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Introduction

by Adi Ignatius, editor in chief of Harvard Business Review

When Harvard Business Review first rolled off the presses a century ago, it

became a welcome showcase of fresh ideas for the relatively new field of
business management.

It was a heady time in the United States. The dust of World War I had just
begun to settle, and American business was taking off. This was the dawn of the
Roaring Twenties, a period of breakneck economic growth and social
experimentation (which lasted until the Great Depression abruptly ended the fun,
in 1929). Auto manufacturing and other consumer industries were booming, but
the processes for effectively guiding these enterprises were only just beginning
to emerge.

And so HBR came to be. The magazine, originally a quarterly, was the
brainchild of Wallace Brett Donham, the longest-serving dean in Harvard
Business School’s history. Donham, the son of a traveling dentist, was
convinced that a proper “theory of business,” based on rigorous research into
how companies handle their greatest challenges, could teach executives sound
judgment. Without this, he wrote in HBR’s inaugural issue, in 1922, business
would be “unsystematic, haphazard, and for many men a pathetic gamble.”

Many of HBR’s earliest articles focused on improving operational efficiency.
The most celebrated school of thought up to that moment had been “scientific
management,” an approach championed by Frederick Winslow Taylor. A
mechanical-engineer-turned-consultant, Taylor believed he could quantify and
measure virtually any industrial process and optimize it for efficiency and
consistency.

But as industries and stakeholder relations became more complex, the
business world needed other approaches and ideas. HBR became a critical
source of this evolving thinking. Soon the publication was covering a broad
array of topics, from how macroeconomic trends were impacting business, to
dealing with labor unions, to adjusting to the new rules of finance.

Over time, HBR would move, along with society, to new areas of focus.



Topics that once might have seemed “soft”—employee motivation, authentic
leadership, work-life balance—began to be recognized as vital aspects of a
healthy organization. HBR eventually would launch new platforms and products,
disseminating ideas not just in the magazine but also on the web, in videos and
podcasts, on social media, and even (starting in 2020) on TikTok. The long print
articles that HBR is known for are still among our crown jewels, but we also
now aim to generate significant value for our readers via shorter pieces,
graphics, data analysis, and more.

HBR has published some of the most influential ideas in the history of modern
business, and this collection highlights many of them. We tried to select pieces
that have remained relevant over decades, even as the business landscape has
evolved and even as other authors have subsequently added their own thinking
and research to these concepts. Some of the articles use language that, by today’s
standards, may seem outdated or even objectionable. We’ve chosen to preserve
the original wording, but we acknowledge that certain passages may seem
jarring. This book isn’t meant to be a history of HBR, nor a chronology of how it
has transformed over time. Rather, it is a showcase of the articles that present
some of our best and most enduring ideas over the past century.

There may be recency bias in the articles we’ve chosen to highlight. Only five
of the 30 showcased articles date from HBR’s first 60 years, while nine are from
2015 or later. This partly reflects just how much business has changed, meaning
that many of those earlier articles were narrow in their focus or offered what
turned out to be only ephemeral insight. We publish much more these days on
strategy, business models, change management, technology—topics that are
broadly relevant to our large audience. (At this writing we serve about 11 million
unique visitors to the website each month.) We also infuse what we publish with
a consistent commitment to values that we think are eternal and fundamental to
long-term success: sustainability, diversity and inclusion, fact-based decision-
making. Several of the newer articles in this collection touch on these themes.

The showcased authors and articles are often legendary. From Peter Drucker,
widely known as the father of modern management, we present “Managing
Oneself,” his 1999 challenge to would-be leaders to confront their strengths and
weaknesses in order to become better managers. From Michael Porter, the
celebrated HBS professor, we offer the 1979 article “How Competitive Forces
Shape Strategy,” the first look at the author’s much-studied five forces
framework for understanding a company’s competitive challenge. From Clay
Christensen (writing with Joseph Bower) we have the 1995 piece “Disruptive
Technologies: Catching the Wave,” the article that introduced Christensen’s



signature concept, disruptive innovation. And from W. Chan Kim and Renée
Mauborgne, we include the 2004 article “Blue Ocean Strategy,” which coined a
term and inspired countless innovators to create new markets.

The more recent articles in the collection tend to focus on topics and
challenges that have moved to the forefront of what leaders tell us they need to
master. These include articles on gender, race and diversity, technology and
artificial intelligence, climate change, the pandemic, and the future of work. As
the business world continues to evolve, HBR will adapt with it—a constant
guide for tomorrow’s leaders who aim for long-term success.

Finally, we include in this collection a piece by Theodore Levitt, a critical
figure in HBR’s storied history. Levitt, a German-American economist and HBS
professor, served as HBR’s top editor from 1985 to 1989 and is credited with
expanding the publication’s mission and approach. His 1960 classic article,
“Marketing Myopia,” argued (early and effectively) that to succeed, companies
need to reorient themselves toward customer needs.

Levitt used to joke that HBR was “a magazine written by people who can’t
write for people who won’t read.” It was a charming bit of self-deprecation, but
the fact is the articles in this collection are exquisite in the depth of their ideas
and rank among the most widely read and admired pieces in the history of
business thinking.

I hope you enjoy the articles, and that they continue to inspire.
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CHAPTER ONE

Managing Oneself

by Peter F. Drucker

History’s great achievers—a Napoléon, a da Vinci, a Mozart—have always

managed themselves. That, in large measure, is what makes them great
achievers. But they are rare exceptions, so unusual both in their talents and their
accomplishments as to be considered outside the boundaries of ordinary human
existence. Now, most of us, even those of us with modest endowments, will have
to learn to manage ourselves. We will have to learn to develop ourselves. We
will have to place ourselves where we can make the greatest contribution. And
we will have to stay mentally alert and engaged during a 50-year working life,
which means knowing how and when to change the work we do.

What Are My Strengths?

Most people think they know what they are good at. They are usually wrong.
More often, people know what they are not good at—and even then more people
are wrong than right. And yet, a person can perform only from strength. One
cannot build performance on weaknesses, let alone on something one cannot do
at all.

Throughout history, people had little need to know their strengths. A person
was born into a position and a line of work: The peasant’s son would also be a
peasant; the artisan’s daughter, an artisan’s wife; and so on. But now people
have choices. We need to know our strengths in order to know where we belong.

The only way to discover your strengths is through feedback analysis.

. . . .
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expect will happen. Nine or 12 months later, compare the actual results with
your expectations. I have been practicing this method for 15 to 20 years now,
and every time I do it, I am surprised. The feedback analysis showed me, for
instance—and to my great surprise—that I have an intuitive understanding of
technical people, whether they are engineers or accountants or market
researchers. It also showed me that I don’t really resonate with generalists.

Feedback analysis is by no means new. It was invented sometime in the
fourteenth century by an otherwise totally obscure German theologian and
picked up quite independently, some 150 years later, by John Calvin and
Ignatius of Loyola, each of whom incorporated it into the practice of his
followers. In fact, the steadfast focus on performance and results that this habit
produces explains why the institutions these two men founded, the Calvinist
church and the Jesuit order, came to dominate Europe within 30 years.

Practiced consistently, this simple method will show you within a fairly short
period of time, maybe two or three years, where your strengths lie—and this is
the most important thing to know. The method will show you what you are
doing or failing to do that deprives you of the full benefits of your strengths. It
will show you where you are not particularly competent. And finally, it will
show you where you have no strengths and cannot perform.

Several implications for action follow from feedback analysis. First and
foremost, concentrate on your strengths. Put yourself where your strengths can
produce results.

Second, work on improving your strengths. Analysis will rapidly show where
you need to improve skills or acquire new ones. It will also show the gaps in
your knowledge—and those can usually be filled. Mathematicians are born, but
everyone can learn trigonometry.

Third, discover where your intellectual arrogance is causing disabling
ignorance and overcome it. Far too many people—especially people with great
expertise in one area—are contemptuous of knowledge in other areas or believe
that being bright is a substitute for knowledge. First-rate engineers, for instance,
tend to take pride in not knowing anything about people. Human beings, they
believe, are much too disorderly for the good engineering mind. Human
resources professionals, by contrast, often pride themselves on their ignorance of
elementary accounting or of quantitative methods altogether. But taking pride in
such ignorance is self-defeating. Go to work on acquiring the skills and
knowledge you need to fully realize your strengths.

It is equally essential to remedy your bad habits—the things you do or fail to
do that inhibit your effectiveness and performance. Such habits will quickly



show up in the feedback. For example, a planner may find that his beautiful
plans fail because he does not follow through on them. Like so many brilliant
people, he believes that ideas move mountains. But bulldozers move mountains;
ideas show where the bulldozers should go to work. This planner will have to
learn that the work does not stop when the plan is completed. He must find
people to carry out the plan and explain it to them. He must adapt and change it
as he puts it into action. And finally, he must decide when to stop pushing the
plan.

At the same time, feedback will also reveal when the problem is a lack of
manners. Manners are the lubricating oil of an organization. It is a law of nature
that two moving bodies in contact with each other create friction. This is as true
for human beings as it is for inanimate objects. Manners—simple things like
saying “please” and “thank you” and knowing a person’s name or asking after
her family—enable two people to work together whether they like each other or
not. Bright people, especially bright young people, often do not understand this.
If analysis shows that someone’s brilliant work fails again and again as soon as
cooperation from others is required, it probably indicates a lack of courtesy—
that is, a lack of manners.

Comparing your expectations with your results also indicates what not to do.
We all have a vast number of areas in which we have no talent or skill and little
chance of becoming even mediocre. In those areas a person—and especially a
knowledge worker—should not take on work, jobs, and assignments. One should
waste as little effort as possible on improving areas of low competence. It takes
far more energy and work to improve from incompetence to mediocrity than it
takes to improve from first-rate performance to excellence. And yet most people
—especially most teachers and most organizations—concentrate on making
incompetent performers into mediocre ones. Energy, resources, and time should
go instead to making a competent person into a star performer.

How Do I Perform?

Amazingly few people know how they get things done. Indeed, most of us do
not even know that different people work and perform differently. Too many
people work in ways that are not their ways, and that almost guarantees
nonperformance. For knowledge workers, How do I perform? may be an even
more important question than What are my strengths?

Like one’s strengths, how one performs is unique. It is a matter of personality.



Whether personality be a matter of nature or nurture, it surely is formed long
before a person goes to work. And how a person performs is a given, just as
what a person is good at or not good at is a given. A person’s way of performing
can be slightly modified, but it is unlikely to be completely changed—and
certainly not easily. Just as people achieve results by doing what they are good
at, they also achieve results by working in ways that they best perform. A few
common personality traits usually determine how a person performs.

Am I a reader or a listener?

The first thing to know is whether you are a reader or a listener. Far too few
people even know that there are readers and listeners and that people are rarely
both. Even fewer know which of the two they themselves are. But some
examples will show how damaging such ignorance can be.

When Dwight Eisenhower was Supreme Commander of the Allied forces in
Europe, he was the darling of the press. His press conferences were famous for
their style—General Eisenhower showed total command of whatever question he
was asked, and he was able to describe a situation and explain a policy in two or
three beautifully polished and elegant sentences. Ten years later, the same
journalists who had been his admirers held President Eisenhower in open
contempt. He never addressed the questions, they complained, but rambled on
endlessly about something else. And they constantly ridiculed him for
butchering the King’s English in incoherent and ungrammatical answers.

Eisenhower apparently did not know that he was a reader, not a listener. When
he was Supreme Commander in Europe, his aides made sure that every question
from the press was presented in writing at least half an hour before a conference
was to begin. And then Eisenhower was in total command. When he became
president, he succeeded two listeners, Franklin D. Roosevelt and Harry Truman.
Both men knew themselves to be listeners and both enjoyed free-for-all press
conferences. Eisenhower may have felt that he had to do what his two
predecessors had done. As a result, he never even heard the questions journalists
asked. And Eisenhower is not even an extreme case of a nonlistener.

A few years later, Lyndon Johnson destroyed his presidency, in large measure,
by not knowing that he was a listener. His predecessor, John Kennedy, was a
reader who had assembled a brilliant group of writers as his assistants, making
sure that they wrote to him before discussing their memos in person. Johnson
kept these people on his staff—and they kept on writing. He never, apparently,
understood one word of what they wrote. Yet as a senator, Johnson had been



superb; tor parliamentarians have to be, above all, listeners.

Few listeners can be made, or can make themselves, into competent readers—
and vice versa. The listener who tries to be a reader will, therefore, suffer the
fate of Lyndon Johnson, whereas the reader who tries to be a listener will suffer
the fate of Dwight Eisenhower. They will not perform or achieve.

How do I learn?

The second thing to know about how one performs is to know how one learns.
Many first-class writers—Winston Churchill is but one example—do poorly in
school. They tend to remember their schooling as pure torture. Yet few of their
classmates remember it the same way. They may not have enjoyed the school
very much, but the worst they suffered was boredom. The explanation is that
writers do not, as a rule, learn by listening and reading. They learn by writing.
Because schools do not allow them to learn this way, they get poor grades.

Schools everywhere are organized on the assumption that there is only one
right way to learn and that it is the same way for everybody. But to be forced to
learn the way a school teaches is sheer hell for students who learn differently.
Indeed, there are probably half a dozen different ways to learn.

There are people, like Churchill, who learn by writing. Some people learn by
taking copious notes. Beethoven, for example, left behind an enormous number
of sketchbooks, yet he said he never actually looked at them when he composed.
Asked why he kept them, he is reported to have replied, “If I don’t write it down
immediately, I forget it right away. If I put it into a sketchbook, I never forget it
and I never have to look it up again.” Some people learn by doing. Others learn
by hearing themselves talk.

A chief executive I know who converted a small and mediocre family
business into the leading company in its industry was one of those people who
learn by talking. He was in the habit of calling his entire senior staff into his
office once a week and then talking at them for two or three hours. He would
raise policy issues and argue three different positions on each one. He rarely
asked his associates for comments or questions; he simply needed an audience to
hear himself talk. That’s how he learned. And although he is a fairly extreme
case, learning through talking is by no means an unusual method. Successful
trial lawyers learn the same way, as do many medical diagnosticians (and so do
D).

Of all the important pieces of self-knowledge, understanding how you learn is
the easiest to acquire. When I ask people, “How do you learn?” most of them



know the answer. But when I ask, “Do you act on this knowledge?” few answer
yes. And yet, acting on this knowledge is the key to performance; or rather, not
acting on this knowledge condemns one to nonperformance.

Am I a reader or a listener? and How do I learn? are the first questions to ask.
But they are by no means the only ones. To manage yourself effectively, you
also have to ask, Do I work well with people, or am I a loner? And if you do
work well with people, you then must ask, In what relationship?

Some people work best as subordinates. General George Patton, the great
American military hero of World War 11, is a prime example. Patton was
America’s top troop commander. Yet when he was proposed for an independent
command, General George Marshall, the U.S. chief of staff—and probably the
most successful picker of men in U.S. history—said, “Patton is the best
subordinate the American army has ever produced, but he would be the worst
commander.”

Some people work best as team members. Others work best alone. Some are
exceptionally talented as coaches and mentors; others are simply incompetent as
mentors.

Another crucial question is, Do I produce results as a decision maker or as an
adviser? A great many people perform best as advisers but cannot take the
burden and pressure of making the decision. A good many other people, by
contrast, need an adviser to force themselves to think; then they can make
decisions and act on them with speed, self-confidence, and courage.

This is a reason, by the way, that the number two person in an organization
often fails when promoted to the number one position. The top spot requires a
decision maker. Strong decision makers often put somebody they trust into the
number two spot as their adviser—and in that position the person is outstanding.
But in the number one spot, the same person fails. He or she knows what the
decision should be but cannot accept the responsibility of actually making it.

Other important questions to ask include, Do I perform well under stress, or
do I need a highly structured and predictable environment? Do I work best in a
big organization or a small one? Few people work well in all kinds of
environments. Again and again, [ have seen people who were very successful in
large organizations flounder miserably when they moved into smaller ones. And
the reverse is equally true.

The conclusion bears repeating: Do not try to change yourself—you are
unlikely to succeed. But work hard to improve the way you perform. And try not
to take on work you cannot perform or will only perform poorly.



What Are My Values?

To be able to manage yourself, you finally have to ask, What are my values?
This is not a question of ethics. With respect to ethics, the rules are the same for
everybody, and the test is a simple one. I call it the “mirror test.”

In the early years of this century, the most highly respected diplomat of all the
great powers was the German ambassador in London. He was clearly destined
for great things—to become his country’s foreign minister, at least, if not its
federal chancellor. Yet in 1906 he abruptly resigned rather than preside over a
dinner given by the diplomatic corps for Edward VII. The king was a notorious
womanizer and made it clear what kind of dinner he wanted. The ambassador is
reported to have said, “I refuse to see a pimp in the mirror in the morning when I
shave.”

That is the mirror test. Ethics requires that you ask yourself, What kind of
person do I want to see in the mirror in the morning? What is ethical behavior in
one kind of organization or situation is ethical behavior in another. But ethics is
only part of a value system—especially of an organization’s value system.

To work in an organization whose value system is unacceptable or
incompatible with one’s own condemns a person both to frustration and to
nonperformance.

Consider the experience of a highly successful human resources executive
whose company was acquired by a bigger organization. After the acquisition,
she was promoted to do the kind of work she did best, which included selecting
people for important positions. The executive deeply believed that a company
should hire people for such positions from the outside only after exhausting all
the inside possibilities. But her new company believed in first looking outside
“to bring in fresh blood.” There is something to be said for both approaches—in
my experience, the proper one is to do some of both. They are, however,
fundamentally incompatible—not as policies but as values. They bespeak
different views of the relationship between organizations and people; different
views of the responsibility of an organization to its people and their
development; and different views of a person’s most important contribution to
an enterprise. After several years of frustration, the executive quit—at
considerable financial loss. Her values and the values of the organization simply
were not compatible.

Similarly, whether a pharmaceutical company tries to obtain results by
making constant, small improvements or by achieving occasional, highly
expensive, and risky “breakthroughs” is not primarily an economic question. The



results of either strategy may be pretty much the same. At bottom, there is a
conflict between a value system that sees the company’s contribution in terms of
helping physicians do better what they already do and a value system that is
oriented toward making scientific discoveries.

Whether a business should be run for short-term results or with a focus on the
long term is likewise a question of values. Financial analysts believe that
businesses can be run for both simultaneously. Successful businesspeople know
better. To be sure, every company has to produce short-term results. But in any
conflict between short-term results and long-term growth, each company will
determine its own priority. This is not primarily a disagreement about
economics. It is fundamentally a value conflict regarding the function of a
business and the responsibility of management.

Value conflicts are not limited to business organizations. One of the fastest-
growing pastoral churches in the United States measures success by the number
of new parishioners. Its leadership believes that what matters is how many
newcomers join the congregation. The Good Lord will then minister to their
spiritual needs or at least to the needs of a sufficient percentage. Another
pastoral, evangelical church believes that what matters is people’s spiritual
growth. The church eases out newcomers who join but do not enter into its
spiritual life.

Again, this is not a matter of numbers. At first glance, it appears that the
second church grows more slowly. But it retains a far larger proportion of
newcomers than the first one does. Its growth, in other words, is more solid. This
is also not a theological problem, or only secondarily so. It is a problem about
values. In a public debate, one pastor argued, “Unless you first come to church,
you will never find the gate to the Kingdom of Heaven.”

“No,” answered the other. “Until you first look for the gate to the Kingdom of
Heaven, you don’t belong in church.”

Organizations, like people, have values. To be effective in an organization, a
person’s values must be compatible with the organization’s values. They do not
need to be the same, but they must be close enough to coexist. Otherwise, the
person will not only be frustrated but also will not produce results.

A person’s strengths and the way that person performs rarely conflict; the two
are complementary. But there is sometimes a conflict between a person’s values
and his or her strengths. What one does well—even very well and successfully—
may not fit with one’s value system. In that case, the work may not appear to be
worth devoting one’s life to (or even a substantial portion thereof).

If I may, allow me to interject a personal note. Many years ago, I too had to
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well as a young investment banker in London in the mid-1930s, and the work
clearly fit my strengths. Yet I did not see myself making a contribution as an
asset manager. People, I realized, were what I valued, and I saw no point in
being the richest man in the cemetery. I had no money and no other job
prospects. Despite the continuing Depression, I quit—and it was the right thing
to do. Values, in other words, are and should be the ultimate test.

Where Do I Belong?

A small number of people know very early where they belong. Mathematicians,
musicians, and cooks, for instance, are usually mathematicians, musicians, and
cooks by the time they are four or five years old. Physicians usually decide on
their careers in their teens, if not earlier. But most people, especially highly
gifted people, do not really know where they belong until they are well past their
mid-twenties. By that time, however, they should know the answers to the three
questions: What are my strengths? How do I perform? and What are my values?
And then they can and should decide where they belong.

Or rather, they should be able to decide where they do not belong. The person
who has learned that he or she does not perform well in a big organization
should have learned to say no to a position in one. The person who has learned
that he or she is not a decision maker should have learned to say no to a
decision-making assignment. A General Patton (who probably never learned this
himself) should have learned to say no to an independent command.

Equally important, knowing the answer to these questions enables a person to
say to an opportunity, an offer, or an assignment, “Yes, I will do that. But this is
the way I should be doing it. This is the way it should be structured. This is the
way the relationships should be. These are the kind of results you should expect
from me, and in this time frame, because this is who I am.”

Successful careers are not planned. They develop when people are prepared
for opportunities because they know their strengths, their method of work, and
their values. Knowing where one belongs can transform an ordinary person—
hardworking and competent but otherwise mediocre—into an outstanding
performer.

What Should I Contribute?



Throughout history, the great majority of people never had to ask the question,
What should I contribute? They were told what to contribute, and their tasks
were dictated either by the work itself—as it was for the peasant or artisan—or
by a master or a mistress—as it was for domestic servants. And until very
recently, it was taken for granted that most people were subordinates who did as
they were told. Even in the 1950s and 1960s, the new knowledge workers (the
so-called organization men) looked to their company’s personnel department to
plan their careers.

Then in the late 1960s, no one wanted to be told what to do any longer. Young
men and women began to ask, What do I want to do? And what they heard was
that the way to contribute was to “do your own thing.” But this solution was as
wrong as the organization men’s had been. Very few of the people who believed
that doing one’s own thing would lead to contribution, self-fulfillment, and
success achieved any of the three.

But still, there is no return to the old answer of doing what you are told or
assigned to do. Knowledge workers in particular have to learn to ask a question
that has not been asked before: What should my contribution be? To answer it,
they must address three distinct elements: What does the situation require?
Given my strengths, my way of performing, and my values, how can I make the
greatest contribution to what needs to be done? And finally, What results have to
be achieved to make a difference?

Consider the experience of a newly appointed hospital administrator. The
hospital was big and prestigious, but it had been coasting on its reputation for 30
years. The new administrator decided that his contribution should be to establish
a standard of excellence in one important area within two years. He chose to
focus on the emergency room, which was big, visible, and sloppy. He decided
that every patient who came into the ER had to be seen by a qualified nurse
within 60 seconds. Within 12 months, the hospital’s emergency room had
become a model for all hospitals in the United States, and within another two
years, the whole hospital had been transformed.

As this example suggests, it is rarely possible—or even particularly fruitful—
to look too far ahead. A plan can usually cover no more than 18 months and still
be reasonably clear and specific. So the question in most cases should be, Where
and how can I achieve results that will make a difference within the next year
and a half? The answer must balance several things. First, the results should be
hard to achieve—they should require “stretching,” to use the current buzzword.
But also, they should be within reach. To aim at results that cannot be achieved
—or that can be only under the most unlikely circumstances—is not being



ambitious; it is being foolish. Second, the results should be meaningful. They
should make a difference. Finally, results should be visible and, if at all possible,
measurable. From this will come a course of action: what to do, where and how
to start, and what goals and deadlines to set.

Responsibility for Relationships

Very few people work by themselves and achieve results by themselves—a few
great artists, a few great scientists, a few great athletes. Most people work with
others and are effective with other people. That is true whether they are members
of an organization or independently employed. Managing yourself requires
taking responsibility for relationships. This has two parts.

The first is to accept the fact that other people are as much individuals as you
yourself are. They perversely insist on behaving like human beings. This means
that they too have their strengths; they too have their ways of getting things
done; they too have their values. To be effective, therefore, you have to know
the strengths, the performance modes, and the values of your coworkers.

That sounds obvious, but few people pay attention to it. Typical is the person
who was trained to write reports in his or her first assignment because that boss
was a reader. Even if the next boss is a listener, the person goes on writing
reports that, invariably, produce no results. Invariably the boss will think the
employee is stupid, incompetent, and lazy, and he or she will fail. But that could
have been avoided if the employee had only looked at the new boss and analyzed
how this boss performs.

Bosses are neither a title on the organization chart nor a “function.” They are
individuals and are entitled to do their work in the way they do it best. It is
incumbent on the people who work with them to observe them, to find out how
they work, and to adapt themselves to what makes their bosses most effective.
This, in fact, is the secret of “managing” the boss.

The same holds true for all your coworkers. Each works his or her way, not
your way. And each is entitled to work in his or her way. What matters is
whether they perform and what their values are. As for how they perform—each
is likely to do it differently. The first secret of effectiveness is to understand the
people you work with and depend on so that you can make use of their strengths,
their ways of working, and their values. Working relationships are as much
based on the people as they are on the work.

The second part of relationship responsibility is taking responsibility for



communication. Whenever I, or any other consultant, start to work with an
organization, the first thing I hear about are all the personality conflicts. Most of
these arise from the fact that people do not know what other people are doing
and how they do their work, or what contribution the other people are
concentrating on and what results they expect. And the reason they do not know
is that they have not asked and therefore have not been told.

This failure to ask reflects human stupidity less than it reflects human history.
Until recently, it was unnecessary to tell any of these things to anybody. In the
medieval city, everyone in a district plied the same trade. In the countryside,
everyone in a valley planted the same crop as soon as the frost was out of the
ground. Even those few people who did things that were not “common” worked
alone, so they did not have to tell anyone what they were doing.

Today the great majority of people work with others who have different tasks
and responsibilities. The marketing vice president may have come out of sales
and know everything about sales, but she knows nothing about the things she has
never done—pricing, advertising, packaging, and the like. So the people who do
these things must make sure that the marketing vice president understands what
they are trying to do, why they are trying to do it, how they are going to do it,
and what results to expect.

If the marketing vice president does not understand what these high-grade
knowledge specialists are doing, it is primarily their fault, not hers. They have
not educated her. Conversely, it is the marketing vice president’s responsibility
to make sure that all of her coworkers understand how she looks at marketing:
what her goals are, how she works, and what she expects of herself and of each
one of them.

Even people who understand the importance of taking responsibility for
relationships often do not communicate sufficiently with their associates. They
are afraid of being thought presumptuous or inquisitive or stupid. They are
wrong. Whenever someone goes to his or her associates and says, “This is what I
am good at. This is how I work. These are my values. This is the contribution I
plan to concentrate on and the results I should be expected to deliver,” the
response is always, “This is most helpful. But why didn’t you tell me earlier?”

And one gets the same reaction—without exception, in my experience—if one
continues by asking, “And what do I need to know about your strengths, how
you perform, your values, and your proposed contribution?” In fact, knowledge
workers should request this of everyone with whom they work, whether as
subordinate, superior, colleague, or team member. And again, whenever this is
done, the reaction is always, “Thanks for asking me. But why didn’t you ask me
earlier?”



Organizations are no longer built on force but on trust. The existence of trust
between people does not necessarily mean that they like one another. It means
that they understand one another. Taking responsibility for relationships is
therefore an absolute necessity. It is a duty. Whether one is a member of the
organization, a consultant to it, a supplier, or a distributor, one owes that
responsibility to all one’s coworkers: those whose work one depends on as well
as those who depend on one’s own work.

The Second Half of Your Life

When work for most people meant manual labor, there was no need to worry
about the second half of your life. You simply kept on doing what you had
always done. And if you were lucky enough to survive 40 years of hard work in
the mill or on the railroad, you were quite happy to spend the rest of your life
doing nothing. Today, however, most work is knowledge work, and knowledge
workers are not “finished” after 40 years on the job—they are merely bored.

We hear a great deal of talk about the midlife crisis of the executive. It is
mostly boredom. At 45, most executives have reached the peak of their business
careers, and they know it. After 20 years of doing very much the same kind of
work, they are very good at their jobs. But they are not learning or contributing
or deriving challenge and satisfaction from the job. And yet they are still likely
to face another 20 if not 25 years of work. That is why managing oneself
increasingly leads one to begin a second career.

There are three ways to develop a second career. The first is actually to start
one. Often this takes nothing more than moving from one kind of organization to
another: the divisional controller in a large corporation, for instance, becomes
the controller of a medium-sized hospital. But there are also growing numbers of
people who move into different lines of work altogether: the business executive
or government official who enters the ministry at 45, for instance; or the
midlevel manager who leaves corporate life after 20 years to attend law school
and become a small-town attorney.

We will see many more second careers undertaken by people who have
achieved modest success in their first jobs. Such people have substantial skills,
and they know how to work. They need a community—the house is empty with
the children gone—and they need income as well. But above all, they need
challenge.

The second way to prepare for the second half of your life is to develop a



parallel career. Many people who are very successful in their first careers stay in
the work they have been doing, either on a full-time or part-time or consulting
basis. But in addition, they create a parallel job, usually in a nonprofit
organization, that takes another ten hours of work a week. They might take over
the administration of their church, for instance, or the presidency of the local
Girl Scouts council. They might run the battered women’s shelter, work as a
children’s librarian for the local public library, sit on the school board, and so
on.

Finally, there are the social entrepreneurs. These are usually people who have
been very successful in their first careers. They love their work, but it no longer
challenges them. In many cases they keep on doing what they have been doing
all along but spend less and less of their time on it. They also start another
activity, usually a nonprofit. My friend Bob Buford, for example, built a very
successful television company that he still runs. But he has also founded and
built a successful nonprofit organization that works with Protestant churches,
and he is building another to teach social entrepreneurs how to manage their own
nonprofit ventures while still running their original businesses.

People who manage the second half of their lives may always be a minority.
The majority may “retire on the job” and count the years until their actual
retirement. But it is this minority, the men and women who see a long working-
life expectancy as an opportunity both for themselves and for society, who will
become leaders and models.

There is one prerequisite for managing the second half of your life: You must
begin long before you enter it. When it first became clear 30 years ago that
working-life expectancies were lengthening very fast, many observers (including
myself) believed that retired people would increasingly become volunteers for
nonprofit institutions. That has not happened. If one does not begin to volunteer
before one is 40 or so, one will not volunteer once past 60.

Similarly, all the social entrepreneurs I know began to work in their chosen
second enterprise long before they reached their peak in their original business.
Consider the example of a successful lawyer, the legal counsel to a large
corporation, who has started a venture to establish model schools in his state. He
began to do volunteer legal work for the schools when he was around 35. He was
elected to the school board at age 40. At age 50, when he had amassed a fortune,
he started his own enterprise to build and to run model schools. He is, however,
still working nearly full-time as the lead counsel in the company he helped found
as a young lawyer.

There is another reason to develop a second major interest, and to develop it



early. No one can expect to live very long without experiencing a serious setback
in his or her life or work. There is the competent engineer who is passed over for
promotion at age 45. There is the competent college professor who realizes at
age 42 that she will never get a professorship at a big university, even though she
may be fully qualified for it. There are tragedies in one’s family life: the breakup
of one’s marriage or the loss of a child. At such times, a second major interest—
not just a hobby—may make all the difference. The engineer, for example, now
knows that he has not been very successful in his job. But in his outside activity
—as church treasurer, for example—he is a success. One’s family may break up,
but in that outside activity there is still a community.

In a society in which success has become so terribly important, having options
will become increasingly vital. Historically, there was no such thing as
“success.” The overwhelming majority of people did not expect anything but to
stay in their “proper station,” as an old English prayer has it. The only mobility
was downward mobility.

In a knowledge society, however, we expect everyone to be a success. This is
clearly an impossibility. For a great many people, there is at best an absence of
failure. Wherever there is success, there has to be failure. And then it is vitally
important for the individual, and equally for the individual’s family, to have an
area in which he or she can contribute, make a difference, and be somebody.
That means finding a second area—whether in a second career, a parallel career,
or a social venture—that offers an opportunity for being a leader, for being
respected, for being a success.

The challenges of managing oneself may seem obvious, if not elementary.
And the answers may seem self-evident to the point of appearing naive. But
managing oneself requires new and unprecedented things from the individual,
and especially from the knowledge worker. In effect, managing oneself demands
that each knowledge worker think and behave like a chief executive officer.
Further, the shift from manual workers who do as they are told to knowledge
workers who have to manage themselves profoundly challenges social structure.
Every existing society, even the most individualistic one, takes two things for
granted, if only subconsciously: that organizations outlive workers, and that
most people stay put.

But today the opposite is true. Knowledge workers outlive organizations, and
they are mobile. The need to manage oneself is therefore creating a revolution in
human affairs.

Reprinted from Harvard Business Review, January 2005 (product #R0501K). Originally published March—



April 1999.
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CHAPTER TWO

What Makes a Leader?

by Daniel Goleman

E.very businessperson knows a story about a highly intelligent, highly skilled

executive who was promoted into a leadership position only to fail at the job.
And they also know a story about someone with solid—but not extraordinary—
intellectual abilities and technical skills who was promoted into a similar
position and then soared.

Such anecdotes support the widespread belief that identifying individuals with
the “right stuff” to be leaders is more art than science. After all, the personal
styles of superb leaders vary: Some leaders are subdued and analytical; others
shout their manifestos from the mountaintops. And just as important, different
situations call for different types of leadership. Most mergers need a sensitive
negotiator at the helm, whereas many turnarounds require a more forceful
authority.

I have found, however, that the most effective leaders are alike in one crucial
way: They all have a high degree of what has come to be known as emotional
intelligence. 1t’s not that IQ and technical skills are irrelevant. They do matter,
but mainly as “threshold capabilities”; that is, they are the entry-level
requirements for executive positions. But my research, along with other recent
studies, clearly shows that emotional intelligence is the sine qua non of
leadership. Without it, a person can have the best training in the world, an
incisive, analytical mind, and an endless supply of smart ideas, but he still won’t
make a great leader.

The five components of emotional intelligence at work



Definition

Hallmarks

Self-awareness

Self-regulation

Motivation

Empathy

Social skill

The ability to recognize and understand your
moods, emotions, and drives, as well as their
effect on others

The ability to control or redirect disruptive impulses
and moods

The propensity to suspend judgment—to think
before acting

A passion to work for reasons that go beyond
money or status

A propensity to pursue goals with energy and
persistence

The ability to understand the emotional makeup
of other people

Skill in treating people according to their emotional
reactions

Proficiency in managing relationships and building
networks

An ability to find common ground and build rapport

Self-confidence
Realistic self-assessment

Self-deprecating sense of humor

Trustworthiness and integrity
Comfort with ambiguity

Openness to change

Strong drive to achieve
Optimism, even in the face of failure

Organizational commitment

Expertise in building and retaining talent
Cross-cultural sensitivity

Service to clients and customers

Effectiveness in leading change
Persuasiveness

Expertise in building and leading teams

In the course of the past year, my colleagues and I have focused on how
emotional intelligence operates at work. We have examined the relationship
between emotional intelligence and effective performance, especially in leaders.
And we have observed how emotional intelligence shows itself on the job. How
can you tell if someone has high emotional intelligence, for example, and how
can you recognize it in yourself? In the following pages, we’ll explore these
questions, taking each of the components of emotional intelligence—self-
awareness, self-regulation, motivation, empathy, and social skill—in turn.

Evaluating Emotional Intelligence

Most large companies today have employed trained psychologists to develop
what are known as “competency models” to aid them in identifying, training,
and promoting likely stars in the leadership firmament. The psychologists have
also developed such models for lower-level positions. And in recent years, |
have analyzed competency models from 188 companies, most of which were
large and global and included the likes of Lucent Technologies, British Airways,
and Credit Suisse.
In carrying out this work, my objective was to determine which personal
capabilities drove outstanding performance within these orgamzatlons and to
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whnat aegree tney aid so. 1 groupea capabliilies 1Mo ree categories: purely
technical skills like accounting and business planning; cognitive abilities like
analytical reasoning; and competencies demonstrating emotional intelligence,
such as the ability to work with others and effectiveness in leading change.

To create some of the competency models, psychologists asked senior
managers at the companies to identify the capabilities that typified the
organization’s most outstanding leaders. To create other models, the
psychologists used objective criteria, such as a division’s profitability, to
differentiate the star performers at senior levels within their organizations from
the average ones. Those individuals were then extensively interviewed and
tested, and their capabilities were compared. This process resulted in the creation
of lists of ingredients for highly effective leaders. The lists ranged in length from
seven to 15 items and included such ingredients as initiative and strategic vision.

When I analyzed all this data, I found dramatic results. To be sure, intellect
was a driver of outstanding performance. Cognitive skills such as big-picture
thinking and long-term vision were particularly important. But when I calculated
the ratio of technical skills, IQ, and emotional intelligence as ingredients of
excellent performance, emotional intelligence proved to be twice as important as
the others for jobs at all levels.

Moreover, my analysis showed that emotional intelligence played an
increasingly important role at the highest levels of the company, where
differences in technical skills are of negligible importance. In other words, the
higher the rank of a person considered to be a star performer, the more emotional
intelligence capabilities showed up as the reason for his or her effectiveness.
When I compared star performers with average ones in senior leadership
positions, nearly 90% of the difference in their profiles was attributable to
emotional intelligence factors rather than cognitive abilities.

Other researchers have confirmed that emotional intelligence not only
distinguishes outstanding leaders but can also be linked to strong performance.
The findings of the late David McClelland, the renowned researcher in human
and organizational behavior, are a good example. In a 1996 study of a global
food and beverage company, McClelland found that when senior managers had a
critical mass of emotional intelligence capabilities, their divisions outperformed
yearly earnings goals by 20%. Meanwhile, division leaders without that critical
mass underperformed by almost the same amount. McClelland’s findings,
interestingly, held as true in the company’s U.S. divisions as in its divisions in
Asia and Europe.

In short, the numbers are beginning to tell us a persuasive story about the link
between a company’s success and the emotional intelligence of its leaders. And



just as important, research is also demonstrating that people can, if they take the
right approach, develop their emotional intelligence. (See the sidebar “Can
Emotional Intelligence Be Learned?”)

Can Emotional Intelligence Be Learned?

For ages, people have debated if leaders are born or made. So too goes the debate about emotional
intelligence. Are people born with certain levels of empathy, for example, or do they acquire empathy as a
result of life’s experiences? The answer is both. Scientific inquiry strongly suggests that there is a genetic
component to emotional intelligence. Psychological and developmental research indicates that nurture plays
a role as well. How much of each perhaps will never be known, but research and practice clearly
demonstrate that emotional intelligence can be learned.

One thing is certain: Emotional intelligence increases with age. There is an old-fashioned word for the
phenomenon: maturity. Yet even with maturity, some people still need training to enhance their emotional
intelligence. Unfortunately, far too many training programs that intend to build leadership skills—including
emotional intelligence—are a waste of time and money. The problem is simple: They focus on the wrong
part of the brain.

Emotional intelligence is born largely in the neurotransmitters of the brain’s limbic system, which
governs feelings, impulses, and drives. Research indicates that the limbic system learns best through
motivation, extended practice, and feedback. Compare this with the kind of learning that goes on in the
neocortex, which governs analytical and technical ability. The neocortex grasps concepts and logic. It is the
part of the brain that figures out how to use a computer or make a sales call by reading a book. Not
surprisingly—but mistakenly—it is also the part of the brain targeted by most training programs aimed at
enhancing emotional intelligence. When such programs take, in effect, a neocortical approach, my research
with the Consortium for Research on Emotional Intelligence in Organizations has shown they can even
have a negative impact on people’s job performance.

To enhance emotional intelligence, organizations must refocus their training to include the limbic system.
They must help people break old behavioral habits and establish new ones. That not only takes much more
time than conventional training programs, it also requires an individualized approach.

Imagine an executive who is thought to be low on empathy by her colleagues. Part of that deficit shows
itself as an inability to listen; she interrupts people and doesn’t pay close attention to what they’re saying.
To fix the problem, the executive needs to be motivated to change, and then she needs practice and
feedback from others in the company. A colleague or coach could be tapped to let the executive know when
she has been observed failing to listen. She would then have to replay the incident and give a better
response; that is, demonstrate her ability to absorb what others are saying. And the executive could be
directed to observe certain executives who listen well and to mimic their behavior.

With persistence and practice, such a process can lead to lasting results. I know one Wall Street executive
who sought to improve his empathy—specifically his ability to read people’s reactions and see their
perspectives. Before beginning his quest, the executive’s subordinates were terrified of working with him.
People even went so far as to hide bad news from him. Naturally, he was shocked when finally confronted
with these facts. He went home and told his family—but they only confirmed what he had heard at work.
When their opinions on any given subject did not mesh with his, they, too, were frightened of him.

Enlisting the help of a coach, the executive went to work to heighten his empathy through practice and
feedback. His first step was to take a vacation to a foreign country where he did not speak the language.
While there, he monitored his reactions to the unfamiliar and his openness to people who were different
from him. When he returned home, humbled by his week abroad, the executive asked his coach to shadow
him for parts of the dav. several times a week. to critiaue how he treated people with new or different
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perspectives. At the same time, he consciously used on-the-job interactions as opportunities to practice
“hearing” ideas that differed from his. Finally, the executive had himself videotaped in meetings and asked
those who worked for and with him to critique his ability to acknowledge and understand the feelings of
others. It took several months, but the executive’s emotional intelligence did ultimately rise, and the
improvement was reflected in his overall performance on the job.

It’s important to emphasize that building one’s emotional intelligence cannot—will not—happen without
sincere desire and concerted effort. A brief seminar won’t help; nor can one buy a how-to manual. It is
much harder to learn to empathize—to internalize empathy as a natural response to people—than it is to
become adept at regression analysis. But it can be done. “Nothing great was ever achieved without
enthusiasm,” wrote Ralph Waldo Emerson. If your goal is to become a real leader, these words can serve as
a guidepost in your efforts to develop high emotional intelligence.

Self-Awareness

Self-awareness is the first component of emotional intelligence—which makes
sense when one considers that the Delphic oracle gave the advice to “know
thyself” thousands of years ago. Self-awareness means having a deep
understanding of one’s emotions, strengths, weaknesses, needs, and drives.
People with strong self-awareness are neither overly critical nor unrealistically
hopeful. Rather, they are honest—with themselves and with others.

People who have a high degree of self-awareness recognize how their feelings
affect them, other people, and their job performance. Thus, a self-aware person
who knows that tight deadlines bring out the worst in him plans his time
carefully and gets his work done well in advance. Another person with high self-
awareness will be able to work with a demanding client. She will understand the
client’s impact on her moods and the deeper reasons for her frustration. “Their
trivial demands take us away from the real work that needs to be done,” she
might explain. And she will go one step further and turn her anger into
something constructive.

Self-awareness extends to a person’s understanding of his or her values and
goals. Someone who is highly self-aware knows where he is headed and why;
so, for example, he will be able to be firm in turning down a job offer that is
tempting financially but does not fit with his principles or long-term goals. A
person who lacks self-awareness is apt to make decisions that bring on inner
turmoil by treading on buried values. “The money looked good, so I signed on,”
someone might say two years into a job, “but the work means so little to me that
I’m constantly bored.” The decisions of self-aware people mesh with their
values; consequently, they often find work to be energizing.

How can one recognize self-awareness? First and foremost, it shows itself as



candor and an ability to assess oneself realistically. People with high self-
awareness are able to speak accurately and openly—although not necessarily
effusively or confessionally—about their emotions and the impact they have on
their work. For instance, one manager I know of was skeptical about a new
personal-shopper service that her company, a major department-store chain, was
about to introduce. Without prompting from her team or her boss, she offered
them an explanation: “It’s hard for me to get behind the rollout of this service,”
she admitted, “because I really wanted to run the project, but I wasn’t selected.
Bear with me while I deal with that.” The manager did indeed examine her
feelings; a week later, she was supporting the project fully.

Three Ways to Better Understand Your Emotions

by Susan David

Dealing effectively with emotions is a key leadership skill. And naming our emotions—what psychologists
call labeling—is an important first step in dealing with them effectively. But it’s harder than it sounds;
many of us struggle to identify exactly what we are feeling, and oftentimes the most obvious label isn’t
actually the most accurate.

For instance, anger and stress are two of the emotions we see most in the workplace—or at least those are
the terms we use for them most frequently. Yet these terms are often masks for deeper feelings that we
could and should describe in more nuanced and precise ways so that we develop greater levels of emotional
agility, a critical capability that enables us to interact more successfully with ourselves and the world.

Yes, an employee may be mad, but what if they are also sad? Or anxious? We need a more nuanced
vocabulary for emotions, not just for the sake of being more precise but because incorrectly diagnosing our
emotions makes us respond incorrectly. If we think we need to attend to anger, we’ll take a different
approach than if we’re handling disappointment or anxiety—or we might not address it at all.

Here are three ways to get a more accurate and precise sense of your emotions:

Broaden Your Emotional Vocabulary

Words matter. If you’re experiencing a strong emotion, take a moment to consider what to call it. But don’t

stop there: Once you’ve identified it, try to come up with two more words that describe how you are feeling.
You might be surprised at the breadth of your emotions—or that you’ve unearthed a deeper emotion buried

beneath the more obvious one.

The table provides a sample vocabulary list of emotion terms; you can find many more by searching
Google for any one of these.

It’s equally important to do this with “positive” emotions as well as “negative” ones. Being able to say
that you are excited about a new job (not just “nervous”) or trusting of a colleague (not just “he’s nice”), for
example, will help you set your intentions for the role or the relationship in a way that is more likely to lead
to success down the road.



A list of emotions

Go beyond the obvious to identify exactly what you’re feeling.

Angry Sad Anxious Hurt Embarrassed Happy
Grumpy Disappointed  Afraid Jealous Isolated Thankful
Frustrated Mournful Stressed Betrayed Self-conscious  Trusting
Annoyed Regretful Vulnerable Isolated Lonely Comfortable
Defensive  Depressed Confused Shocked Inferior Content
Spiteful Paralyzed Bewildered  Deprived Guilty Excited
Impatient  Pessimistic Skeptical Victimized Ashamed Relaxed
Disgusted  Tearful Worried Aggrieved Repugnant Relieved
Offended  Dismayed Cautious Tormented  Pathetic Elated
Irritated Disillusioned  Nervous Abandoned  Confused Confident

Consider the Intensity of the Emotion
We’re apt to leap to basic descriptors like “angry” or “stressed” even when our feelings are far less extreme.
I had a client who was struggling in his marriage; he frequently described his wife as “angry” and often got
angry in return. But as the table suggests, every emotion comes in a variety of flavors. When we talked
about other words for his wife’s emotions, my client saw that there were times when she was perhaps just
annoyed or impatient. This insight transformed their relationship because he could suddenly see that she
wasn’t just angry all the time. This meant he could actually respond to her specific emotion and concern
without getting angry himself. Similarly, it matters in your own self-assessment whether you are angry or
just grumpy, mournful or just dismayed, elated or just pleased.

As you label your emotions, also rate them on a scale of 1-10. How deeply are you feeling the emotion?
How urgent is it, or how strong? Does that make you choose a different set of words?

Write It Out

Experiments by James Pennebaker, a professor at the University of Texas who has done 40 years of
research into the links between writing and emotional processing, revealed that people who write about
emotionally charged episodes experience a marked increase in their physical and mental well-being. In a
study of recently laid-off workers, he found that those who delved into their feelings of humiliation, anger,
anxiety, and relationship difficulties were three times more likely to have been reemployed than those in

control groups.1

These experiments also revealed that over time those who wrote about their feelings began to develop
insights into what those feelings meant (or didn’t mean), using phrases such as “I have learned,” “It struck
me that,” “The reason that,” “I now realize,” and “T understand.” The process of writing allowed them to
gain a new perspective on their emotions and to understand them and their implications more clearly.

Try this exercise: Set a timer for 20 minutes and write about your emotional experiences from the past
week, month, or year. Don’t worry about making it perfect or readable: Go where your mind takes you. At
the end, you don’t have to save the document; the point is that those thoughts are now out of you and on the



page. You can do this exercise every day, but 1t’s particularly usetul when you're going through a tough
time or a big transition, if you’re feeling emotional turmoil, or if you’ve had a difficult experience that you
think you haven’t quite processed.

Once you understand what you are feeling, then you can better address and learn from those more
accurately described emotions.

1. Stefanie P. Spera, Eric D. Buhrfeind, and James W. Pennebaker, “Expressive Writing and Coping with
Job Loss,” Academy of Management Journal, November 30, 2017,
https://journals.aom.org/doi/abs/10.5465/256708.

Adapted from content on hbr.org, November 10, 2016 (product #H038KF).

Such self-knowledge often shows itself in the hiring process. Ask a candidate
to describe a time he got carried away by his feelings and did something he later
regretted. Self-aware candidates will be frank in admitting to failure—and will
often tell their tales with a smile. One of the hallmarks of self-awareness is a
self-deprecating sense of humor.

Self-awareness can also be identified during performance reviews. Self-aware
people know—and are comfortable talking about—their limitations and
strengths, and they often demonstrate a thirst for constructive criticism. By
contrast, people with low self-awareness interpret the message that they need to
improve as a threat or a sign of failure.

Self-aware people can also be recognized by their self-confidence. They have
a firm grasp of their capabilities and are less likely to set themselves up to fail
by, for example, overstretching on assignments. They know, too, when to ask for
help. And the risks they take on the job are calculated. They won’t ask for a
challenge that they know they can’t handle alone. They’ll play to their strengths.

Consider the actions of a midlevel employee who was invited to sit in on a
strategy meeting with her company’s top executives. Although she was the most
junior person in the room, she did not sit there quietly, listening in awestruck or
fearful silence. She knew she had a head for clear logic and the skill to present
ideas persuasively, and she offered cogent suggestions about the company’s
strategy. At the same time, her self-awareness stopped her from wandering into
territory where she knew she was weak.

Despite the value of having self-aware people in the workplace, my research
indicates that senior executives don’t often give self-awareness the credit it
deserves when they look for potential leaders. Many executives mistake candor
about feelings for “wimpiness” and fail to give due respect to employees who
openly acknowledge their shortcomings. Such people are too readily dismissed
as “not tough enough” to lead others.

In fact, the opposite is true. In the first place, people generally admire and
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respect candor. kurthermore, leaders are constantly required to make juagment
calls that require a candid assessment of capabilities—their own and those of
others. Do we have the management expertise to acquire a competitor? Can we
launch a new product within six months? People who assess themselves honestly
—that is, self-aware people—are well suited to do the same for the organizations
they run.

Self-Regulation

Biological impulses drive our emotions. We cannot do away with them—but we
can do much to manage them. Self-regulation, which is like an ongoing inner
conversation, is the component of emotional intelligence that frees us from being
prisoners of our feelings. People engaged in such a conversation feel bad moods
and emotional impulses just as everyone else does, but they find ways to control
them and even to channel them in useful ways.

Imagine an executive who has just watched a team of his employees present a
botched analysis to the company’s board of directors. In the gloom that follows,
the executive might find himself tempted to pound on the table in anger or kick
over a chair. He could leap up and scream at the group. Or he might maintain a
grim silence, glaring at everyone before stalking off.

But if he had a gift for self-regulation, he would choose a different approach.
He would pick his words carefully, acknowledging the team’s poor performance
without rushing to any hasty judgment. He would then step back to consider the
reasons for the failure. Are they personal—a lack of effort? Are there any
mitigating factors? What was his role in the debacle? After considering these
questions, he would call the team together, lay out the incident’s consequences,
and offer his feelings about it. He would then present his analysis of the problem
and a well-considered solution.

Why does self-regulation matter so much for leaders? First of all, people who
are in control of their feelings and impulses—that is, people who are reasonable
—are able to create an environment of trust and fairness. In such an
environment, politics and infighting are sharply reduced and productivity is high.
Talented people flock to the organization and aren’t tempted to leave. And self-
regulation has a trickle-down effect. No one wants to be known as a hothead
when the boss is known for her calm approach. Fewer bad moods at the top
mean fewer throughout the organization.

Second, self-regulation is important for competitive reasons. Everyone knows
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break apart regularly. Technology transforms work at a dizzying pace. People
who have mastered their emotions are able to roll with the changes. When a new
program is announced, they don’t panic; instead, they are able to suspend
judgment, seek out information, and listen to the executives as they explain the
new program. As the initiative moves forward, these people are able to move
with it.

Sometimes they even lead the way. Consider the case of a manager at a large
manufacturing company. Like her colleagues, she had used a certain software
program for five years. The program drove how she collected and reported data
and how she thought about the company’s strategy. One day, senior executives
announced that a new program was to be installed that would radically change
how information was gathered and assessed within the organization. While many
people in the company complained bitterly about how disruptive the change
would be, the manager mulled over the reasons for the new program and was
convinced of its potential to improve performance. She eagerly attended training
sessions—some of her colleagues refused to do so—and was eventually
promoted to run several divisions, in part because she used the new technology
so effectively.

I want to push the importance of self-regulation to leadership even further and
make the case that it enhances integrity, which is not only a personal virtue but
also an organizational strength. Many of the bad things that happen in companies
are a function of impulsive behavior. People rarely plan to exaggerate profits,
pad expense accounts, dip into the till, or abuse power for selfish ends. Instead,
an opportunity presents itself, and people with low impulse control just say yes.

By contrast, consider the behavior of the senior executive at a large food
company. The executive was scrupulously honest in his negotiations with local
distributors. He would routinely lay out his cost structure in detail, thereby
giving the distributors a realistic understanding of the company’s pricing. This
approach meant the executive couldn’t always drive a hard bargain. Now, on
occasion, he felt the urge to increase profits by withholding information about
the company’s costs. But he challenged that impulse—he saw that it made more
sense in the long run to counteract it. His emotional self-regulation paid off in
strong, lasting relationships with distributors that benefited the company more
than any short-term financial gains would have.

The signs of emotional self-regulation, therefore, are easy to see: a propensity
for reflection and thoughtfulness; comfort with ambiguity and change; and
integrity—an ability to say no to impulsive urges.

Like self-awareness, self-regulation often does not get its due. People who can



master their emotions are sometimes seen as cold tfish—their considered
responses are taken as a lack of passion. People with fiery temperaments are
frequently thought of as “classic” leaders—their outbursts are considered
hallmarks of charisma and power. But when such people make it to the top, their
impulsiveness often works against them. In my research, extreme displays of
negative emotion have never emerged as a driver of good leadership.

Motivation

If there is one trait that virtually all effective leaders have, it is motivation. They
are driven to achieve beyond expectations—their own and everyone else’s. The
key word here is achieve. Plenty of people are motivated by external factors,
such as a big salary or the status that comes from having an impressive title or
being part of a prestigious company. By contrast, those with leadership potential
are motivated by a deeply embedded desire to achieve for the sake of
achievement.

If you are looking for leaders, how can you identify people who are motivated
by the drive to achieve rather than by external rewards? The first sign is a
passion for the work itself—such people seek out creative challenges, love to
learn, and take great pride in a job well done. They also display an unflagging
energy to do things better. People with such energy often seem restless with the
status quo. They are persistent with their questions about why things are done
one way rather than another; they are eager to explore new approaches to their
work.

A cosmetics company manager, for example, was frustrated that he had to
wait two weeks to get sales results from people in the field. He finally tracked
down an automated phone system that would beep each of his salespeople at 5
p.m. every day. An automated message then prompted them to punch in their
numbers—how many calls and sales they had made that day. The system
shortened the feedback time on sales results from weeks to hours.

That story illustrates two other common traits of people who are driven to
achieve. They are forever raising the performance bar, and they like to keep
score. Take the performance bar first. During performance reviews, people with
high levels of motivation might ask to be “stretched” by their superiors. Of
course, an employee who combines self-awareness with internal motivation will

recognize her limits—but she won’t settle for objectives that seem too easy to
fulfill.
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way of tracking progress—their own, their team’s, and their company’s.
Whereas people with low achievement motivation are often fuzzy about results,
those with high achievement motivation often keep score by tracking such hard
measures as profitability or market share. I know of a money manager who starts
and ends his day on the Internet, gauging the performance of his stock fund
against four industry-set benchmarks.

Interestingly, people with high motivation remain optimistic even when the
score is against them. In such cases, self-regulation combines with achievement
motivation to overcome the frustration and depression that come after a setback
or failure. Take the case of another portfolio manager at a large investment
company. After several successful years, her fund tumbled for three consecutive
quarters, leading three large institutional clients to shift their business elsewhere.

Some executives would have blamed the nosedive on circumstances outside
their control; others might have seen the setback as evidence of personal failure.
This portfolio manager, however, saw an opportunity to prove she could lead a
turnaround. Two years later, when she was promoted to a very senior level in the
company, she described the experience as “the best thing that ever happened to
me; I learned so much from it.”

Executives trying to recognize high levels of achievement motivation in their
people can look for one last piece of evidence: commitment to the organization.
When people love their jobs for the work itself, they often feel committed to the
organizations that make that work possible. Committed employees are likely to
stay with an organization even when they are pursued by headhunters waving
money.

It’s not difficult to understand how and why a motivation to achieve translates
into strong leadership. If you set the performance bar high for yourself, you will
do the same for the organization when you are in a position to do so. Likewise, a
drive to surpass goals and an interest in keeping score can be contagious.
Leaders with these traits can often build a team of managers around them with
the same traits. And of course, optimism and organizational commitment are
fundamental to leadership—just try to imagine running a company without them.

Empathy

Of all the dimensions of emotional intelligence, empathy is the most easily
recognized. We have all felt the empathy of a sensitive teacher or friend; we
have all been struck by its absence in an unfeeling coach or boss. But when it



comes to business, we rarely hear people praised, let alone rewarded, for their
empathy. The very word seems unbusinesslike, out of place amid the tough
realities of the marketplace.

But empathy doesn’t mean a kind of “I’'m OK, you’re OK” mushiness. For a
leader, that is, it doesn’t mean adopting other people’s emotions as one’s own
and trying to please everybody. That would be a nightmare—it would make
action impossible. Rather, empathy means thoughtfully considering employees’
feelings—along with other factors—in the process of making intelligent
decisions.

For an example of empathy in action, consider what happened when two giant
brokerage companies merged, creating redundant jobs in all their divisions. One
division manager called his people together and gave a gloomy speech that
emphasized the number of people who would soon be fired. The manager of
another division gave his people a different kind of speech. He was up-front
about his own worry and confusion, and he promised to keep people informed
and to treat everyone fairly.

The difference between these two managers was empathy. The first manager
was too worried about his own fate to consider the feelings of his anxiety-
stricken colleagues. The second knew intuitively what his people were feeling,
and he acknowledged their fears with his words. Is it any surprise that the first
manager saw his division sink as many demoralized people, especially the most
talented, departed? By contrast, the second manager continued to be a strong
leader, his best people stayed, and his division remained as productive as ever.

Empathy is particularly important today as a component of leadership for at
least three reasons: the increasing use of teams; the rapid pace of globalization;
and the growing need to retain talent.

Consider the challenge of leading a team. As anyone who has ever been a part
of one can attest, teams are cauldrons of bubbling emotions. They are often
charged with reaching a consensus—which is hard enough with two people and
much more difficult as the numbers increase. Even in groups with as few as four
or five members, alliances form and clashing agendas get set. A team’s leader
must be able to sense and understand the viewpoints of everyone around the
table.

That’s exactly what a marketing manager at a large information technology
company was able to do when she was appointed to lead a troubled team. The
group was in turmoil, overloaded by work and missing deadlines. Tensions were
high among the members. Tinkering with procedures was not enough to bring
the group together and make it an effective part of the company.



So the manager took several steps. In a series of one-on-one sessions, she took
the time to listen to everyone in the group—what was frustrating them, how they
rated their colleagues, whether they felt they had been ignored. And then she
directed the team in a way that brought it together: She encouraged people to
speak more openly about their frustrations, and she helped people raise
constructive complaints during meetings. In short, her empathy allowed her to
understand her team’s emotional makeup. The result was not just heightened
collaboration among members but also added business, as the team was called
on for help by a wider range of internal clients.

Globalization is another reason for the rising importance of empathy for
business leaders. Cross-cultural dialogue can easily lead to miscues and
misunderstandings. Empathy is an antidote. People who have it are attuned to
subtleties in body language; they can hear the message beneath the words being
spoken. Beyond that, they have a deep understanding of both the existence and
the importance of cultural and ethnic differences.

Consider the case of an American consultant whose team had just pitched a
project to a potential Japanese client. In its dealings with Americans, the team
was accustomed to being bombarded with questions after such a proposal, but
this time it was greeted with a long silence. Other members of the team, taking
the silence as disapproval, were ready to pack and leave. The lead consultant
gestured them to stop. Although he was not particularly familiar with Japanese
culture, he read the client’s face and posture and sensed not rejection but interest
—even deep consideration. He was right: When the client finally spoke, it was to
give the consulting firm the job.

Finally, empathy plays a key role in the retention of talent, particularly in
today’s information economy. Leaders have always needed empathy to develop
and keep good people, but today the stakes are higher. When good people leave,
they take the company’s knowledge with them.

That’s where coaching and mentoring come in. It has repeatedly been shown
that coaching and mentoring pay off not just in better performance but also in
increased job satisfaction and decreased turnover. But what makes coaching and
mentoring work best is the nature of the relationship. Outstanding coaches and
mentors get inside the heads of the people they are helping. They sense how to
give effective feedback. They know when to push for better performance and
when to hold back. In the way they motivate their protégés, they demonstrate
empathy in action.

In what is probably sounding like a refrain, let me repeat that empathy doesn’t
get much respect in business. People wonder how leaders can make hard



decisions if they are “feeling” for all the people who will be affected. But leaders
with empathy do more than sympathize with people around them: They use their
knowledge to improve their companies in subtle but important ways.

Social Skill

The first three components of emotional intelligence are self-management skills.
The last two, empathy and social skill, concern a person’s ability to manage
relationships with others. As a component of emotional intelligence, social skill
is not as simple as it sounds. It’s not just a matter of friendliness, although
people with high levels of social skill are rarely mean-spirited. Social skill,
rather, is friendliness with a purpose: moving people in the direction you desire,
whether that’s agreement on a new marketing strategy or enthusiasm about a
new product.

Socially skilled people tend to have a wide ci