaviors

			2.Supportive people who will give you honest feedback

			Throughout this book, I have provided lists of specific things to do. For example:

			•Level 1 to Level 2: Communicating—telling people what they must do and why it is important

			•Level 2 to Level 3: Engaging—inviting and using the opinions and input of the team

			To focus on objectively measurable behaviors, you should start by asking yourself if you are doing the behavior at all. Think of settings where you would use these—such as regular team meetings or project briefings—and try to recall exactly what you said and did. If you are not sure, then the next time you have such a meeting, try to pay attention, or note it immediately afterward. If you realize you are telling people what to do, but not explaining why—even if you think they should know already—then the Level 2 behavior works for you. If you find you are using it sometimes but not regularly, it could still be a good one to work on.

			After that, it’s relatively simple: For forthcoming meetings, plan to tell people the reasons for what you have told them to do. Tally it.

			For other, related behaviors, if you are not sure whether you did it or not, then try to break it down to something you can measure reliably. I have a guiding principle when helping people sort out measurable behaviors to work on: When I give feedback to someone, they must know what it looks like to behave differently. If you don’t know what it looks like to do it right, you can’t be sure you have done it at all.

			Having supportive people to provide feedback comes in very handy here. I will note that this is one manifestation of Boyatzis’ Five Discoveries, but it shows up repeatedly throughout this process. At this stage, if you invite someone safe to help you measure, it will be much easier, and probably more objective, than trying to evaluate yourself.

			Ask someone who observes you in these meetings—or wherever else you are changing your behavior—to observe you, telling them that you are trying to make changes, and they can help. Tell them what you are trying to do. Importantly, give them permission to give you feedback, especially if they are your employee, since they may be very reticent about giving you negative feedback. Alternatively, ask them to count how many times you do it right, so they don’t have to tell you when you do it wrong.

			You can see how these two tasks support each other; a good, supportive person can help you figure out your measure and give you live feedback on it. Ideally, you should have someone who can coach you a bit, but even if they can’t, a clear behavior should be something anyone can see.

			When we do goal setting as part of our development programs, we ask peers to show each other their goal-setting forms, invite input, and sign off on them. We also ask them to build each other into their goals, e.g., “Sara will call me in thirty days to see how I am doing,” or “Bjarni will join me in my first three project meetings to keep track of my behavior.” Knowing there is someone out there, whether to listen or to actively help, but to help you monitor your development, significantly increases the chances of your accomplishing your goal.164

			But you do need to set a goal that makes sense, and helps you move forward instead of scaring you away.

			Questions to Ask Yourself

			•Where do I think I am now in terms of levels of the Pentad (in terms of ability, not formal role or job)?

			○Am I being honest with myself?

			○What do I think others would say? Do they see it?

			•How far away am I from my ideal self?

			•What is my next step? (For example, if you want to be Level 5 and are at Level 2, your next step is Level 3.)

			•How will I know I have reached that next step?

			○What will I be doing that I am not doing now?

			○What are specific behaviors I can use as indicators?
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			Notes

			•“Current state” should be defined on the Pentad and Levels clearly. For example, “Caring leader Level 2.”

			•Don’t let the size or scope of the gap between the big goal and the current state worry you: We will begin to address that in the next section.

			Optimizing Goal Difficulty for Success

			You will sometimes hear the Norman Vincent Peale quotation, “Shoot for the moon. Even if you miss, you’ll land among the stars.” Unfortunately, this is not only bad astronomy, but even worse psychology.

			In 1908, Robert M. Yerkes and John Dillingham Dodson published a seminal research paper on how motivational arousal impacts performance.165 The implications of their findings apply in many areas, both in managing and leading others, but also in terms of managing and developing yourself.

			If you follow Peale’s logic, you will think that the more emotionally aroused you are, the better the performance. Strangely, many people continue to assume this—setting overly high goals, short deadlines, finding ways to pump themselves up emotionally into a frenzy—despite the fact that this is obviously not true for complex tasks.

			Some time ago, I used to facilitate a simulation that demonstrated this. The task was superficially simple: assembling three index cards of two different sizes in different ways across three rounds, using tape. However, the nature of the situation—public competition with lots of measurable numbers for comparison in a limited time, coupled with shifting demands between rounds and variable difficulty of task—was designed to arouse achievement motivation beyond manageable levels, and further made it likely for people to make errors that cost them fictional money, which in turn raised the anxiety higher round by round.

			Remember: three index cards and tape.

			One participant I worked with, a mature human resources manager in his late forties, had high levels of achievement motive to begin with. By the time the exercise got into its second round, his hands trembled so badly that he literally could not tape index cards together. The emotion overrode his ability to use even basic hand-eye coordination.

			Think of how often people talking about how a little bit of anxiety gives them an “edge,” but being overanxious can make you fail. This is the Yerkes-Dodson law in action on even somewhat complex or difficult tasks.

			It is traditionally presented as a bell curve, as in the illustration below:

			[image: ]

			To be fair, very simple, repetitive tasks can benefit from this, as shown by the dotted line (at least until it plateaus), but the quality of tasks that require any real thought or coordinated resources—such as, oh, managing a team—improve only up to a point, and then start declining.

			We do not know precisely why it works this way. Some people feel it is a combination of effects that resemble a bell curve rather than a single process of the brain’s function, but practically it does not matter. The bell curve works so well that you can watch it work in real time, as I did with the HR manager trying to tape index cards together.

			The question then becomes how well you can develop your ability to do complex tasks—such as leadership capabilities. Is the bell curve a constraint? Are you stuck at the middle?

			Fortunately, we have an interesting example from research. Writing a novel is a complex task, so much so that studies have been done to see whether you can actually improve over time or not, using the extremely fast writer Isaac Asimov as a data set all by himself to determine whether there was a learning curve—in his case, for writing a book-length work.166 The answer is yes, by the way, which is important for our purposes as well, since the capability behaviors get progressively more complex the higher you go. But you must optimize your goal to ride the top of the bell curve to maximize your performance and your development. And even then, the goal might not work in isolation.

			Nesting Goals

			I’ve referred to SMART goals as potentially demotivating, which is true if they are done in isolation; they become just another extrinsic motive: things you have to do, not things you want to do.

			But if each SMART goal is a step toward a more exciting outcome, they take on an importance beyond the goal itself. Back in Level 4, I wrote about how a goal can become an inspirational vision; in brief, it must go beyond achievable and up to daring. The risk of too ambitious a goal is that it can become frightening. But SMART goals chunk out the path to get there.

			A long-term, ambitious goal might not be entirely specific yet: You may want to reach Level 3 leadership as a people leader. If you are at Level 1 now, it is safe to assume this is a goal that will take a year or two, but you should not jump from Level 1 to Level 3. Instead, you set yourself a series of SMART goals for the behaviors to move you from Level 1 to 2, and then from Level 2 to 3, as in the diagram below:

			[image: ]

			The long-term goal may be years out, but to keep it from being either too anxiety provoking or too vague, build in smaller long-term goals, and within them, nest SMART goals where you have much more specific and understood objectives to meet and behaviors to demonstrate.

			Questions to Ask Yourself

			•Is my goal an ambitious goal or a rational goal?

			○If it is rational, what is the ambitious goal helping to motivate it? What is your real ideal self–based goal?

			○If it is ambitious, do you know what your rational next step is?

			•Where does it land on the Yerkes-Dodson bell curve?

			○Is it boring, exciting, or terrifying?

			○Are you confident, a bit nervous, or highly anxious?
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			Notes

			•Feel free to revise the big goal if you realize you had a shorter-term rational goal before.

			•Note that since you will undertake multiple SMART goals, you can number this one depending on which one you are planning.

			 

			This takes us to our next step: How do you determine a reasonable step?

			How People Grow: Reasonable Steps (Getting There)

			At one point, my wife, noted mystery writer Toni L.P. Kelner167 had a deadline to meet. At the time, she was reliably producing one thousand words a day (four to five pages of double-spaced typed manuscript). Unfortunately, we had two deaths in the family the same month, which, even beyond the emotional pain involved, took real time away from her writing.

			She turned to me one night and said, “If I am going to finish this book, I need to write two thousand words every day.” I asked, “Have you ever written two thousand words in a day?” She thought she might have, once or twice. I just said, “Okay.” Clearly, she was anxious about the book already, I wasn’t going to question her at this point.

			Immediately after she set this goal, her writing dropped to zero words per day. She locked up completely. And of course, every day that passed meant she was two thousand more words behind on her goal.

			There it is: One thousand words was a manageable goal, and she could produce it regularly, but two thousand pushed her over the top of the Yerkes-Dodson bell curve and all the way down the other side to zero productivity.

			But that’s not the best part. A few nights later, she told me about this, and I suggested: “Don’t set a goal of two thousand words per day.” Just the suggestion shot her anxiety visibly out of sight, evidently to land among the stars. However, I was not finished. “Instead, set two goals of one thousand words per day. Maybe one in the morning and one in the afternoon, or whatever. But more than one goal.”

			As she processed this, I could see her loosening up. After all, she knew she could do one thousand words per day, which meant it was a very realistic goal—the challenge was writing another thousand, and suddenly it went from overwhelming (two thousand) to reliably halfway doable (one thousand plus one thousand). She started writing again, and did in fact hit close to two thousand words every day thereafter. As weird as it appears, your perception of the difficulty of a task operates somewhat independently of the actual difficulty of a task. In other words, sometimes you think it is harder than it really is.

			This is also known as “chunking,” and has been studied since the 1940s. It has to do with how much you can keep actively in mind and has been examined in contexts as varied as chess players tracking possible movements, verbal processing, and even how many numbers you can keep in your head at once.168 For my wife, writing two thousand words seemed too large to grasp, so it aroused anxiety. But she had confidence in her ability to write one thousand words. The fact is that she could write two thousand words a day nearly all of the time, but until she did it, it felt too big a goal.

			When setting goals for your development, keep this in mind. I once worked out the basic principles in a previous book169 as “Kelner’s Laws of the Balance Point:”

			1.Different people need different goals.

			2.“Challenging” and “realistic” depend on your perceptions.

			3.The balance point of appropriate motivation changes based on external issues.

			4.The balance point changes based on internal issues.

			5.Give yourself flexibility in your goal setting.

			There are several principles buried underneath this. One is the Yerkes-Dodson Law, of course, which in this case means to set challenging but attainable goals. The most energizing balance for some tasks has been identified as 70–80 percent chance of success. That is, you succeed most of the time, but sometimes you might not. This is high enough to provide some comfort, but low enough to energize you.

			A second principle that people often overlook in their developmental goal setting (or any other goal setting) is that the external situation makes a huge difference in how risky or attainable a goal is. A sales manager who sets a goal of steady growth of 10 percent may seem realistic, but if a stock market crash hits, it isn’t anymore, and the goal should be reexamined.

			A third is that your internal ability matters, too. Since you get better, a goal that used to be challenging may no longer be after sufficient time, and that means it is no longer motivating.

			And finally, enabling yourself to change your goals based on the situation is vital: Otherwise, you could stumble into a no-win situation and blame yourself instead of the situation.

			Questions to Ask Yourself

			•What are the action steps for your next-step goal?

			•Where do they land on the Yerkes-Dodson bell curve?

			•Can you chunk it out?

			On the Development Goal Form

			
				
					
					
					
					
				
				
					
							
							Dates

						
							
							Helpers (H)

						
							
							Blockers (B)

						
							
							Success Metric (M)

						
					

					
							
							STEP 1

						
							
					

					
							
							Date:

						
							
							H:

						
							
							B:

						
							
							M:

						
					

				
			

			 

			Notes

			•Fill in the step as you see it, keeping in mind degree of challenge

			•Note potential helpers: situation, people, yourself (not just people)

			○For example: “I need to build a team anyway, so developing team management skills is ideal,” “my HR person will help me,” and “I am pretty sure I am influence-motivated, so this is exciting.”

			•Note blockers to success: situation, people, yourself

			○For example: “We are under a lot of time pressure, so I need to move fast,” “my team lacks experience,” “I’m not used to training people.”

			How People Grow: Fail Safely to Fail Better

			No matter how capable you are, when you undertake a brand-new behavior, there is no guarantee you can do it right the first time. In fact, if you are taking a genuinely developmental step, chances are you can’t. Experimentation is about finding out what works and what doesn’t, not succeeding every time. As the Mythbusters used to say, “Failure is always an option.”

			Therefore, plan for it, so that you can primarily use failure to learn rather than getting hurt by it. Your objective is to succeed eventually, but sometimes you need to fail a few times to figure out how.

			Above we referred to the degree to which a goal felt challenging; in this case, we are talking about risk. You must ask yourself:

			•What is the worst that could happen if I fail demonstrating this new behavior?

			•Where can I practice that will minimize any possible damage assuming I fail?

			•Who can help me manage the risk?

			I have told people that if you are trying influence behavior for the first time, don’t try it out on your boss. If you mess it up, the penalties could be severe, and I’ve seen it happen.

			As I mentioned previously, I worked with Busch Entertainment. At one point, I was working with the research team of one of the SeaWorld parks. The team members told me about wanting to build a larger pool for the health of their animals, which would be an expensive project—certainly over half a million dollars, and that was back in the mid-nineties. That meant they couldn’t just present to Busch Entertainment executives; they had to go all the way to the top, to the top executives at the parent company of Anheuser-Busch. Still, they felt it was important, so they put together their presentation and their information and went to St. Louis to present to the executives at headquarters.

			Being scientists, they brought an array of slides and paperwork with the detailed, scientific data on how it would improve animal health, the specific cost, and the value as they saw it. One scientist, the head of the team, told me about it, and I asked, “How did it go?”

			“Not well,” he said. “They didn’t seem to get it. They didn’t even seem to understand what we were doing and why. They seemed kind of hostile, actually.”

			“What happened?”

			“Well, we walked into this big, fancy conference room, with all the executives, and we opened up our backpacks—”

			“Wait a minute,” I interrupted. “Backpacks? How were they dressed?”

			“Well…they were all wearing three-piece suits and ties.”

			“And you? Your team? How were you dressed?”

			He blinked for a moment, then looked down at himself. At the time, he was dressed as they usually did when working with aquatic animals in wet and occasionally muddy environs: jeans, a comfortable flannel shirt, heavy boots for wading.

			“Oh my God,” he said. “They must have thought we were ecoterrorists!”

			It’s worth noting not only that they made a terrible mistake, but also that I didn’t have to explain the mistake—they just hadn’t thought of that at the time. In their straight-line focus on their urgent need and the logic behind it, they had never considered the worst-case scenario and how to circumvent it.

			I have developed many research-based, behaviorally scaled capabilities over the years, and the gap between one level of behaviors and the next is substantial; if you are at an average level (fiftieth percentile, that is: half of people are better, half are worse), going up just one level will take you to eighty-fifth percentile (better than 85 percent of the population). If you plan to go from the fiftieth percentile to the top 15 percent, you cannot assume it will be easy the first time. To move up any of these levels is a substantial and challenging effort.

			In other words, if you assume you will fail, it may help you think about where you try the behavior the first time. Think of it as a dress rehearsal rather than the final show—pick a very select audience who will be tolerant of you trying to be better, even if you fail at first. Pick a place where the cost of failure is relatively low (not zero, but low), and get support (again) to monitor your success or failure objectively.

			As Louis Pasteur said, and I love quoting, “Chance favors the prepared mind.” Prepare, and the odds will improve.

			Once you can carry out this behavior more often than not, you may be ready to try it in riskier settings—again, thinking of the worst outcome if you fail. Or you may want to continue practicing it until you have it down cold.

			Questions to Ask Yourself

			•What will happen if you fail to execute your next-step behavior?

			○Are you protected from serious consequences?

			•How can you manage the risk of a challenging behavior?

			○What setting might make it safer?

			○Who can help?
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			•Use this thinking to adjust your steps—and potentially your goals, if need be.

			•Use this thinking to add to your helpers and blockers.

			How People Grow: Practice, Practice, Practice (Building Muscle)

			There is a quotation attributed to many people, typically sports figures: “The more I practice, the luckier I get.” Practicing behaviors makes them reliable.

			This is different from the previous point; when you are mostly successful, you practice, practice, practice to make sure you are reliably successful, so that the odds are in your favor virtually every time.

			You may have seen the four stages of competence; they appeared over seventy years ago,170 but they are still both useful and thought provoking:

			1.Unconscious incompetence: I am unaware that I don’t know what I am doing.

			2.Conscious incompetence: I am aware that I don’t know what I am doing.

			3.Conscious competence: I know what I am doing, but I have to think about it.

			4.Unconscious competence: I don’t have to think about it to do it right.

			Failing safely moves you from Level 2 to Level 3 if you learn from your mistakes to carefully decide what to do next; practice moves you from Level 3 to Level 4, given time. The challenge is to make sure you are practicing the right behaviors correctly. Simply “being there” is not enough; practicing without learning is not enough.

			We’ve known for many years that simple experience is not enough.

			When I was at one of the major executive search firms, we would survey all clients after placing a candidate, and, if possible, interview them on a series of questions. When asked if they were satisfied with the placement, many of them would say, “Ask me in a year or two.” This firm cleverly started interviewing clients about placed candidates eighteen to twenty-four months after they took on their roles. I trained the interview team to ask clients to describe specific behaviors, which in turn allowed us to score for specific capabilities.

			I should note here that clients typically ask for specific categories of experience, because more often than not, that’s what they understand. If they have someone who has done the job, they figure that person can do it again. Unfortunately, those people don’t typically want the same job; they want a bigger, better one.

			If a client can’t get a person who has done the job already, they try to identify traits through the experiences people have had. For example, “I need someone innovative; get me someone from Apple (or Google, or SpaceX, or whichever firm appears the most exciting at the moment).”

			But what if the person was in the finance area? You don’t want people reinventing the finances—that can get you into a lot of trouble. For that matter, being at an innovative company is no guarantee of being innovative oneself. After all, someone might be willing to leave such a company because they are not innovative.

			Similarly, simply having years of experience is no guarantee of high competence. Younger people in the workplace have complained—rightly—that they graduate from college and get faced with having to have five years’ experience for an entry-level job, which makes no sense on multiple levels. Or, as I have told numerous clients, you must ask if the person has ten years of experience, or the same one year of experience ten times.

			Practice matters, but learning from it is essential. And the proof of the pudding is in the eating: When we interviewed over four hundred clients, we found that experience was only mentioned as a factor in performance less than 15 percent of the time. Ninety-nine percent of the time, clients named capabilities as the reason someone was highly successful.

			This is why practicing specific behaviors of new levels is so important.

			Sustaining Practice

			The hard part is staying motivated to practice. Practicing enough to solidify a relatively new behavior can take months or more, and without obvious feedback, one’s determination can easily fade.

			The key to this is to find ways to link the behavior to your own implicit motivation, so that some aspect of the practice itself becomes inherently satisfying, and thus will generate energy for you instead of draining it, as being just “one more thing.”

			Achievement

			Those high in this motive like to have measures of their performance, so they can see progress being made. Runners track how many miles they run, and how fast they run them. It is important to find an indicator that matters to you, not anyone else, because the achievement motive is focused on personal, internally relevant achievement, not external measures—not to mention that extrinsic motivation is not sustainable.

			It’s not an accident that good developmental goal setting includes measures of progress as well as results, and we’ve referred repeatedly to specific behaviors that can be measured. Simply having an achievable but challenging metric to meet can itself be motivating, and temporarily arouse the achievement motive if it isn’t your strongest. If it is your strongest, find those measures, and keep nudging them upward as you reach them, to stay on top of the Yerkes-Dodson bell curve.

			I once saw a commercial featuring an athlete who summarized achievement motivation in a sentence: “What was good enough yesterday, isn’t good enough today.” This same principle applies to setting goals for achievement-motivated behavior.

			And of course, outside feedback matters, so long as it is providing objective, measurable data. Saying, “You’re doing great!” or, “Good job!” is not the way. Instead, helping someone see that they are objectively improving performance or beating targets is key. Having someone outside reinforce this can help, not because they are outsiders per se, but because they can be more objective.

			Affiliation

			People high in this motive are focused on maintaining personal relationships. This could include not disappointing loved ones, or making them proud of you, or even just being able to be with them. Contrary to what you might think, even aggressive businesspeople can sometimes be driven by affiliation. For example, salespeople use their success or failure with a client as an indicator of success or failure of a relationship—and therefore work especially hard to close a deal.

			Of course, working too hard to be liked, which is a manifestation of the anxious affiliation subtype mentioned above, can produce the reverse effect. But that depends on what you are measuring. For some salespeople, the deal closure is the real indicator of whether they are liked.

			I have also seen more sophisticated consultative salespeople set up circumstances to enable affiliative relationships to be built, without revealing their intent. I know one consultant who, when moving to a new region to open a new office of his firm, carefully selected a hometown with the highest percentage of CEOs in the state. He attended kids’ soccer games and had casual conversations with others who were likely connections; he had neighborhood parties to get to know people socially, which increased the chances that he could know them professionally—by letting them ask him what he did, so he didn’t appear pushy. In essence, he structured his personal life to make CEO-level sales more likely through his social events, among other things, and it worked extremely well.

			I wouldn’t recommend this to everyone—I knew someone else in the same firm who was high in affiliation and found this approach actively repellant because he wanted to protect his personal relationships and isolate them from work. It’s a matter of taste. You can find many sales books recommending a similar approach, or invoking Dunbar’s number171 about how many people you can have stable relationships with (about 150 total) as a means of planning your relationships for maximum sales.172

			If, instead, positive/trusting affiliation is more prominent, then it is less about the anxious need to be liked, and more about doing your part for others: fulfilling trust others have in you or acting on behalf of the team. Being proud to belong to a group energizes one to act in a way that supports it, and if improving your behavior makes you a stronger member of the team, that is something you can use to practice it.

			And again, outside feedback matters: I knew a writer’s workshop that met to have everyone read their stories, and the first thing they always did was applaud. Not because the stories were always excellent, but to reinforce the person, which reduced their affiliation-based anxiety and then allowed them to hear feedback on the story, separating it from themselves.

			Influence

			The key here is outside reinforcement of action, perhaps even more than for any other motive. Since the influence-motivated want to have an impact on others, having others acknowledge that impact is highly motivating to them. If developing leadership behaviors, there are many opportunities to see this occur, both directly (asking for feedback) and indirectly (seeing changes in behavior).

			It can play out in a number of ways, either through the number of people affected, or the intensity of the impact, or both. For example, when we taught a number of executives how to have an open, inclusive discussion with their team members about issues of exclusion, to their surprise, some of the people cried just because they had been asked genuinely, and in a positive, empowering, and trusting way. (Rather than, say, telling them what they should have done instead, or questioning what happened.) This energized the executive in return: “A by-product of this meeting is that the interviewee and myself got a much deeper appreciation of each other.” They had worked together for some time, but “this was an excellent opportunity to take a deep dive and reset what was a neutral relationship into a positive one.”

			Of course, one must be careful not to invite—or covertly require—only positive feedback. You want trustworthy feedback, which generally means balanced feedback, anchored in measurable results. If you use an observer to give feedback, try to make sure they are not beholden to you, or have some independence of judgment—which leads into our last point.

			Questions to Ask Yourself

			•How easy is it to track your behavioral changes?

			•What motive is this linked to?

			○Is it my primary motive?

			•Do I think I can sustain this?

			○What will keep me going?

			○What might get in my way?
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			•Use this thinking to adjust your steps—and potentially your goals, if need be.

			•Use this thinking to add to your helpers and blockers.

			How People Grow: Feedback All the Way (Getting Support and Insight)

			Boyatzis refers to this fifth of his discoveries as “Developing Trusting Relationships:” developing supportive relationships that make development possible. I agree with this, but in terms of actions, this is really about having people you can trust give you feedback you will accept.

			And now we come back to the joke with which I began the discussion of self-development earlier in the book:

			Q: How many psychologists does it take to change a light bulb?

			A: One, but the bulb has to want to change.

			The contrast of ideal and real selves used to create a big goal produces the energy to do so, but it must be directed into that goal, and then into a plan with reasonable steps, failing safely, and practice. But as noted above, every one of these steps is aimed, reinforced, and even energized by having sources of supportive feedback. This means we have a corollary to the joke above: plus, someone to support the change through feedback.

			This may be the most challenging part: It’s easy to set goals, and it can be easy to just work on them, but finding a trustworthy partner to develop yourself is trickier. Ideally, they should have:

			•Independent judgment

			•Insight into your behavioral change

			•Honesty

			•Empathy

			You can see why so many firms rely on professional coaches.

			Unfortunately, the label or credential of “coach” is no guarantee of capability; even if you find someone with all the above, they may not be right for you. Some past studies have indicated that the most critical factor for therapy, for example, is the relationship with the person, not the theory behind the therapy. A similar phenomenon exists for coaching.

			Hence the concern for a trustworthy relationship. Trust can only be earned, never demanded; the way it is earned is through the person’s consistency of good behavior relative to you. I do not mean just “being good to you,” which can be interpreted as friendly or kind or nice—I mean they behave appropriately and well. Sometimes the best thing someone can do for you is to be honest even if it is painful.

			Having said that, you don’t want someone to be brutally honest. You want them to be concerned for you and how you feel. After all, you can’t get better if you are beaten down to the point where you are too depressed to act. That’s the low end of the Yerkes-Dodson bell curve, and it isn’t productive. You need someone who genuinely cares about you wanting to get better and can see whether you are ready for the next step or not. Their ability to see accurately how well you are doing (insight) must be coupled both with honesty and empathy, so they can give you just enough feedback—in an empowering way.

			The most motivating balance of positive and negative feedback is approximately three to one: three positives for every one negative. This “kick-to-kiss ratio,” as a colleague of mine used to put it, helps make sure you are neither overly confident nor overly depressed.

			Every person you find to help you will make it more likely you will succeed faster.

			Questions to Ask Yourself

			•Who can give me reliable behavioral feedback?

			•Who will support me as I practice?

			•How many people do I have to do so?

			•Do they cover every step in my goal? That is, will someone reliable see me at every step?

			On the Development Goal Form

			•Use this thinking to adjust your steps—and potentially your goals, if need be.

			•Use this thinking to add to your helpers, since good sources of feedback are definitely helpers.

			How People Grow: Beginning the Cycle Again

			What happens after you achieve your challenging but achievable goal? Why, you choose the next goal, of course. As long as you acknowledge that each goal fits into your long-term, ambitious goal, you can keep setting new goals. Having said that, if you feel the need to take a break, you probably should—but set a date to begin again.

			Task: Using the Development Goal Form

			Below you will find the complete form. Of course, you can have more steps or fewer than this happens to have; this is just a tool for you to use to craft your development plan. If you need to expand any part of it (more helpers, more space for a tricky metric, or something else), you should do so. Ideally, you should have all the elements required from answering the questions above.

			I do suggest you use an actual form of some kind, so you can have it in print and readily visible to you. There are several reasons for this:

			•Keeping it in your head makes it too easy to change. Are you genuinely committing yourself?

			•Keeping it in a visible place will keep it top of mind and reinforce you.

			•You should distribute it to your helpers, or at least those you bring in to sign off on it. Public declaration of a goal increases the chance of completion, both for you and because they can check in with you at key moments

			Here are the steps to fill it out, with a little explanation:

			1.Put your name at the top, along with the date you write this down. This anchors both you and the goal.

			2.Write your big goal, as described above. Remember, the more specific, near-term goal won’t motivate you without linking one to the other directly.

			a.Feel free to use the Pentad and levels, for example, “People leader Level 4”

			3.Write your first rational (SMART) goal.

			a.Specific, Measurable, Achievable/Risky, Relevant, Time-Bound

			4.List your tasks to accomplish that goal. This form has seven lines, but there is nothing magical about this. You could have fewer or greater.

			5.For each task, provide:

			a.A specific date of accomplishment or completion (depending on task)

			b.Helpers: Who or what will help you get this done?

			c.Blockers: Who or what will get in the way, whether it is your available time or specific individuals?

			d.Success metric: How will you know you have completed this task?

			6.Get your helpers (supporters, coaches, managers, advisers, peers, friends, partners, whomever) to read this over, help you judge how realistic it is, help you tweak it, and sign off on it. They can check in with you just to make sure you are still going on specific steps, or may be involved in specific steps, and having them sign off shows their commitment and holds you to yours.

			7.When complete, sign your name at the bottom. Yes, your name is at the top, but a signature indicates your personal commitment rather than being just assigned. Assigned development goals rarely work well.

			Development Goal Form
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							Big goal

						
							
					

					
							
							Current state

						
							
					

					
							
							SMART Goal #

							____________

						
							
					

					
							
							Dates

						
							
							Enabler (E)

						
							
							Obstacle (O)

						
							
							Success Metric (M)

						
					

					
							
							STEP 1

						
							
					

					
							
							Date:

						
							
							E:

						
							
							O:

						
							
							M:

						
					

					
							
							STEP 2

						
							
					

					
							
							Date:
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							Date:

						
							
							E:
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							Helper

						
							
							Your signature

						
					

					
							
							
							
							
					

				
			

			 

			How to Accelerate Growth

			Now that we have discussed where you need to go and the kind of goals you need to get there, you may be thinking, “How do I actually make these things happen?” After all, you may not be able to do the behaviors yet. I’ve described a lot of different capabilities, and some of them don’t just conveniently come to you when you are ready for them.

			There are three major categories of development activities or growth accelerators:

			•Structured group learning: training and education

			•Guided situational learning: coaching and mentoring by other people

			•Opportunistic learning: on-the-job, experiential learning

			They are ordered roughly in terms of consistency of content and delivery, from most to least.

			Structured Group Learning

			The one people are most familiar with is to go through some kind of formal education: college, training, workshops, or other formalized approaches to learning where there is a relatively fixed set of content and it is taught to a group, typically by a more knowledgeable teacher, professor, facilitator, or trainer. In practice, it can also include something you read or watch, but the core of this is that it’s a structured set of content that you receive in a classroom setting or equivalent. It can range from a trainer reading from the book to a facilitated discussion of content, but it focuses on specific content, a group, and a person that leads the session.

			Guided Situational Learning

			The second one, with a less predictable set of content, is supported situational development: coaching and mentoring. In other words, there is somebody with you, not necessarily all the time or in person, who is there to give you advice on specific events and incidents and help you guide you through situations on as-needed basis to suit your personal style and abilities. They might help you deliver a message in a certain way, or advise you on engaging with specific individuals, perhaps get advice on how to deliver it, or they might ask you questions to help you reason through what you need to do yourself.

			Opportunistic Learning

			The third category, and least formally structured form, sounds as it is not learning at all, but it is: experience. Ideally, structured experience, which is designed to help you learn the things that require practice in a real-life setting. For example: job rotation, assignments, boot camps, or even just when you get promoted and suddenly you have to figure out what to do. All of this is on-the-job, experimental work, where you often learn by trial and error.

			Picking, Choosing, and Combining

			Which of these do you need to do? Not only do different techniques apply to different learning needs, but also the three are not mutually exclusive. In fact, for complex skills or capabilities that you were trying to master, combining the three might even be necessary to learn them, and certainly to learn quickly.

			In practice, however, the technique correlates to some extent with the clarity and precision of what you are trying to develop. In the same way that SMART goals work better with specific behaviors, so can training. The more well-defined the content, the easier it is to transmit in standard form rather than having to “feel your way.”

			For example, let’s take the very useful practice of team management.

			You may start with a training program that teaches, for example,

			•Core personality types or interpersonal styles so you can engage with personalities different from your own, such as extravert versus introvert or diverger versus converger.173

			•Basic rules of meeting facilitation, such as Robert’s rules of order (surprisingly useful for a book published first in 1876)

			•Simple practices to enable specific results. For example, “to pull opinions out of people more effectively, do not offer yours first. Ask for their opinions, invite everyone to offer, and let them discuss among themselves before offering yours.”174 This might include sessions to try the new practices within the training, perhaps as a role play.

			Having completed training, you naturally want to move on to the real world. But what if the group you are working with is a collection of challenging individuals that do not report to you (so you don’t have formal authority over them) and may be in competition with you or even hostile? If your objective is to get the entire group to work together with you as a team, then we need more than one-on-one connections or having a simple agenda. You must use the collaboration capability to engage with an entire group.

			You may well apply many of the skills learned in the training program, but they may not work in the same way. For example, you may ask for others’ opinions first, but a competitive or politically minded person may feel you are preparing to take credit for their ideas and refuse. How do you address that? A coach might be able to advise you on how to deal with each person in the room uniquely. A training course can tell you how a given personality type is likely to respond, but when it comes down to a real-life situation with a complex blending of issues and people, there’s no way you can capture every possible combination of behaviors and people and lay it out in easy-to-learn form—at least, not in one smaller than a book. A coach can help you prioritize who to connect with, how to do it, help you distance yourself from your own emotional concerns that might be associated with the situation, and let you rehearse safely.

			And of course, being in this situation in the first place acts as a structured experience designed to develop and practice the capability of collaboration; once having gone through it, perhaps you could look for another such opportunity, and see if you can do it without additional training or coaching. Keep in mind, of course, that being thrown into a situation does not guarantee you will succeed the first time.

			In effect, you can cycle around the three kinds of development, or blend them together; as long as you do it thoughtfully, it is likely to work well.

			Balancing the Three

			In 1988, Morgan McCall, Michael Lombardo, and Ann Morrison identified and published the patterns of experience many top leaders have had. Their book175 has a great deal of useful information in it, focused primarily (as you might expect) on what kinds of experience best develop leaders.

			In their work, they created a concept that has stayed with us ever since: 70–20–10. In brief, they suggest that on-the-job learning accounts for 70 percent of all leadership growth; 20 percent can be attributed to people supporting you through coaching and mentoring; and the remaining 10 percent is more structured courses and the like.

			This observation comes from seeing how most managers they studied had developed. With all due respect to their work, I think this finding has been misused, for a simple reason: The fact that on average most people have ended up learning this way does not mean it is the best way.

			For example:

			We have referred to the bell curve, and most people see performance falling across it relatively consistently—a nice, symmetrical bell curve. We know for a fact that sales training, for example, is highly successful. It reliably moves people up the bell curve by almost two-thirds of a standard deviation—enough to move someone from average to above seventieth percentile, which means a lot more sales!

			Why is this true? Because the principles of selling are quite well known. That means we can teach it very efficiently, because you can essentially tell people what to do and how to do it in very specific terms. Salespeople can go from relatively inexperienced to reliably effective primarily through training, which suggests that 10 percent is a severe underestimate of training’s effectiveness, especially since many salespeople don’t get a lot of mentoring and coaching.176 The bulk of the learning may take place in a good training program.

			By contrast, early in the days of computer programming, the curve for programmers was not a neat bell shape; in fact, it was massively skewed rather than symmetrical: Using “Albrecht function points,” a measure of working software, the average programmer achieved five points a month, someone a standard deviation below the mean (significantly below the mean statistically, or about fifteenth percentile) produced only two points a month. But the significantly above-average programmer produced sixteen Albrecht function points, or more than three times the average.

			That may not sound overly skewed (though it is), but if you take it out to two standard deviations above the mean, or about the top 5 percent of programmers, you get this curve:177

			[image: ]

			The top 5 percent of people produce almost thirteen times the work as the average. Why? Because at that time, programming was still more of an art than a craft or a science. Someone who was naturally a bit better had a much greater advantage, because it was not well enough known to be trained consistently.

			This is why I don’t think the 70–20–10 ratio is necessarily useful if used rigidly. Rather than being strictly focused on the ratio of development tools required, we should look more at what you are trying to develop, and what, in turn, will help you the most, especially since the three are not mutually exclusive. To develop complex abilities, the best practice weaves all three together in ways that make sense according to the nature of the characteristic being learned, and to the extent it is well understood or is too complex to learn easily.

			An Example

			When we put together our Ascent Fellowship for top leaders, we aimed at CEOs or equivalent roles. Those are incredibly complex roles, of course, so we combined all three elements over multiple events, which provides a good example of how you can genuinely drive leadership development even at very high levels.

			We started with a thorough assessment of people’s leadership capabilities, motivation, and stylistic preferences. This allowed us to fine-tune the program, but it also meant we could have a feedback session with each person to get them excited about their own potential to grow by using their ideal self and real self, and we then asked them to think about a long-term, ambitious goal for themselves—not a short-term goal, but a genuinely long-term goal, a year ahead or more.

			Then we set up three “immersions”—two-to-three-day sessions where people got a blend of training, experiences, mentoring, coaching, and exercises around a specific theme, in a place that reinforced the developmental purpose.178 At the end of each immersion, we had them set or reset their big goal.

			Most executive education programs are not highly effective at producing real change, but we incorporated all the elements described above. We tracked their progress on their goals, and at the end of the third immersion, seven months after we began, we found that every single participant had made significant progress toward their one-to-five-year goal—on average, they were two-thirds of the way there.

			You might think that’s about right for almost two-thirds of the way through a year, but besides the fact that the typical benefit of training is more like 25 percent than 100 percent, it was better than it looked: Some of these goals were five-year goals, not one year, and 20 percent of our participants finished their goal early and had launched a second “big goal” within the first seven months.

			Combining different approaches works.

			A World of Leaders

			This book has taken you through the five different kinds of leaders and the motives that energize them, the different sizes and scopes of leaders, what it looks like at each level of leadership, and how to begin to develop yourself from first to last up every category of leader.

			But people are complicated.179 You begin with a set of gifts and challenges, learn a range of different things, and face all kinds of situations. This book tries to frame most of the people in most of the situations they are likely to face, but there are always exceptions.

			Having said that, the principles are solid, and you can rely on them to help you become the leader you want to be—or just enjoy being.

			Depending on when in your career you picked up this book, you may have more or less time to accomplish what you hope to do. But there is no doubt in my mind that you have the potential to do something.

			Human beings—all human beings—bring a range of gifts that have helped lead to our prominence on this planet.

			•We process extremely complex information and identify patterns in it.

			•We learn from those patterns and change our behavior.

			•We act as individuals, as members of a team, and as members of an organization.

			•We can connect with others and, if we work at it, we can lead.

			As I pointed out at the beginning, there are many kinds of leaders out there. If you find the kind you are best suited to be and bring your particular gifts and efforts to developing yourself, I feel sure you can take yourself to a whole new level—and, hopefully, enable yourself to be happy doing it.

			To that end, I have a couple of final thoughts:

			For those who feel overwhelmed by the idea of developing yourself, I leave you with a comforting thought from my mother, who first taught me about leadership as a single mother of five, entrepreneur, CEO, and educator:

			“Everyone’s faking it. You just get better at it.”

			So don’t worry if you fear you don’t belong here—you do, just as much as everyone else. The behaviors of a leader are the behaviors of a leader. Do them well, and you are leading.

			It may not be easy, but, as Pasteur said, “Luck favors the prepared mind.” That’s what this book is about: preparing you, so you can shift the odds in your favor.

			When I teach groups of executives, I almost always end with that quote, and add one more thing, which I offer to you: I look forward to seeing what you do as a leader.

			THE END—for now.

			

			
				
					157	I learned this the hard way when leading the effort to write a “Development Advisor Guide” back in the day. The only thing that prevented us from writing an encyclopedia was by making recommendations tied to specific capabilities (and levels of capabilities) without going into the detailed explanations of why they were chosen. People are complicated—and so is their development.

					158	See Boyatzis, Smith, & Van Oosten (2019) and Boyatzis (2024).

					159	Unsurprisingly, Richard Boyatzis and I both worked with legendary motivational psychologist David McClelland. In the interest of keeping things (relatively) simple, I’m going to blend in elements of McClelland’s Competency Acquisition Process (Boyatzis, 1982) and Twelve Propositions (McClelland, 1965) without calling them out specifically, since many of them were incorporated into the more recent ICT, plus a few other elements I find helpful in developing top leaders.

					160	My apologies for people who are not sports fans. I don’t have as many pithy quotes from leadership coaches.

					161	In other words, Levels 4 to 5.

					162	See Zell and Krizan (2014).

					163	See Dunning, Heath, and Suls (2004).

					164	Research varies considerably on this, partially because it depends how good a job you do on goal setting, but in our programs, we found 100 percent of our participants made significant progress towards their goals (as opposed to 25 to 50 percent, which is what we see in most other training programs), and 20 percent of them were so far ahead of schedule that they had finished their first and begun a second. Years later, some of the support groups that formed were continuing to meet and support each other.

					165	See Yerkes and Dodson (1908).

					166	See Ohlsson (1992).

					167	Also known as Leigh Perry.

					168	Back in college, I was taught you could keep seven things in your head, plus or minus two. See, for example, Miller (1956). I’ve seen this pop up in all sorts of places: A graphic designer once told me that the ideal slide has no more than six bullets with six words each, which reflects this. Unfortunately, more recent research suggests the better base number is four.

					169	See Kelner (2021).

					170	See De Phillips, Berliner, and Cribbin (1960).

					171	Anthropologist Robin Dunbar posited in the 1990s that there was a relationship between primate brain size and the number of relationships in which everyone knew everyone else based on cognitive ability. He extrapolated the number 150 for humans. Since then, he has identified “circles” and levels of relationship, which helps differentiate between intimate relationships (five), close friends (fifteen), friends (fifty), meaningful contacts (150), acquaintances (five hundred), and people you can recognize (one thousand five hundred). Many have argued with it, but there’s at least a practical sense about it, if only for keeping up with names and birthdays. (It might also explain why, after decades of world travel and meeting people, that everyone looks vaguely familiar to me these days…) For a nice summary with clear illustration, see BBC (2019).

					172	See Dunbar (1992).

					173	The first is from current personality theory of the top five (or six) traits that predict patterns of behavior, referred to as the Five-Factor Model (FFM). It also appears in the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator (MBTI), which as a personality psychologist, I don’t recommend. The second is from David A. Kolb’s Learning Styles, which have been used to design training programs for decades now, but also act as a form of personality as applied to learning preferences. There are many others.

					174	Simple, but you’d be surprised how hard it is for some people to do this, especially if an implicit motive underlies why they don’t.

					175	See McCall, Lombardo, and Morrison (1988).

					176	Remember that short-cycle salespeople are motivated mostly by the achievement motive, and that too often, successful salespeople become sales managers who don’t know how to coach or mentor. They are more likely to micromanage or tell a person to “just watch me.” Indeed, many see coaching as a waste of valuable time to make their sales.

					177	After a chart developed by Lyle Spencer (1995), which in turn combined data from several projects.

					178	One quick example: for collaboration, we taught part of it at the Edward M. Kennedy Institute for the United States Senate, because Kennedy was the most successful legislator in the history of the US precisely because he was able to connect and collaborate with virtually anyone, including his political enemies. The Institute includes a full-size mockup of the Senate floor, and after some lectures, a powerful story of someone using collaboration, hearing stories from Kennedy’s former staffers, and doing some exercises, they practiced negotiating a law as if they were senators, voting on the floor at the end.

					179	Eighth time I’ve said that!

				
			

		

	
		
			Appendix A

			Example Development Goal Form

			
				
					
					
					
					
					
				
				
					
							
							Name

						
							
							Jane Smith

						
							
							Date

						
							
							June 2025

						
					

					
							
							Big goal

						
							
							To become a Level 4 people leader, managing and empowering at least three levels in a consumer-goods firm

						
					

					
							
							Current state

						
							
							Level 2 people leader (I think)

						
					

					
							
							SMART Goal #_1_

						
							
							In six months (December 2025), I want to be consistently delegating at least 80 percent of our marketing projects to my team members based on their abilities, and be able to describe why, instead of taking all the “good ones” for myself.

						
					

					
							
							Dates

						
							
							Enabler (E)

						
							
							Obstacle (O)

						
							
							Success Metric (M)

						
					

					
							
							STEP 1

						
							
							Write down the key strengths of each of my team members as I see it in terms of project-related abilities.

						
					

					
							
							Date: end of next week

						
							
							E: Bob (HR): check me on delegation, invite team prefers.

						
							
							O: My own desire to take on cool projects, time to execute

						
							
							M: List completed, shown to Bob.

						
					

					
							
							STEP 2

						
							
							Have a discussion to invite project preferences from team, with justifications (as they see it) in terms of capabilities. (Don’t promise! And tell them I will decide after some thought.)

						
					

					
							
							Date: Monday week next.

						
							
							E: Should fit with weekly meeting

						
							
							O: Team anxiety about opening up

						
							
							M: At least one preference from each

						
					

					
							
							STEP 3

						
							
							Plan project assignments for next 2–3 months

						
					

					
							
							Date: Friday week next

						
							
							E: Lots of info

						
							
							O: Taking time to think about it

						
							
							M: Assignments planned, show to Bob.

						
					

					
							
							STEP 4

						
							
							Assign projects as planned: tell people the objective, the success metric, and invite questions. DO NOT tell them how to do it.

						
					

					
							
							Date: 1–2 months

						
							
							E: Planned assignments

						
							
							O: Temptation to tell how.

						
							
							M: Delegated as planned—write down dialogue to show Bob.

						
					

					
							
							STEP 5

						
							
							Follow up on projects in weekly meetings by asking them how it is going, and asking them for progress against measures. If they are falling behind, ask them for their plan, don’t solve it for them.

						
					

					
							
							Date: Weekly meetings

						
							
							E: The assignment metrics

						
							
							O: Wanting to micromanage, time.

						
							
							M: People tell me results by metrics.

						
					

					
							
							STEP 6

						
							
							Complete delegated projects successfully without my taking over.

						
					

					
							
							Date: Month 3

						
							
							E: Following my plan

						
							
							O: My anxiety to fix anyone behind.

						
							
							M: 80 percent of team finish projects on time.

						
					

					
							
							STEP 7

						
							
							Check progress, invite input from team to see if I am successful in their view in delegating 80 percent of projects, and doing it well.

						
					

					
							
							Date: December 15

						
							
							E: Metrics, Bob

						
							
							O: Team anxiety re: giving negatives

						
							
							M: All provide positive feedback with specifics

						
					

					
							
							Helper (HR)

						
							
							Helper (boss)

						
							
							Helper

						
							
							Your signature

						
					

					
							
							Bob Lee

							Bob Lee

						
							
							Alex Yolokov

							Alex Yolokov

						
							
							
							Jane Smith
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