Leadership Is Not What It Used To Be

By Sir John Whitmore

The pace of change, still accelerating, and the complexity of issues today is increasingly driving political, corporate and public sector leaders into stress, failure and exit. Our so called leaders must be made to bear full responsibility for their worst excesses, corporate greed, grab it and run mentality and bald faced lying by politicians of all colours. The less high profile failed leaders must also take a large measure of responsibility – but not all. They took the job, but they can’t take the pace. They were not prepared for today’s leadership environment. I do not suggest that there are no good leaders around but they are the exception rather than the rule – and we can learn much from them – but not all.

Context

To understand the leadership dilemma, we have to look at the broader social and psychological context in which leaders find themselves. Partly due to the pace of change and complexity mentioned before, but also due to social evolution that occurs all the time, we have reached the stage at which old style hierarchical or command and control leadership is no longer viable. In fact it is no longer acceptable to the people who are being led. They expect and indeed demand to be treated differently – and differently to previous generations. Most of today’s leaders know that and accept it, perhaps with some regret on occasion. But that is only the tip of the iceberg, the definition of leadership itself is changing.

Self-expression 

We no longer want authoritarian leaders, we may not want great leaders at all. People are asserting their own needs and wants and that is often seen as disrespectful and rebellious by the old guard. As a parent, have you not thought that? This trend should be viewed positively because it reveals the emergence of individual and collective inner leadership on which our very future depends. The difficulty is that our schooling and our history have not prepared us for inner leadership so the early manifestations of it may seem chaotic – like a child in the ‘terrible twos’. Perhaps we are in the terrible 2002s.

Whilst welcome for many good reasons, the demise of authoritarian leadership has brought with it a less welcome problem. Authoritarianism obliged people to play by the rules, and even if those rules were inappropriate or unfair as many were, bad rules are better than none. Today we see manifestations of rampant abuse of freedoms as well as the dogma of liberalism, defended by political correctness gone mad, as people throw off all the old outer shackles but fail to replace them with values emerging from within. We have not yet learned to live gracefully with our new found freedoms – no one taught us how to. 

Self-expression is not encouraged at school or in work because it is harder to manage than compliance, but how are we to learn to refine our forms of self-expression without exercising it? And of course it will be unruly and undifferentiated at first, until it becomes more refined. The transition from solo outer leadership to collective inner leadership is more essential than easy, but the burgeoning of coaching as a management style is providing the cross over tools and building the capability of staff for self-responsibility, self- reliance leading to inner or self-leadership. In fact the coaching methodology, whether it is for the completion of a task, for learning a new skill or for personal or career development, unashamedly evokes the capability and authority of the inner leader in the coachee.

Everyone is a leader

So rather than give up our responsibility and our power to external leaders, we all need to work to develop our leadership qualities, whether you want to simply lead a fulfilling life individually, to lead a team at work or at play, to lead a company or a country. We need those qualities to manage ourselves and to manage others, but leadership is more than managing. Implicit to leadership is vision, long term vision and wide geographical vision. This is the opposite to the narrow perspective or the short time frame that characterises the vast majority of corporate, institutional and political leaders we have today, many of whom appear quite limited to anyone who uses half a brain. I, for one, am not willing to entrust our future, our world, to the current crop of leaders. The need for us all to develop our inner leadership and to reclaim responsibility for our lives is unquestionable. 

Vision

However there will, of course, be people who, because of their function, their knowledge or their experience will still be expected to lead others. These are the people who need to call on their vision, their agility and their capacity to inspire others. Vision is harder to come by these days since the future is becoming ever more complex and less predictable. Add to that the pressure to deliver in the short term, and many of today’s leaders barely look beyond their VDU screens. And when they do, what they see is likely to be very confusing unless they have a regime of keeping abreast of global and social affairs and the meaning that they can extract from patterns they see. Years ago I engaged a group of Cuban construction workers in Nicaragua who were far more interested in, and articulate about the global situation than most British company directors that I have met. 

There is a growing acceptance today that we can no longer view changes and problems in isolation, nor can we look at them purely where they occur. Interconnectedness is all around us, but seldom recognised. Leaders have to develop the capacity for integral vision, bifocal is not good enough, varifocal is more like it.  

Agility

Agility is the capacity to respond appropriately to ever changing and unexpected circumstances, without recourse to blame or excuses. Whether it is true or not, a great principle to live by is that, “I am responsible for everything that happens to me.” This choice, or acting as if…., empowers a leader to have far more impact than they otherwise would. It enables a leader to be resilient, to bounce back when circumstances weigh him down – and they will in these times of uncertainty. One benefit of resilience is that it is inspirational to others. It is a role model for them.

Inspiration and Authenticity

Inspiration has another vital ingredient, authenticity, or being open and honest. So few leaders are authentic, because of the fears attached to their tenuous tenure, that when one appears he or she is much appreciated – and followed. But such a leader does not encourage followers, he coaches them to empower themselves. Inspiring and authentic people invariably come with a set of ethics and values that are natural, and they inspire others to adopt such values for themselves, and rarely have to impose them.

Self-knowledge

The final quality that some of the greatest leaders possess is related to the above point. To be authentic one has to know who one is and to like oneself. To like oneself, one has to eliminate those behaviours and attitudes that cause one to feel otherwise. A person who truly knows him or herself is not concerned about status and prestige. They don’t need a big Mercedes to prop up their flagging manhood, or Louis Vuitton baggage in which to carry their alter egos. They are able just to be themselves. Their natural style becomes one known as servant leadership.

Servant leadership

A servant leader sees his role as serving those who work for him to enable them to perform their function to the best of their ability. The hierarchical triangle is inverted and for example, in police terms, the constable on the beat is served by his sergeant, the sergeant is served by the inspector, and the inspector by the superintendent all the way down to the chief constable who serves them all. This style of leadership was characterised by the biblical story of Jesus washing the feet of his disciples during the last supper. Try that sometime you leaders!  

Something really has to change

By Sir John Whitmore

 “Change management” as an imperative rather than a topic.

In the imperative context, the word management could be applied collectively to managers, in other words they must change or be changed, or to the prevailing structure and style of management. I believe that all the above needs to change, but don’t just fire them! Few managers have been given the appropriate education or the opportunity to become great managers anyway. Let us remember that under their fear, their grey suits and the symbolic noose that they place around their necks each morning, even the worst managers are human, and can change. However managers and management will have to change if businesses are to retain the goodwill and enhance the performance of the managed in our fast changing world.

Change management, as a topic, is even more enigmatic. Is it about creating change and managing it effectively? Is it about effectively managing the changes that are thrust upon us? Is it about minimising change measured against a conservative gold standard? Or is it about manipulating perception in order to appear to favour change, while managing to prevent it? It should surely be about the first two, but in practice it is all too frequently about the last two.

Yes, management must change. This headline from the Daily Mail (17th October 2001) (1) says it all.
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MORE than 60 per cent of
employees are demoralised
by their jobs and a further
20 per cent do not care
about work, says a survey.

Most staff are happy to do
the least necessary to keep
their jobs and go through the
motions, dispirited by the
nine-to-five grind.

With many bored workers
apparently switching off before
they even reach the office as the
daily routine of commuting wears

By Darren Behar
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them down, the cost to Britain’s
economy is £48billion a year.

Most employees work hard in
their first year in a job but after
that ‘it’s all downhill’, says the
poll, conducted by Gallup.

Only 17 per cent say they take
an active role at work. .

The longer employees are
with a company, the more likely
they become unclear about
expectations. Many worry about

whether or not the company
actually cares about their welfare
and development.

Demotivated workers drain
capital from businesses and
cost the UK economy between
£39billion and £48billion a year,
according to the research.

The cost is more than the
total budget of the NHS and
is the equivalent of £12,000 for
each of Britain’s four million
companies.

Many of these are small firms,
emdaloying fewer than 50 staff,
and they are hit the hardest, the

- Employees demoralised by poor management cost firms £48bn a year

Six out of ten staff
find work a misery

researchers sald. They blamed poor
management techniques for the lack
pfbinterest shown by staff in their
jobs.

Gallup’s Marcus Buckingham said:
‘These findings prove that we are

systematicallg mismanaging our-

emgloyees and the longer fhey stay
with us, the more disengaged they
are likely o become.

‘As a nation, we are wasting our
human capital.’

In the poll, 63 per cent of workers
say they are not ‘engaged’ at work
and a further 20 per cent are actively
‘disengaged’.

The research, which will be pre-
sented to the Chartered Institufe of
Personnel and Development’s
national conference next week,
shows that the millions spent on
leadership and management train-
ing is belng wasted.

Mr Buckingham said: ‘It isn't
delivering what it Is designed to do -
if most organisations cut their lead-
ership and management training
budget, they would never know the
difference.

‘All we can do is try to teach
managers and leaders how ‘to
engage their employees and
then measure the results.’ Skilled
management can motivate poor

Daily Mail. Wednesday, Octaber 17, 2001

Many switch off on the way to work

workers in just 18 months,
he said.

Bosses needed to encourage a cul-
ture in which staff feel wanted and
that they have some value to the
company and its future.

This culture needs to be filtered
down from the boardroom to
the lowest levels of the company,
he said.

d.behar@dailymail.co.uk




Why do I believe that leadership must also change?  For the following two reasons:  

1. Because too much of business is corrupt, if not morally bankrupt: Enron, Andersen and the rest of the massive iceberg that still lies beneath the surface. 

2. Business leaders spend too much time in short-term, self-serving, survival consciousness, and are sadly lacking in global vision and social responsibility. 

Of course there are outstanding exceptions to both of these charges, and more are emerging every day, but it is still a case of too few, and it may be too late as well. I will start with the big picture and return to the newspaper article once the contextual ground is established. If it is not clear already, I hasten to say that this is a personal view, even an emotional one, but it is one I stand by, and one I know is shared by far more people in and on the periphery of business than are willing to express it publicly. I hope this will provoke thought, debate and above all, action. 

Vision and Context

It may help our thinking to remind ourselves that we, six plus billion of us, occupy and need to manage life on a small speck of dust floating round a vast universe. If we compress that population down to 100 and retain the ratios, 80 would live in substandard housing, 70 would be unable to read, 50 would be malnourished, 1 would have a college education, 1 would have a computer and maybe 1 would be a manager. Life is far from fair in our global village. We have not managed it well and the failure of management has bred resentment – and terror. 

Few, for example, would have predicted the wilful destruction of the twin towers of the World Trade Centre and 3000 lives. However, while specific events may be unpredictable, trends are not. The bitterness that fanned the flames of fanaticism was more than predictable; it was palpable. The growth of religious fundamentalism everywhere and especially of Islam was already upon us. The resentment of the poor South against the rich North, particularly against the USA, had been present for years. Wherever there has been repression and exploitation, the reaction against it has often followed quicker than expected, like the symbolic fall of the Berlin wall and the statue of Saddam in Baghdad. To some the World Trade Center was a symbol of exploitation too, and it also fell. The great corporate empires may well follow – if they do not change their values and goals.

Ethics and Attitude

The exploitation of labour and of consumers by large companies in Britain and elsewhere is undeniable. There is a new revelation each month; child labour, coffee plantation workers, and fat cat salary rises, plus bonuses and stock options that dwarf even the recent 40% claimed by British fire fighters, regularly hit the headlines. 23rd April and this morning it is Shell. The miss-selling of pensions and other investments by the majority of so-called respectable financial services companies is costing them dear in fines and reputation. Does anyone truly wonder at the public reaction? Unpredictable? Of course not, but business and political leaders seem oblivious to the obvious. They still tend to view the public as gullible and themselves as unassailable.

Well, the delusion is over. Whistle blowers have learned to hit the tabloids before the head office can clear their desks and change the locks. The public are feeling empowered after the number of recent revelations such as Enron, Andersen, WorldCom, Christies, Sotheby’s, Merrill Lynch and many more. The Internet and the scandal hungry media now provide the weak with powerful weapons for instant exposés. Business leaders, in their old privileged form at least, are threatened with expunction, so change they must.

What has all this to do with the current challenges of change management within a medium sized company in the UK? The answer: everything to those with open eyes, nothing to those whose eyes are closed. Not only are the environment and ethics on the corporate front burner today, but so are more abstract and immeasurable expectations such as “fairness for all”. Structural and mechanistic managerial changes may have short-term merit, but the failure to understand, acknowledge, and contribute to corporate social responsibility now, may lead to corporate failure later, through an inability to attract or hold onto good staff, and through bad press.

The Human Factor and Meaning

So how can we predict and prepare for the future? Scenario planning and risk assessment may provide a good road map, though that did not prevent Shell from missing an unmarked trend and a dangerous junta, (Brent Spar and Nigeria respectively). What then are the indicators that can guide us to understand the unfolding big picture without which, it is vision impossible?

The obvious ones are there for all to see. The depletion of our natural resources, energy availability, weather patterns, natural disasters, economic cycles, technology breakthroughs, disease, disaffection, terrorism and war; all these and more are hugely important. Perhaps even more important, however, is the journey of human psycho-spiritual evolution that is all but invisible through the narrow spectacles of business. The journey to understanding human drives has only just begun. Psychodynamic, behavioural, cognitive, humanistic and now transpersonal psychology followed each other in short order, each, not replacing, but building upon the last. The pace of growth in the understanding of people is such that books are out of date before they are published. Ground-breaking author and neurologist Danah Zohar (2) tells us that the most recent academic papers of researchers are more current; “but get to their lectures”, she advises, “or better still, phone them and ask then what they are thinking today”.

Psychology alone is an insufficiently comprehensive field for us to rely upon, if we are to better understand human evolution. For thousands of years, philosophers and religions have given us insights, but so too have those spiritual teachers who move outside the confines of religious dogma and ritual and are a rich source of timeless knowledge. The current horrors of religious fanaticism, and the pervasiveness of limited scientific reductionism, have sidelined older schools of wisdom. However, in recent decades, true scientists, as opposed to institutional ones, have found much in common with ancient spiritual teaching. Leading edge scientists like Zohar (3), Fritjof Capra (4), Margaret Wheatley (5), David Bohm (6) and Ken Wilbur (7) have crossed the spirit/matter discipline boundaries frequently, and at times have applied their insights to the corporate world.

Spiritual intelligence is now being cited as essential for long-term business success and even survival. If it was not before, why is it so essential now? Besides, the objectives of spirituality and of business certainly don’t seem to be very compatible at first sight. It may, however, surprise you to know that the cover/feature story of the July 2001 Fortune Magazine (8) was God and Business, subtitled The Surprising Quest for Spiritual Renewal in the American Workplace. Furthermore some forty business books on the subject have been published in the past two years, with titles like, The Soul at Work (9), A Spiritual Audit of Corporate America (10), The Spirited Business (11), Liberating the Corporate Soul (12), and Spiritual Intelligence (13). All of these books are quick to emphasise a distinction between spirituality and religion. Most state that the term spirituality means the desire for meaning and purpose, something that many feel religion has failed to deliver. So is business the new religion? Are those whose higher needs are not being met, now expecting or even demanding for them to be met within their daily activity?

Spiritual intelligence (SQ) is being heralded as the next frontier or ingredient, in addition to academic intelligence (IQ) and emotional intelligence (EQ), in the recipe for business success.  SQ is not new in a secular context even. Viktor Frankl in Man’s Search for Meaning, (1959) (14) stated that man’s search “is the primary motivation in his life and not a secondary rationalisation of instinctual drives”. If this is so, and if business leaders and managers fail to recognise it; if they do not offer the opportunity for staff to find meaning in their workplace, they will never raise performance beyond the level of “good enough to get my pay cheque and hold my job.”

Transpersonal psychologist Dr Roberto Assagioli (15) went a step further than Frankl by suggesting that “the lack of meaning and purpose is a primary cause of psychological dysfunction.” So if we do not provide people with meaningful work not only will they do the minimum, but they may also become dysfunctional. Many managers wrongly assume that “shop floor” workers are only concerned about their pay packet and do not care about such intangibles. This is contradicted by research undertaken by Rabbi Michael Lerner (16) in the United States who, much to his own surprise, found that meaning and purpose were seen as equally important at every level in the workforce. 

What is Meaningful?

To convert the banal and ultimately meaningless activities of the average workplace, such as manufacturing trivial near-worthless consumer goods, or selling unrewarding financial plans to unsuspecting victims, into something meaningful is a challenge. It surely calls for change management on a grander scale than the one for which the term was coined. It calls for change leadership as well! It actually calls for a change in the purpose of business itself. Lining the pockets of revolving door executives, or of gamblers, politely relabelled as shareholders, is certainly not meaningful to most normal human beings, so these unattractive aspects of work get downplayed. The importance of holding onto a job, getting a bonus or promotion, making a sale are emphasised and certainly hold an immediate attraction for the individuals concerned. Their achievement may build his or her self-esteem in the short-term, but they are no substitute for real meaningful activity.

Meaningful activity is generally experienced in earlier years as being of benefit to one’s own learning and development and later as providing some needed service to others, especially to those who are less fortunate than oneself. This seems to run counter to the ethos of a consumer culture that profits more from feeding people’s extravagant greeds than from serving their mundane needs. The purchasing power of needy alone cannot sustain a profitable consumer culture. Persuading vulnerable people with real needs to pursue their more expensive desires, for say a giant TV that they cannot afford, provides no one but the most perverse with any rewarding feeling, let alone any sense of meaning. Enough people to keep consumerism going may be willing do this kind of dirty work, in order to earn a living when times are hard, but as more information becomes accessible and more meaningful work alternatives come along, they may well move on. 

The fact is that when people deny their deepest nature and goodness, they do not like themselves and they do not like the people, the job, or the corporation that obliges them to do it. On the other hand when they do something meaningful for others, they like themselves, and the people that give them the opportunity to do something that they experience as meaningful. Liking oneself, valuing oneself and believing in oneself are fundamental to human happiness and to the capacity to achieve more. If business leaders truly understood the power of people to perform, to be creative, to use their initiative when this most profound need is fulfilled, they would build their business structures, ethics, products, and management style on a completely different ethos than that upon which it is currently based. Of course by this time the business model would no longer be recognisable as capitalism. Businesses and the economy would then be in service to people, rather than people being in service to businesses and the economy. 

Interim Summary

So far I have explored the wider context in which business and business management resides. As that context changes, and it is changing faster than ever today, so business and the management of it must change too. Too few business leaders find the time, see the need or have the courage to look beyond the urgent to see the important, and so their managers do the same, driven by their role model and by what is measured, i.e. the current bottom line. However, already triple bottom line reporting is beginning to take hold, described either as Economy, Ecology and Ethics or as Profit, Planet and People, and ways are being found of measuring and auditing it. Corporate Social Responsibility has become a hot topic at business conferences. Change for the good, the common good is in the air. Leaders with vision are coming out of the closet and finding that doing good and doing well are not incompatible. Their managers have to adopt new priorities and most seem very happy to do so. Happy managers leading to happy staff expressing their own core values at work, sounds like a happy ending. However in today’s workplace such optimism is premature, for the evidence shows that the majority still has a long way to go, and a serious but little recognised omission from education and management has to be addressed. What is it?

The Crunch

A survey by Gallup published in October 2001 (17) prompted the headline to which I previously referred, “Six out of ten staff find work a misery”. The response to the survey from business leaders, journalists, managers, business schools and even the staff lobby was inaudible. Why? I suggest that the implications are too awful, that the feeling of impotence is widespread, denial and disbelief kick in, and responsibility drops out. “Work is always that way, why should we expect it to be any other way” or “We English are naturally cynical, we don’t really mean it” or “I am glad I am not one of them” or “ Who cares, the only thing that matters is the bottom line”, are some of the strategies of denial that we hide behind.

I was appalled, but not the least surprised, by these findings. What they tell us is that leadership and management, such as it is in business today, is a dismal failure and that HR, training and personnel development are barking up the wrong tree, or their barking is not being heard. Certainly if I ran an organisation in which even two out of ten people were miserable, I would fire myself. And I question the emotional intelligence of anyone who does not share these concerns.

For fifteen years I have run training courses and programmes for groups of middle and senior managers in a wide variety of companies, mainly multi-nationals, from all sectors. I don’t think I have had much effect. The enthusiasm of participants during the programme is seldom sustained back at work because the company culture does not support new attitudes and behaviours, because internal follow-up is wholly inadequate and because boardroom behaviour often runs counter to what I am teaching. However I also must acknowledge that, until recently, I did not fully recognise the enormity of the problem, and I certainly had not articulated it clearly.

Coaching

So what do I teach anyway? Coaching for Performance (18). That sounds innocuous enough, commonplace words of sporting origin, but real coaching is based upon principles with profound implications. I say real because much of what is labelled coaching is not coaching at all, it is teaching by instruction. Improved performance is the goal of a sports coach and indeed of a business manager too but that is about as far as the similarity goes. The sports coach does teach, but a manager does little teaching; he or she sends staff on courses to be taught by others. Most managers were not even formally taught how to manage and most have never learned. They were promoted to management because they performed their technical function well. Here the Peter Principle (19) comes into play – they get promoted up to their level of incompetence where they then stay. Of course, business schools and internal training teams have strived to redress this in recent years but old attitudes die hard, and far less has changed than we would like to believe. It is my observation that most managers understand neither the core principles of good management nor the core principles of teaching. Managers can usually articulate what they want, but that alone is insufficient and often runs counter to its achievement and to learning.

We have a second problem. Even sports coaches lack an understanding of the roots of performance. They are, in the main, instructors of technique. As such they also simply articulate what they believe is “right” which is often counter productive too because it does not take individual physical or psychological differences into account, nor does it value “ownership”. In recent years it has begun to dawn on educators that the emphasis should be placed on learning rather than on teaching. Socrates (20), Maria Montessori (21), A. S. Neil (22), Carl Rogers (23), Timothy Gallwey (24) and others understood this, years ago, but they are still regarded as mavericks in some (stone) circles. They threaten the status, the authority and the lengthy investment in knowledge by the teacher. True coaching, unlike ubiquitous sports instruction, puts learning ahead of teaching. 

The ability to coach is a godsend for the majority of managers. The best ones already coach; or rather manage others by a method based upon coaching principles. For managers who lack specialised knowledge or technical skills, it offers a way of helping others learn beyond their own level of knowledge. This capability is increasingly required by all managers because technical and other processes are being superseded ever more quickly, and one change follows the next in weeks rather than years. Talk about change management!

Research

I conduct my own ad hoc research in the coaching training groups that I run. This research is not documented in detail - this would be disruptive to the flow of the group and would invite “right” responses to “that which is measured”, rather than honest answers. The make-up both in quantity and in diversity of culture of the participants, and in the consistency of finding reveals a clear collective opinion, through not a proof. The findings that follow are gleaned from some two thousand workshop participants and lecture attendees.

I ask participants to recall a person from their earlier experience who had a big positive impact upon them, someone who was truly memorable. I ask them what behaviour and the attitude of that person displayed, and how they felt when they were with that person. I have them share their stories in small groups and search for the common ground in these experiences. Invariably the answers they come up with are the same, and I mean the same, rather than just similar. 

“That person respected me, valued me, treated me as an equal, gave me undivided time and attention, was non-judgemental and believed in my potential.  The effect of that was that I felt valued and I believed in myself”.  

Later in the course, I ask participants how much of people’s total potential is normally expressed at work. While individual answers may vary from 10% to 75%, the average figure for a group of ten or more people always comes out within a few percentage points of 40%. This proves nothing objectively, and human potential is immeasurable anyway, but it does reveal a strong collective agreement in subjective opinion. If enough people all feel that some 60% of their potential remains unexpressed, there may be some truth in it.

I then ask the question, “If there is indeed 60% still to come, what prevents it from manifesting?” They always first complain about the structures and strictures of business and the culture and management style of their company. I then turn them to the inner obstacles or rather obstacle, as it turns out to be. They again invariably identify it as a fear of failure or a lack of self-belief.

So whether we approach this people/performance issue from the angle of their positive past experience or from the angle of their perceived barrier to the future, the finding is consistent. 

Self-belief turns out to be both the key and the missing piece.

The Great Omission

That this is so, should be no surprise. Most parents lack the understanding, the patience or the awareness to instil self-belief in their offspring. No planned attention is given at school or in the work place to fostering self-belief in students or staff. In fact the nature and structure of schools and places of work run directly counter to fostering self-belief. This is an absurd and obscene omission from our up-bringing and from the work place. Parents, teachers and managers alike miss the single most important performance related human attribute. Much of what is done in business training therefore has no firm ground upon which to stand within the human psyche and therefore simply drains away. It is not surprising that the Gallup survey suggested that if most companies cut out their leadership and management training budgets “they would never know the difference”. Most training consists of little more than tinkering around the edges or ticking the boxes and that indeed makes little difference. Such training is not intrinsically worthless, but unless it stands upon a foundation of self-worth and self-belief, it is money well wasted. 

When managers learn to respect, value, treat as equal, give real time, are non-judgemental and believe in the potential of their staff, then staff will feel valued, believe in themselves and perform – unless the work itself is trivial, of course. These attitudes, if authentic, are the province of the emotionally intelligent, and real coaching is the behaviour that expresses them. Coaching is also a means of helping staff to learn new skills and develop themselves as opposed to a means of teaching. The multiple objectives of learning, developing, enjoying and performing in the workplace are thereby synthesised into a single simple but powerful process.

The absence of this fundamental caring philosophy from the workplace leads to consistently poor performance and Galluping misery. Until this is recognised, taken on board and acted upon to bring radical changes to management, leadership and educational behaviour, much of the paper and hot air that emanates from boardrooms and business schools will continue to do little more than squander natural resources and contribute to global warming. Likewise much of the skill and competence training that most internal and external trainers deliver fails to lead to the desired performance improvement. If people don’t believe in themselves, they simply won’t perform well or learn much, regardless of the training they receive. The Journal of Change Management will not change management without seriously addressing these core issues.

Tail Piece

At the end of my keynote lecture at a recent business conference, the host allowed one final brief question. An independent trainer asked me how she could convince a client company’s finance director who wanted proof by measurement that a coaching management style would deliver. Not having the time to provide a fuller answer, I gave a better one. I said the following: 

“If the finance director and the chief executive can’t comprehend the principles and value of emotional intelligence, coaching and self-belief, don’t waste you time trying to prove anything. They are simply not ready yet. The work you would do, would be to no avail anyway. Go to where the door is open.”  That answer struck a real cord with the audience.

I feel the same about this paper and those who may read it. It is not about proof or profit. It is about pragmatic experience, human values and plain common sense, things that both academic protocol and commercial demands tend to override at times. Most of all it is a call for a radical change in thinking and behaviour in business, in education and in all of life too. 
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