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PRAISE FOR ADAM GRANT&®
Give and Take

nGive and Take just might be the most important book of this young century. Asinsightful and
entertaining as Malcolm Gladwell at his best, this book has profound implications for how we
manage our careers, deal with our friends and relatives, raise our children, and design our

institutions. Thisgemisajoy to read, and it shatters the myth that greed is the path to success.o
d Robert Sutton, author of The No * sshole Rule and Good Boss, Bad Boss

fGive and Take is atruly exhilarating bookd the rare work that will shatter your assumptions about

how the world works and keep your brainfiring for weeks after youbve turned the | ast page.o
d Daniel H. Pink, author of Drive and A Whole New Mind

NGive and Take is brimming with life-changing insights. As brilliant asitiswise, thisisnot just a
bookd ité&s a new and shining worldview. Adam Grant is one of the great social scientists of our time,

and his extraordinary new book is sure to be a bestseller.o
d Susan Cain, author of Quiet

fGive and Take cuts through the cl utter of clich®s in the marketpl ace and provides a refreshing new
perspective on the art and science of success. Adam Grant has crafted a unique, must-have toolkit for
accomplishing goal's through collaboration and reciprocity.o

0 William P. Lauder, executive chairman, The Est® Lauder Companies Inc.

nGive and Take is a pleasure to read, extraordinarily informative, and will likely become one of the
classic books on workplace | eadership and management. It has changed the way | see my personal

and professional relationships, and has encouraged me to be a more thoughtful friend and colleague.o
0 Jeff Ashby, NASA space shuttle commander

AWith Give and Take, Adam Grant has marshaled compelling evidence for a revol utionary way of
thi nking about personal success in business and in life. Besides the fundamental ly uplifting character
of the case he makes, readers will be delighted by the truly engaging way he makes it. Thisis amust

read.o
0 Robert Cialdini, author of Influence

AGive and Take is a brilliant, well-documented, and motivating debunki ng of égood guys finish lastd
|Gve noticed for years that generosity generates its own kind of equity, and GrantGs fasci nating
research and engaging style have created not only a solid validation of that principle but also
practical wisdom and techniques for utilizing it more effectively. Thisis a super manifesto for getting
meaningful things done, sustai nably.o

0 David Allen, author of Getting Things Done

fPacked with cutting-edge research, concrete examples, and deep insight, Give and Take offers



extraordinarily thought-provokingd and often surprisingd conclusions about how our interactions
with others drive our success and happiness. This important and compul sively readabl e book

deserves to be a huge success.o
0 Gretchen Rubin, author of The Happiness Project and Happier at Home

fOne of the great secrets of lifeis that those who win most are often those who give most. Inthis
elegant and lucid book, filled with compel ling evidence and evocative examples, Adam Grant shows

us why and how thisis so. Highly recommended! 0
d William Ury, coauthor of Getting to Yes and author of The Power of a Positive No

nGood guys finish firstd and Adam Grant knows why. Give and Take is the smart surprise you cand

afford to miss.0
0 Daniel Gilbert, author of Stumbling on Happiness

fGive and Take is an enlightening read for leaders who aspire to create meaningful and sustai nable
changes to their environments. Grant demonstrates how a generous orientation toward others can
serve as a formula for producing successful |eaders and organi zational performance. Hiswritingis as

engaging and enjoyabl e as his style in the classroom.o
0 Kenneth Frazier, chairman, president, and CEO, Merck & Co., Inc.

filn this riveting and sparkling book, Adam Grant turns the conventional wisdom upside down about
what it takes to win and get ahead. With page-turning stories and compelling studies, Give and Take

reveals the surprising forces behind success and the steps we can take to enhance our own.o
0 Laszlo Bock, senior vice president of people operations, Google

nGive and Take dispels commonly held beliefs that equate givers with weakness and takers with

strength. Grant shows us the importance of nurturing and encouraging prosocia behaviors.o
0 Dan Ariely, author of Predictably Irrational

nGive and Take defines a road to success marked by new ways of relating to colleagues and

customers as well as new ways of growing a business.o
0 Tony Hsieh, CEO, Zappos.com and author of Delivering Happiness

nGive and Take will fundamental |y change the way you think about success. Unfortunately in
America, we have too often succumbed to the worldview that if everyone behaved intheir own
narrow self-interest, all would be fine. Adam Grant shows us with compelling research and

fascinating stories there is a better way.o
0 Lenny M endonca, director, McKinsey & Co.

RAdam Grant, arising star of positive psychology, seaml essly weaves together science and stories of
busi ness success and failure, convincing us that giving is, in the long run, the recipe for successinthe
corporate world. Enroute you will find yourself reexamining your own life. Read it yourself, then

give copies to the people you care most about inthisworld.o
0 Martin Seligman, author of Learned Optimismand Flourish



nGive and Take presents a groundbreaking new perspective on success. Adam Grant offers a
captivating window into innovative principles that drive effectiveness at every level of an

organi zation and can immediately be put into action. Along with being a fascinating read, this book
hol ds the key to a more satisfied and productive workpl ace, better customer rel ati onships, and higher

profits.o
0 Chip Conley, founder, Joie de Vivre Hotels and author of Peak and Emotional Equations

AGive and Take is a game changer. Reading Adam GrantG compel ling book will change the way
doctors doctor, managers manage, teachers teach, and bosses boss. It will create a society inwhich

peopl e do better by being better. Read the book and change the way you live and work.0
0 Barry Schwartz, author of The Paradox of Choice and Practical Wisdom

fGive and Take is a new behavioral benchmark for doing business for better, providing aninspiring
new perspective on how to succeed to the benefit of all. Adam Grant provides great support for the
new paradigm of creating awinwinfor people, planet, and profit with many fabul ous i nsights and

wonderful stories to get you fully hooked and infected with warnting to give more and take |ess.0
0 Jochen Zeitz, former CEO and chairman, PUMA

fGive and Take is areal gift. Adam Grant delivers atriple treat: stories as good as awell-written
novel, surprising insights drawn from rigorous science, and advice on using those insights to catapult
ourselves and our organi zations to success. | cand think of another book with more powerful

implications for both business and life.0
0 Teresa Amabile, author of The Progress Principle

RAdam Grant has written alandmark book that examines what makes some extraordinarily successful
people so great. By introducing us to highly impressive individuals, he proves that, contrary to
popular belief, the best way to climb to the top of the ladder is to take others up there with you. Give

and Take presents the road to success for the twenty-first century.o
0 MariaEitel, founding CEO and president, the Nike Foundation

fln an era of business literature that drones on with the same-old, over-used platitudes, Adam Grant
forgesinto brilliant new territory. Give and Take hel ps readers understand how to maximize their
effectiveness and hel p others simultaneoudly. It will serve as a new framework for both insight and

achievement. A must read!0
0 Josh Linkner, founder, ePrize, CEO, Detroit Venture Partners, and author of Disciplined Dreaming

AWhat The No * sshole Rule did for corporate culture, Give and Take does for each of us as
individuals. Grant presents an evidence-based case for the counterintuitive link between generosity
and finishing first.0

0 Douglas Stone and Sheila Heen, coauthors of Difficult Conversations

fAAdam Grant is a wunderkind. He has won every distinguished research award and teaching award in
hisfield, and his work has changed the way that peopl e see the world. If you want to be surprisedd
very pleasantly surprisedd by what really drives success, then Give and Take is for you. If you want
to make the world a better place, read this book. If you want to make your life better, read this book.o



0 Tal Ben-Shahar, author of Happier

fAln one of the most engaging and insightful books I16ve read in years, Adam Grant makes a persuasive
argument for a counterintuitive approach to success. Give and Take is an instant classic that should be

read by anyone who wants to be more productived and happierd inthe office or at home.o
0 Noah Goldstein, author of Yes!

NGive and Take is sensational, with fasci nating i nsights on page after page. | learned much that |
intend to incorporate into my life immediately. The lessons will not only make you a better person,

they will make you more capable of doing good for many people, including yourself.o
0 Rabbi Joseph Telushkin, author of Jewish Literacy and A Code of Jewish Ethics

fnAdam Grant is the first to define what has changed about relationshipsinadigital aged and he
backs it up with empirical evidence. In Give and Take, he brilliantly demonstrates that in our deeply
i nterconnected world, the roots of sustai nable success lie in creating success for those around you.
[té one of those rare books that is both enlightening immensely practical. Youdl want to read and
revisitit every year.o

0 Paul Saffo, managing director, Foresight and member, World Economic Forum Council on Strategic Foresight
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In memory of my friend
JEFFZASLOW

who lived hislife as a role model for the principlesin this book.
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Good Returns

The Dangers and Rewards of Giving More Than You Get

The principle of give and take; that is diplomacyd give one and take ten.
0 Mark Twain, author and humorist

On a sunny Saturday afternoon in Silicon Valley, two proud fathers stood on the sidelines of a soccer
field. They were watching their young daughters play together, and it was only a matter of time before
they struck up a conversation about work. The taller of the two men was Danny Shader, a serial
entrepreneur who had spent time at Netscape, Motorola, and Amazon. Intense, dark-haired, and
capabl e of talking about business forever, Shader was in his late thirties by the time he launched his
first company, and he liked to call himself the fiold man of the Internet.0 He loved building
companies, and he was just getting his fourth start-up off the ground.

Shader had instantly taken a liking to the other father, a man named David Hornik who investsin
companies for aliving. At 5'4", with dark hair, glasses, and a goatee, Hornik is a man of eclectic
interests: he collects Alice in Wonderland books, and in college he created hisown mgjor in
computer music. He went on to earn a master & in criminology and alaw degree, and after burning the
midnight oil at alaw firm, he accepted a job offer to join a venture capital firm, where he spent the
next decade listening to pitches from entrepreneurs and deciding whether or not to fund them.

During a break between soccer games, Shader turned to Hornik and said, Aldmworking on
somethingd do you want to see a pitch?0 Hornik specialized in Internet companies, so he seemed like
anideal investor to Shader. The interest was mutual . Most people who pitchideas are first-time
entrepreneurs, with no track record of success. In contrast, Shader was a blue-chip entrepreneur who
had hit the jackpot not once, but twice. In 1999, hisfirst start-up, Accept.com, was acquired by
Amazon for $175 million. In 2007, his next company, Good Technol ogy, was acquired by Motorola
for $500 million. Given Shader 6 history, Hornik was eager to hear what he was up to next.




A few days after the soccer game, Shader drove to Horniké office and pitched his newest idea.
Nearly a quarter of Americans have troubl e making online purchases because they dond have a bank
account or credit card, and Shader was proposi ng an i nnovative sol ution to this problem. Hornik was
one of the first venture capitalists to hear the pitch, and right off the bat, he loved it. Within aweek, he
put Shader in front of his partners and offered him a term sheet: he wanted to fund Shader G company.

Although Hornik had moved fast, Shader was in a strong position. Given Shader & reputation, and
the quality of hisidea, Hornik knew plenty of investors would be clamoring to work with Shader.
AYoudre rarely the only investor giving an entrepreneur a term sheet,0 Hornik explains. iiYoude
competing with the best venture capital firms inthe country, and trying to convince the entrepreneur to
take your money instead of theirs.o

The best way for Hornik to land the investment was to set a deadline for Shader to make his
decision. If Hornik made a compel ling offer with a short fuse, Shader might sign it before he had the
chance to pitch to other investors. Thisiswhat many venture capitalists do to stack the odds intheir
favor.

But Hornik didn& give Shader adeadline. Infact, he practically invited Shader to shop his offer
around to other investors. Hornik believed that entrepreneurs need time to eval uate their options, so
as amatter of principle, he refused to present exploding offers. fiTake as much time as you need to
make the right decision,0 he said. Although Hornik hoped Shader would conclude that the right
decision was to sign with him, he put Shader & best interests ahead of his own, giving Shader space to
explore other options.

Shader did just that: he spent the next few weeks pitching his idea to other investors. Inthe
meanti me, Hornik wanted to make sure he was still a strong contender, so he sent Shader his most
valuable resource: alist of forty references who could attest to Horniké caliber as an investor.
Hornik knew that entrepreneurs |ook for the same attributes ininvestors that we all seek in financial
advisers. competence and trustworthi ness. When entrepreneurs sign with an investor, the investor
joinstheir board of directors and provides expert advice. Hornikés list of references reflected the
blood, sweat, and tears that he had devoted to entrepreneurs over the course of more than adecadein
the venture business. He knew they would vouch for his skill and his character.

A few weeks later, Hornik& phone rang. It was Shader, ready to announce his decision.

fAldm sorry,0 Shader said, fibut 16m signing with another investor.o

The financial terms of the offer from Hornik and the other investor were virtually identical, so
Hornikés list of forty references should have given him an advantage. And after speaking with the
references, it was clear to Shader that Hornik was a great guy.

But it was this very same spirit of generosity that doomed Horniké case. Shader worried that
Hornik would spend more time encouraging him than challenging him. Hornik might not be tough
enough to help Shader start a successful business, and the other investor had a reputation for being a
brilliant adviser who questioned and pushed entrepreneurs. Shader walked away thinking, il should
probably add somebody to the board who will challenge me more. Hornik is so affable that | don&
know what hed| be like in the boardroom.0 When he called Hornik, he explained, fiMy heart said to
go with you, but my head said to go with them. | decided to go with my head instead of my heart.0

Hornik was devastated, and he began to second-guess himself. AAm | adope? If | had applied
pressure to take the term sheet, maybe he would have taken it. But 16ve spent a decade building my
reputati on so this woul dnd happen. How did this happen?o



David Hornik learned his |esson the hard way: good guys finish | ast.
Or do they?

*k*

According to conventional wisdom, highly successful people have three things in common:
motivation, ability, and opportunity. If we want to succeed, we need a combination of hard work,
talent, and luck. The story of Danny Shader and David Hornik highlights a fourth ingredient, one thatGs
critical but often negl ected: success depends heavily on how we approach our interactions with other
people. Every time we interact with another person at work, we have a choice to make: do wetry to
claimas much value as we can, or contribute val ue without worrying about what we receivein
return?

As an organizational psychologist and Wharton professor, 10ve dedicated more than ten years of
my professional life to studying these choices at organi zations ranging from Googl e to the U.S. Air
Force, and it turns out that they have staggering consequences for success. Over the past three
decades, in a series of groundbreaking studies, social scientists have discovered that people differ
dramatically intheir preferences for reciprocityd their desired mix of taking and giving. To shed
some light on these preferences, | et me introduce you to two kinds of people who fall at opposite ends
of the reciprocity spectrumat work. | call themtakers and givers.

Takers have a distinctive signature: they like to get more than they give. They tilt reciprocity in
their own favor, putting their own interests ahead of othersoneeds. Takers believe that the world isa
competitive, dog-eat-dog place. They feel that to succeed, they need to be better than others. To prove
their competence, they self-promote and make sure they get plenty of credit for their efforts. Garden-
variety takers arend cruel or cutthroat; they@e just cautious and self-protective. fAilf | don& look out
for myself first,0 takers think, fino one will.0 Had David Hornik been more of a taker, he would have
given Danny Shader a deadline, putting his goal of landing the investment ahead of Shader & desire
for aflexible timeline.

But Hornik is the opposite of ataker; heG agiver. Inthe workplace, givers are arelatively rare
breed. They tilt reciprocity in the other direction, preferring to give more than they get. Whereas
takers tend to be self-focused, eval uating what other peopl e can offer them, givers are other-focused,
paying more attention to what other peopl e need from them. These preferences aren@ about money:
givers and takers arend di stingui shed by how much they donate to charity or the compensation that
they command from their employers. Rather, givers and takers differ intheir attitudes and actions
toward other people. If youlre ataker, you help others strategically, when the benefits to you
outwei gh the personal costs. If youdre a giver, you might use a different cost-benefit analysis: you help
whenever the benefits to others exceed the personal costs. Alternatively, you might not think about the
personal costs at all, helping others without expecting anything in return. If youGe agiver at work,
you simply strive to be generous in sharing your time, energy, knowledge, skills, ideas, and
connections with other people who can benefit from them.

[t tempting to reserve the giver label for larger-than-life heroes such as Mother Teresa or
Mahatma Gandhi, but being a giver doesnG require extraordinary acts of sacrifice. It just involves a
focus on acting in the interests of others, such as by giving help, providing mentoring, sharing credit,
or making connections for others. Outsi de the workpl ace, this type of behavior is quite common.




According to research led by Yale psychol ogist Margaret Clark, most people act like giversin close
rel ati onships. In marriages and friendshi ps, we contribute whenever we can without keeping score.

But inthe workplace, give and take becomes more complicated. Professionally, few of us act
purely like givers or takers, adopting a third style instead. We become matchers, striving to preserve
an equal balance of giving and getting. Matchers operate on the principle of fairness. when they help
others, they protect themsel ves by seeking reciprocity. If youGre a matcher, you believe intit for tat,
and your rel ati onships are governed by even exchanges of favors.

Giving, taking, and matching are three fundamental styles of social interaction, but the lines
between them aren& hard and fast. You might find that you shift from one reciprocity style to another
asyou travel across different work roles and relationships.* It wouldn& be surprising if you act like a
taker when negotiating your salary, a giver when mentoring someone with less experience than you,
and a matcher when sharing expertise with a colleague. But evidence shows that at work, the vast
mgj ority of people develop a primary reciprocity style, which captures how they approach most of
the people most of the time. And this primary style can play as much of arole in our success as hard
work, talent, and luck.

In fact, the patterns of success based on reciprocity styles are remarkably clear. If | asked you to
guess whods the most likely to end up at the bottom of the success |adder, what would you sayd
takers, givers, or matchers?

Professionally, all three reciprocity styles have their own benefits and drawbacks. But thered one
style that proves more costly than the other two. Based on David Horni k& story, you might predict
that givers achieve the worst resultsd and youdd be right. Research demonstrates that givers sink to
the bottom of the success |adder. Across a wide range of important occupations, givers are at a
disadvantage: they make others better off but sacrifice their own success in the process.

In the world of engineering, the least productive and effective engineers are givers. In one study,
when more than 160 professional engineers in California rated one another on help given and
received, the least successful engineers were those who gave more than they received. These givers
had the worst objective scoresintheir firmfor the number of tasks, technical reports, and drawings
completedd not to mention errors made, deadlines missed, and money wasted. Going out of their way
to help others prevented them from getting their own work done.

The same pattern emerges in medical school. Ina study of more than six hundred medical students
in Belgium, the students with the lowest grades had unusual ly high scores on giver statements like fil
love to help otherso and fil anticipate the needs of others.o The givers went out of their way to help
their peers study, sharing what they already knew at the expense of filling gapsintheir own
knowledge, and it gave their peers aleg up at test time. Salespeople are no different. Inastudy | led
of salespeople in North Carolina, compared with takers and matchers, givers brought intwo and a
half times less annual sal es revenue. They were so concerned about what was best for their customers
that they weren@ willing to sell aggressively.

Across occupations, it appears that givers are just too caring, too trusting, and too willing to
sacrifice their own interests for the benefit of others. ThereG even evidence that compared with
takers, on average, givers earn 14 percent less money, have twice the risk of becoming victims of
crimes, and are judged as 22 percent |ess powerful and domi nant.

Soif givers are most likely to land at the bottom of the success ladder, whoGs at the topd takers or
matchers?




Neither. When | took another |ook at the data, | discovered a surprising pattern: It& the givers
again.

As wedve seen, the engineers with the lowest productivity are mostly givers. But when we | ook at
the engineers with the highest productivity, the evidence shows that they&re giverstoo. The California
engi neers with the best objective scores for quantity and quality of results are those who consi stently
give more to their colleagues than they get. The worst performers and the best performers are givers,
takers and matchers are more likely to land in the middle.

This pattern holds up across the board. The Belgian medical students with the lowest grades have
unusually high giver scores, but so do the students with the highest grades. Over the course of
medical school, being a giver accounts for 11 percent higher grades. Evenin sales, | found that the
| east productive sal espeople had 25 percent higher giver scores than average performersd but so did
the most productive sal espeople. The top performers were givers, and they averaged 50 percent more
annual revenue than the takers and matchers. Givers dominate the bottom and the top of the success
ladder. Across occupations, if you examine the link between reciprocity styles and success, the givers
are more likely to become champsd not only chumps.

Guess which one David Hornik turns out to be?

After Danny Shader signed with the other investor, he had a gnawing feeling. We just closed abig
round. We should be celebrating. Why am | not happier? | was excited about my investor, who
exceptionally bright and talented, but | was missing the opportunity to work with Hornik.o Shader
wanted to find a way to engage Hornik, but there was a catch. To involve him, Shader and his |ead
investor would have to sell more of the company, diluting their ownership.

Shader decided it was worth the cost to him personally. Before the financing closed, he invited
Hornik to invest in his company. Hornik accepted the offer and made an investment, earning some
ownership of the company. He began coming to board meetings, and Shader was impressed with
Hornikd ability to push himto consider new directions. fil got to see the other side of him,0 Shader
says. filt had just been overshadowed by how affable he is.0 Thanks in part to Horniké advice,
Shader Gs start-up has taken off. 1t called PayNearMe, and it enables Americans who don& have a
bank account or a credit card to make online purchases with a barcode or a card, and then pay cash
for them at parti ci pati ng establi shments. Shader landed mgjor partnerships with 7-Eleven and
Greyhound to provide these services, and inthe first year and a half since launching, PayNearMe has
been growing at more than 30 percent per month. As aninvestor, Hornik has a small shareinthis
growth.

Hornik has also added Shader to hislist of references, whichis probably even more val uabl e than
the deal itself. When entrepreneurs call to ask about Hornik, Shader tells them, AiYou may be thinking
heds just a nice guy, but heés a lot more than that. HeGs phenomenal : super-hardworking and very
courageous. He can be both challenging and supportive at the same time. And heGs incredibly
responsive, which is one of the best characteristics you can have inaninvestor. Hed| get back to you
any hourd day or nightd quickly, on anything that matters.o

The payoff for Hornik was not limited to this single deal on PayNearMe. After seeing Hornik in
action, Shader came to admire Hornik& commitment to acting in the best i nterests of entrepreneurs,



and he began to set Hornik up with other investment opportunities. In one case, after meeting the CEO
of a company called Rocket Lawyer, Shader recommended Hornik as an investor. Although the CEO
aready had a term sheet from another investor, Hornik ended up winning the investment.

Although he recogni zes the downsides, David Hornik believes that operating like a giver has been
adriving force behind his success in venture capital. Hornik esti mates that when most venture
capitalists offer term sheets to entrepreneurs, they have a signing rate near 50 percent: flf you get hal f
of the deal s you offer, youare doing pretty well.0 Yet in eleven years as a venture capitalist, Hornik
has offered twenty-ei ght term sheets to entrepreneurs, and twenty-five have accepted. Shader is one of
just three people who have ever turned down an investment from Hornik. The other 89 percent of the
time entrepreneurs have taken Horni kG money. Thanks to his funding and expert advice, these
entrepreneurs have gone on to build a number of successful start-upsd one was valued at more than
$3 billiononitsfirst day of trading in 2012, and others have been acquired by Google, Oracle,
Ticketmaster, and Monster.

Horniké& hard work and talent, not to mention his luck at beingontheright sideline at his
daughter G soccer game, played abig part inlining up the deal with Danny Shader. But it was his
reciprocity style that ended up winning the day for him. Even better, he wasn& the only winner.

Shader won too, as did the compani es to which Shader later recommended Hornik. By operating as a
giver, Hornik created val ue for himself while maximizing opportunities for val ue to flow outward for
the benefit of others.

*k*

In this book, | warnt to persuade you that we underesti mate the success of givers like David Hornik.
Although we often stereotype givers as chumps and doormats, they turn out to be surprisingly
successful. To figure out why givers dominate the top of the success ladder, wedl examine startling
studies and stories that illuminate how giving can be more powerfuld and less dangerousd than most
people believe. Along the way, 141 introduce you to successful givers from many different walks of
life, including consultants, lawyers, doctors, engineers, sal espeople, writers, entrepreneurs,
accountants, teachers, financial advisers, and sports executives. These givers reverse the popul ar
plan of succeeding first and giving back later, raising the possibility that those who give first are often
best positioned for success | ater.

But we can& forget about those engineers and sal espeopl e at the bottom of the |adder. Some
givers do become pushovers and doormats, and | warnt to explore what separates the champs fromthe
chumps. The answer isless about raw talent or aptitude, and more about the strategies givers use and
the choi ces they make. To explain how givers avoid the bottom of the success ladder, |Gm going to
debunk two common myths about givers by showing you that they@e not necessarily nice, and theyGe
not necessarily altruistic. We all have goals for our own individual achievements, and it turns out that
successful givers are every bit as ambitious as takers and matchers. They simply have a different way
of pursuing their goals.

This brings usto my third aim, whichis to reveal what@ unique about the success of givers. Let
me be clear that givers, takers, and matchers all cand and dod achieve success. But thereGs
somethi ng di sti nctive that happens when givers succeed: it spreads and cascades. When takers win,
thereds usual ly someone el se who | oses. Research shows that peopl e tend to envy successful takers




and look for ways to knock them down a notch. In contrast, when givers like David Hornik win,

peopl e are rooting for them and supporting them, rather than gunning for them. Givers succeed ina
way that creates a rippl e effect, enhancing the success of people around them. Youd| see that the
difference liesin how giver success creates val ue, instead of just claimingit. As the venture capitalist
Randy Komisar remarks, filtGs easier to win if everybody wants you to win. If you don& make enemies
out there, itGs easier to succeed.0

But in some arenas, it seems that the costs of giving clearly outwei gh the benefits. In politics, for
example, Mark Twai nGs opening quote suggests that di plomacy invol ves taking ten times as much as
giving. iPalitics,0 writes former president Bill Clinton, fiis a ayettingdbusiness. You have to get
support, contributions, and votes, over and over again.o Takers should have an edge in lobbying and
outmaneuvering their opponents in competitive el ections, and matchers may be well suited to the
constant trading of favors that politics demands. What happens to givers in the world of politics?

Consider the palitical struggles of a hick who went by the name Sampson. He said his goal was to
be the fiiClinton of I11inois,0 and he set his sights on winning a seat in the Senate. Sampson was an
unlikely candidate for political office, having spent his early years working on afarm. But Sampson
had great ambition; he made his first run for a seat in the state | egislature when he was just twenty-
three years old. There were thirteen candidates, and only the top four won seats. Sampson made a
lackl uster showing, finishing eighth.

After losing that race, Sampson turned his eye to business, taking out aloan to start a small shop
with afriend. The business failed, and Sampson was unabl e to repay the loan, so his possessions
were seized by local authorities. Shortly thereafter, his business partner died without assets, and
Sampson took on the debt. Sampson jokingly called his liability fithe national debtd: he owed fifteen
times his annual income. It would take himyears, but he eventually paid back every cent.

After his business failed, Sampson made a second run for the state | egislature. Although he was
only twenty-five years old, he finished second, landing a seat. For his first |egislative session, he had
to borrow the money to buy hisfirst suit. For the next eight years, Sampson served in the state
legislature, earning alaw degree along the way. Eventually, at age forty-five, he was ready to pursue
influence on the national stage. He made a bid for the Senate.

Sampson knew he was fighting an uphill battle. He had two primary opponents: James Shields
and Lyman Trumbull. Both had been state Supreme Court justi ces, coming from backgrounds far more
privileged than Sampsond. Shields, the incumbent running for reel ection, was the nephew of a
congressman. Trumbull was the grandson of an eminent Yal e-educated historian. By compari son,
Sampson had little experience or political clout.

Inthe first poll, Sampson was a surprise front-runner, with 44 percent support. Shields was close
behind at 41 percent, and Trumbull was a distant third at 5 percent. In the next poll, Sampson gained
ground, climbing to 47 percent support. But the tide began to turn when a new candidate entered the
race: the stateds current governor, Joel Matteson. Matteson was popular, and he had the potential to
draw votes from both Sampson and Trumbull. When Shields withdrew from the race, Matteson
quickly took the lead. Matteson had 44 percent, Sampson was down to 38 percent, and Trumbull was
at just 9 percent. But hours later, Trumbull won the el ection with 51 percent, narrowly edging out
Mattesond 47 percent.

Why did Sampson plummet, and how did Trumbull rise so quickly? The sudden reversal of their
positions was due to a choi ce made by Sampson, who seemed plagued by pathol ogical giving. When




Matteson entered the race, Sampson began to doubt his own ability to garner enough support to win.
He knew that Trumbull had a small but loyal following who would not give up on him. Most people
in Sampson shoes would have |obbied Trumbull & followers to jump ship. After all, with just 9
percent support, Trumbull was along shot.

But Sampsond primary concern wasn@ getting el ected. It was to prevent Matteson from winning.
Sampson believed that Matteson was engaging i n questi onabl e practi ces. Some onlookers had
accused Matteson of trying to bribe influential voters. At minimum, Sampson had reliable i nformation
that some of his own key supporters had been approached by Matteson. If it appeared that Sampson
would not stand a chance, Matteson argued, the voters should shift their loyalties and support him.

Sampson concerns about Matteson® methods and motives proved prescient. A year later, when
Matteson was finishing his term as governor, he redeemed old government checks that were outdated
or had been previously redeemed, but were never cancel ed. Matteson took home several hundred
thousand dollars and was indicted for fraud.

In addition to harboring suspicions about Matteson, Sampson believed in Trumbull, as they had
something in common when it came to the issues. For several years, Sampson had campai gned
passionately for a major shift insocial and economic policy. He believed it was vital to the future of
his state, and in this he and Trumbull were united. So instead of trying to convert Trumbull& loyal
followers, Sampson decided to fall on his own sword. He told his floor manager, Stephen Logan, that
he would withdraw from the race and ask his supporters to vote for Trumbull. Logan was
incredul ous. why should the man with alarger following hand over the el ection to an adversary with
asmaller following? Logan broke downinto tears, but Sampson would not yield. He withdrew and
asked his supporters to vote for Trumbull. It was enough to propel Trumbull to victory, at Sampson
expense.

That was not the first time Sampson put the interests of others ahead of his own. Before he hel ped
Trumbull win the Senate race, despite earning acclaimfor his work as alawyer, Sampsond success
was stifled by a crushing liability. He could not bring himself to defend clients if he felt they were
guilty. According to a colleague, Sampsonds clients knew fithey would wintheir cased if it wasfair;
if not, that it was a waste of time to take it to him.0 In one case, a client was accused of theft, and
Sampson approached the judge. filf you can say anything for the man, do itd | can@. If | attempt it, the
jury will seel think heis guilty, and convict him.o In another case, during acriminal trial, Sampson
|leaned over and said to an associate, fiThis man is quilty; you defend him, | can&.0 Sampson handed
the case over to the associate, walking away from a sizabl e fee. These decisions earned him respect,
but they raised questi ons about whether he was tenaci ous enough to make tough political decisions.

Sampson ficomes very near being a perfect man,0 said one of his political rivals. fiHe lacks but
one thing.0 The rival explained that Sampson was unfit to be trusted with power, because his
judgment was too easily clouded by concernfor others. In politics, operating like a giver put
Sampson at a disadvantage. His reluctance to put himsel f first cost him the Senate el ection, and | eft
onlookers wondering whether he was strong enough for the unforgiving world of politics. Trumbul |
was a fierce debater; Sampson was a pushover. il regret my defeat,0 Sampson admitted, but he
mai ntai ned that Trumbul | & el ection would hel p to advance the causes they shared. After the election,
alocal reporter wrote that in comparison with Sampson, Trumbull was fia man of more real talent and
power.o

But Sampson wasn@ ready to step aside forever. Four years after hel ping Lyman Trumbull winthe



seat, Sampson ran for the Senate again. He lost again. But in the weeks |eading up to the vote, one of
the most outspoken supporters of Sampsond was none other than Lyman Trumbull. Sampson
sacrifice had earned goodwill, and Trumbull was not the only adversary who became an advocate in
response to Sampsond giving. In the first Senate race, when Sampson had 47 percent of the vote and
seemed to be on the brink of victory, a Chicago lawyer and politician named Norman Judd led a
strong 5 percent who would not waver intheir loyalty to Trumbull. During Sampsond second Senate
bid, Judd became a strong supporter.

Two years | ater, after two failed Senate races, Sampson finally won his first election at the
national level. According to one commentator, Judd never forgot Sampsond figenerous behavioro and
did Aimore than anyone el sed to secure Sampsond nomi nation.

In 1999, C-SPAN, the cable TV network that covers politics, polled more than a thousand
knowledgeable viewers. They rated the effectiveness of Sampson and three dozen other politicians
who vied for similar offices. Sampson came out at the very top of the poll, receiving the highest
eval uations. Despite hislosses, he was more popular than any other politician on the list. You see,
Sampsond Ghost was a pen name that the hick used in | etters.

His real name was Abraham Lincoln.

In the 1830s, Lincoln was striving to be the DeWitt Clinton of Illinois, referencing a U.S. senator
and New York governor who spearheaded the construction of the Erie Canal. When Lincolnwithdrew
fromhis first Senate race to help Lyman Trumbull win the seat, they shared a commitment to
abolishing slavery. From emanci pating slaves, to sacrificing his own political opportunities for the
cause, to refusing to defend clients who appeared to be guilty, Lincoln consistently acted for the
greater good. When experts in history, political science, and psychology rated the presidents, they
identified Lincolnas aclear giver. iiEvenif it was inconvenient, Lincoln went out of his way to help
others,0 wrote two experts, demonstrati ng fiobvious concern for the well-being of individual
citizens.0 It is noteworthy that Lincolnis seen as one of the | east self-centered, egotistical, boastful
presidents ever. Inindependent ratings of presidential biographies, Lincoln scored in the top threed
along with Washington and Fillmored in giving credit to others and acting in the best interests of
others. Inthe words of a military general who worked with Lincoln, fihe seemed to possess more of
the el ements of greatness, combined with goodness, than any other.0

Inthe Oval Office, Lincoln was determined to put the good of the nati on above his own ego. When
he won the presidency in 1860, he invited the three candi dates whom he defeated for the Republican
nomi nati on to become his secretary of state, secretary of the treasury, and attorney general. In Team of
Rivals, the historian Doris Kearns Goodwin documents how unusual Lincolnés cabinet was. fEvery
member of the admi nistration was better known, better educated, and more experienced in public life
than Lincoln. Their presence in the cabinet might have threatened to eclipse the obscure prairie
lawyer.0

In LincolnGs position, a taker might have preferred to protect his ego and power by inviting fiyes
meno to join him. A matcher might have offered appoi ntments to allies who had supported him. Yet
Lincolninvited his bitter competitors instead. iVWe needed the strongest men of the party inthe
Cabinet,0 Lincoln told an incredul ous reporter. il had no right to deprive the country of their
services.0 Some of these rivals despised Lincoln, and others viewed him as incompetent, but he
managed to winthemall over. According to Kearns Goodwin, Lincolnés fisuccess in dealing with the
strong egos of the menin his cabinet suggests that in the hands of atruly great politician the qualities




we generally associate with decency and moralityd kindness, sensitivity, compassion, honesty, and
empathyd can also be impressive political resources.o

If politics can be fertile ground for givers, itG possible that givers can succeed in any job.
Whether giving is effective, though, depends on the particular kind of exchange inwhichitGs
employed. Thisis one important feature of giving to keep in mind as we move through the ideas in
this book: on any particular morning, giving may well be incompatible with success. In purely zero-
sum situations and win-lose interactions, giving rarely pays off. Thisis alesson that Abraham Lincoln
|earned each time he chose to give to others at his own expense. filf | have one vice,0 Lincoln said,
fiand | can call it nothing elsed it is not to be able to say no!o

But most of life isn& zero-sum, and on balance, people who choose giving as their primary
reciprocity style end up reaping rewards. For Lincoln, like David Hornik, seemingly self-sacrificing
decisions ultimately worked to his advantage. When we initially concluded that Lincoln and Hornik
lost, we hadn& stretched the time horizons out far enough. It takes time for givers to build goodwill
and trust, but eventual ly, they establi sh reputati ons and rel ationshi ps that enhance their success. In
fact, youd| see that in sales and medical school, the giver advantage grows over time. In the long run,
giving can be every bit as powerful asit is dangerous. As Chip Conley, the renowned entrepreneur
who founded Joie de Vivre Hotel s, explains, fiBeing a giver is not good for a 100-yard dash, but itGs
valuable in a marathon.o

In LincolnGs era, the marathon took a long time to run. Without tel ephones, the Internet, and high-
speed transportati on, building rel ationshi ps and reputations was a slow process. filn the old world,
you could send a | etter, and no one knew,0 Conley says. Conley believes that in today& connected
world, where rel ationships and reputati ons are more visible, givers can accel erate their pace. nYou
no longer have to choose,0 says Bobbi Silten, the former president of Dockers, who now runs global
socia and environmental responsibility for Gap Inc. AYou can be a giver and be successful .0

The fact that the long run is getting shorter isn& the only force that makes giving more
professionally productive today. We live in an era when massive changes in the structure of workd
and the technol ogy that shapes itd have further amplified the advantages of being a giver. Today, more
than half of American and European companies regularly use teams to get work done. We rely on
teams to build cars and houses, perform surgeries, fly planes, fight wars, play symphonies, produce
news reports, audit companies, and provide consulting services. Teams depend on givers to share
information, vol unteer for unpopular tasks, and provide help.

When Lincolninvited hisrivals to join his cabinet, they had the chance to see firsthand how much
he was willing to contribute for the sake of other people and his country. Several years before
Lincoln became president, one of hisrivals, Edwin Stanton, had rejected himas a cocounsel ina
trial, calling hima figawky, long-armed ape.o0 Yet after working with Lincoln, Stanton described him
as fithe most perfect ruler of men the world has ever seen.0 As we organi ze more peopl e into teams,
givers have more opportunities to demonstrate their value, as Lincoln did.

Evenif you don@ work in ateam, odds are that you hold a service job. Most of our grandparents
worked in independent jobs producing goods. They didn& always need to collaborate with other
people, so it was fairly inefficient to be a giver. But now, a high percentage of people work in
i nterconnected jobs providing services to others. In the 1980s, the service sector made up about hal f
of the worldé gross domestic product (GDP). By 1995, the service sector was responsible for nearly
two thirds of world GDP. Today, more than 80 percent of Americans work in service jobs.




As the service sector continues to expand, more and more people are placing a premiumon
providers who have established rel ationships and reputati ons as givers. Whether your reciprocity
styleis primarily giver, taker, or matcher, Idmwilling to bet that you want your key service providers
to be givers. You hope your doctor, lawyer, teacher, dentist, plumber, and real estate agent will focus
on contributing val ue to you, not on claiming value fromyou. Thisis why David Hornik has an 89
percent success rate: entrepreneurs know that when he offers to invest in their companies, he has their
best interests at heart. Whereas many venture capitalists dond consider unsolicited pitches, preferring
to spend their scarce time on people and ideas that have already shown promise, Hornik responds
personally to e-mails from compl ete strangers. filGn happy to be as helpful as | can independent of
whether | have some economic interest,0 he says. According to Hornik, a successful venture capitalist
IS fla service provider. Entrepreneurs are not here to serve venture capitalists. We are here to serve
entrepreneurs.o

The rise of the service economy sheds light on why givers have the worst grades and the best
grades in medical school. In the study of Belgian medical students, the givers earned significantly
lower gradesintheir first year of medical school. The givers were at a disadvantaged and the
negative correl ation between giver scores and grades was stronger than the effect of smoking on the
odds of getting lung cancer.

But that was the only year of medical school inwhich the givers underperformed. By their second
year, the givers had made up the gap: they were now slightly outperforming their peers. By the sixth
year, the givers earned substantially higher grades than their peers. A giver style, measured six years
earlier, was a better predictor of medical school grades than the effect of smoking on lung cancer
rates (and the effect of using nicotine patches on quitting smoking). By the seventh year of medical
school, when the givers became doctors, they had climbed still further ahead. The effect of giving on
final medical school performance was stronger than the smoking effects above; it was even greater
than the effect of drinking alcohol on aggressive behavior.

Why did the giver disadvantage reverse, becoming such a strong advantage?

Nothing about the givers changed, but their program did. As students progress through medical
school, they move from independent classes into clinical rotations, internships, and patient care. The
further they advance, the more their success depends on teamwork and service. As the structure of
class work shifts, the givers benefit fromtheir natural tendencies to collaborate effectively with other
medical professionals and express concern to pati ents.

This giver advantage in servicerolesis hardly limited to medicine. Steve Jones, the award-
winning former CEO of one of the largest banks in Australia, wanted to know what made financial
advisers successful. His team studied key factors such as financial expertise and effort. But fithe
single most influential factor,0 Jones told me, fiwas whether afinancial adviser had the clienté best
interests at heart, above the company& and even his own. It was one of my three top priorities to get
that value instilled, and demonstrate that it in everybody@ best interests to treat clients that way.o

One financial adviser who exemplifiesthis giver style is Peter Audet, a broad-shouldered Aussie
who once wore a mullet and has an affinity for Bon Jovi. He began his career as a customer service
representati ve answering phones for alarge insurance company. The first year after he was hired,
Peter won the Personality of the Year award, beating out hundreds of other empl oyees based on his
passion for hel ping customers, and became the youngest department supervisor in the whole company.
Years later, when Peter joined a group of fifteen executives for a give-and-take exercise, the average




executive offered help to three colleagues. Peter offered help to all fifteen of them. Heis suchagiver
that he even tries to hel p the job applicants he doesnd hire, spending hours making connections for
themto find other opportunities.

In 2011, when Peter was working as a financial adviser, he received a call froman Australian
client. The client wanted to make changes to a small superannuation fund valued at $70,000. A staff
member was assigned to the client, but looked him up and saw that he was a scrap metal worker.
Thinking like a matcher, the staff member declined to make the visit: it was a waste of histime. It
certainly wasn& worth Peter & time. He specialized in high net worth clients, whose funds were
worth a thousand times more money, and his largest client had more than $100 million. If you
cal culated the dollar val ue of Peter & time, the scrap metal worker & fund was not even worth the
amount of time it would take to drive out to his house. iHe was the tiniest client, and no one wanted
to see him; it was beneath everybody,0 Peter reflects. fiBut you cand just i gnore someone becalse you
dond think they@e important enough.o

Peter scheduled an appoi ntment to drive out to see the scrap metal worker and help himwith the
plan changes. When he pulled up to the house, hisjaw dropped. The front door was covered in
cobwebs and had not been opened in months. He drove around to the back, where a thirty-four-year-
old man opened the door. The living roomwas full of bugs, and he could see straight through to the
roof: the entire ceiling had been ripped out. The client made a feebl e gesture to some folding chairs,
and Peter began working through the client@ plan changes. Feeling sympathy for the client, who
seemed like an earnest, hardworking blue-collar man, Peter made a generous offer. iWhile [dm here,
why dond& you tell me a bit about yourself and 181 see if there® anything else | can help you with.0

The client mentioned alove of cars, and walked him around back to a dingy shed. Peter braced
himself for another depressing display of poverty, envisioning a pile of rusted metal. When Peter
stepped inside the shed, he gasped. Spread out before him in immeacul ate condition were afirst-
generation Chevy Camaro, built in 1966; two vintage Australian Valiant cars with 1,000-horsepower
engines for drag racing; a souped-up coupe utility car; and a Ford coupe from the movie Mad Max.
The client was not a scrap metal worker; he owned a lucrative scrap metal business. He had just
bought the house to fix it up; it was on eleven acres, and it cost $1.4 million. Peter spent the next year
reengi neering the client@ business, improving his tax position, and hel ping him renovate the house.
RAII | did was start out by doing a kindness,0 Peter notes. fiWwhen | got to work the next day, | had to
laugh at my colleague who wasnG prepared to give a bit by driving out to visit the client.o Peter went
on to devel op a strong rel ationship with the client, whose fees multiplied by a factor of a hundred the
following year, and expects to continue working with him for decades.

Over the course of his career, giving has enabled Peter Audet to access opportunities that takers
and matchers routinely miss, but it has also cost him dearly. As youd| see in chapter 7, he was
exploited by two takers who nearly put him out of business. Yet Peter managed to climb fromthe
bottom to the top of the success ladder, becoming one of the more productive financial advisersin
Australia. The key, he believes, was |earning to harness the benefits of giving while minimizing the
costs. As a managing director at Genesys Wealth Advisers, he managed to rescue his firmfromthe
brink of bankruptcy and turnit into anindustry |eader, and he chalks his success up to being agiver.
AThereds no doubt that 16ve succeeded in business because | give to other people. 1t my weapon of
choice,0 Peter says. iWhen |Gm head-to-head with another adviser to try and win business, people tell
methisiswhy I win.o



Although technol ogical and organi zational changes have made giving more advantageous, therets
one feature of giving thaté& more timel ess: when we reflect on our guiding principlesinlife, many of
us are intuitively drawnto giving. Over the past three decades, the esteemed psychol ogist Shalom
Schwartz has studied the val ues and guiding principles that matter to people in different cultures
around the world. One of his studies surveyed reasonably representative sampl es of thousands of
adultsin Australia, Chile, Finland, France, Germany, Israel, Malaysia, the Netherlands, South Africa,
Spain, Sweden, and the United States. He translated his survey into a dozen languages, and asked
respondents to rate the importance of different values. Here are afew examples:

List1

Weal th (money, material possessions)
Power (dominance, control over others)
Pleasure (enjoying life)

Winning (doing better than others)

List 2

Hel pfulness (working for the well-being of others)
Responsi bility (being dependable)

Social justice (caring for the disadvantaged)
Compassion (responding to the needs of others)

Takers favor the valuesinList 1, whereas givers prioritize the values in List 2. Schwartz wanted
to know where most people would endorse giver values. Take a look back at the twelve countries
above. Where do the mgjority of people endorse giver values above taker values?

All of them. In all twelve countries, most people rate giving as their single most i mportant val ue.
They report caring more about giving than about power, achievement, excitement, freedom, tradition,
conformity, security, and pleasure. Infact, this was true in more than seventy different countries
around the world. Giver values are the number-one guiding principle in life to most people in most
countriesd from Argentinato Armenia, Belgiumto Brazil, and Slovakiato Singapore. In the mgjority
of the worldGs cultures, including that of the United States, the mgjority of people endorse giving as
their single most important guiding principle.

On some level, this comes as no surprise. As parents, we read our children books like The Giving
Tree and emphasi ze the importance of sharing and caring. But we tend to compartmentalize giving,
reserving a different set of values for the sphere of work. We may love Shel Silversteinfor our kids,
but the popularity of books like Robert Greenets The 48 Laws of Powerd not to mention the
fascination of many business gurus with Sun Tzu& The Art of Ward suggests that we dond see much
roomfor giver valuesin our professional lives.

As aresult, even people who operate like givers at work are often afraid to admit it. Inthe
summer of 2011, | met awoman named Sherryann Plesse, an executive at a prestigious financial
services firm. Sherryannwas clearly a giver: she spent countless hours mentoring junior colleagues
and volunteered to head up a womend leadership initiative and a major charitable fund-raising
initiative at her firm. AiMy default is to give,0 she says. filam not looking for quid pro quo; 1émlooking
to make a difference and have animpact, and | focus on the people who can benefit from my help the




mMost.0

To enrich her business acumen, Sherryann left her job for six weeks, enrolling in aleadership
program with sixty executives from companies around the world. To identify her strengths, she
underwent a comprehensive psychol ogical assessment. Sherryann was shocked to [earn that her top
professional strengths were kindness and compassion. Fearing that the results woul d jeopardize her
reputation as a tough and successful leader, Sherryann decided not to tell anyone. il didnd@ want to
sound like aflake. | was afraid people would perceive me differently, perhaps as a less serious
executive,0 Sherryann confided. fil was conditioned to leave my human feelings at the door, and win. |
want my primary skills to be seen as hardworking and results-oriented, not kindness and compassion.
In busi ness, sometimes you have to wear different masks.o

The fear of being judged as weak or napve prevents many people fromoperating like givers at
work. Many people who hold giver valuesin life choose matching as their primary reciprocity style
at work, seeking an even balance of give and take. In one study, people compl eted a survey about
whether their default approach to work rel ati onships was to give, take, or match. Only 8 percent
described themsel ves as givers; the other 92 percent were not willing to contribute more than they
received at work. Inanother study, | found that in the office, more than three times as many people
prefer to be matchers than givers.

People who prefer to give or match often feel pressured to |ean in the taker direction when they
perceive aworkplace as zero-sum. Whether itG& a company with forced ranking systems, a group of
firms vying to win the same clients, or a school with required grading curves and more demand than
supply for desirable jobs, ité& only natural to assume that peers will lean more toward taking than
giving. iWhen they anti ci pate sel f-interested behavior from others,0 expl ains the Stanford
psychologist Dale Miller, people fear that theyd| be exploited if they operate like givers, so they
conclude that fipursuing a competitive orientation is the rational and appropriate thing to do.o ThereGs
even evidence that just putting on a business suit and analyzing a Harvard Business School caseis
enough to significantly reduce the attenti on that peopl e pay to rel ati onships and the interests of others.
The fear of exploitation by takersis so pervasive, writes the Cornell economist Robert Frank, that
fAby encouraging us to expect the worst in others it brings out the worst in us: dreading the role of the
chump, we are often | oath to heed our nobler instincts.o

Giving is especially risky when dealing with takers, and David Hornik believes that many of the
worldé most successful venture capitalists operate like takersd they insist on disproportionately
large shares of entrepreneursostart-ups and claim undue credit when their investments prove
successful. Hornik is determined to change these norms. When a financial planner asked himwhat he
wanted to achieve inlife, Hornik said that fiabove all, | want to demonstrate that success doesnd have
to come at someone el seds expense.o

In an attempt to prove it, Hornik has broken two of the most sacred rules in the venture business.
In 2004, he became the first venture capitalist to start a blog. Venture capital was a black box, so
Hornik invited entrepreneurs inside. He began to share i nformeati on openly online, hel ping
entrepreneurs to improve their pitches by gaining a deeper understanding of how venture capitalists
think. Hornik& partners, and his firm& general counsel, discouraged himfromdoing it. Why would he
want to give away trade secrets? If other investors read his blog, they could steal ideas without
sharing any inreturn. AThe idea of a venture capitalist talking about what he was doing was
considered insane,0 Hornik reflects. fiBut | really wanted to engage in a conversation with a broad set




of entrepreneurs, and be hel pful to them.0 His critics were right: fiLots of venture capitalists ended up
reading it. When | talked about specific companies | was excited about, getting deal s became more
competitive.o0 But that was a price that Hornik was willing to pay. fiMy focus was entirely on creating
val ue for entrepreneurs,0 he says, and he has maintai ned the blog for the past eight years.

Hornik& second uncornventional move was ignited by his frustration with dull speakers at
conferences. Back in college, he had teamed up with a professor to run a speakersdbureau so he could
Invite interesting peopl e to campus. The lineup included the inventor of the game Dungeons &
Dragons, the world yo-yo champion, and the animator who created the Wile E. Coyote and Road
Runner cartoon characters for Warner Bros. By comparison, speakers at venture capital and
technol ogy conferences weren& measuring up. fil discovered that | stopped going into hear the
speakers, and | would spend all my time chatting with peopl e in the lobby about what theyGre working
on. Thereal value of these events was the conversations and rel ationshi ps that were created between
people. What if a conference was about conversations and rel ati onships, not content?0

In 2007, Hornik planned hisfirst annual conference. It was called The Lobby, and the goal was to
bring entrepreneurs together to share ideas about new media. Hornik was puitting about $400,000 on
the line, and peopl e tried to talk him out of it. fiYou could destroy your firma reputati on,0 they
warned, hinting that if the conference failed, HornikG own career might be ruined. But he pressed
forward, and when it was time to send out invitations, Hornik did the unthinkable. He invited venture
capitalists at rival firms to attend the conference.

Several colleagues thought he was out of his mind. AWhy inthe world would you let other venture
capitalists come to the conference?0 they asked. If Hornik met an entrepreneur with a hot new idea at
The Lobby, he would have aleg up on landing the investment. Why would he want to give away his
advantage and help his competitors find opportunities? Once again, Hornik ignored the naysayers. fil
want to create an experience to benefit everyone, not just me.0 One of the rival venture capitalists
who attended liked the format so much that he created his own Lobby-styl e conference, but he didn&
invite Hornikd or any other venture capitalists. His partners wouldnd let him. Neverthel ess, Hornik
kept inviting venture capitalists to The Lobby.

David Hornik recogni zes the costs of operating like a giver. iSome peopl e think 1Gm del usional .
They believe the way you achieve is by being a taker,0 he says. If he were more of ataker, he
probably woul dn& accept unsolicited pitches, respond personally to e-mails, share information with
competitors on his blog, or invite hisrivals to benefit from The Lobby conference. He would protect
his time, guard his knowledge, and leverage his connections more carefully. And if he were more of a
matcher, he would have asked for quid pro quo with the venture capitalist who attended The Lobby
but didn& invite Hornik to his own conference. But Hornik pays more attention to what other people
need than to what he gets from them. Hornik has been extremely successful as a venture capitalist
while living by his values, and heés widely respected for his generosity. filtG a win-win,0 Hornik
reflects. il get to create an environment where other people can get deals and build rel ationships, and
| liveintheworld | want to live in.0 His experience reinforces that giving not only is professionally
risky; it can also be professionally rewarding.

Understanding what makes giving both powerful and dangerous is the focus of Give and Take. The



first section unveils the principles of giver success, illuminating how and why givers rise to the top.
|41 show you how successful givers have unigue approaches to interactions infour key domains:
networking, collaborating, eval uating, and influencing. A close ook at networking highlights fresh
approaches for devel oping connections with new contacts and strengthening ties with old contacts.
Examining collaboration reveals what it takes to work productively with colleagues and earn their
respect. Exploring how we eval uate others offers counterintuitive techniques for judging and
devel oping talent to get the best results out of others. And an analysi s of influence sheds light on
novel strategies for presenting, selling, persuading, and negotiating, all inthe spirit of convincing
others to support our ideas and interests. Across these four domains, youd| see what successful
giversdo differentlyd and what takers and matchers can learn fromtheir approach. Along the way,
youd| find out how Americads best networker devel oped his connections, why the genius behind one
of the most successful shows intelevision history toiled for years in anonymity, how a basketball
executive responsible for some of the worst draft busts in history turned things around, whether a
lawyer who stumbles on his words can beat alawyer who speaks with confidence, and how you can
spot ataker just fromlooking at a Facebook profile.

In the second part of the book, the focus shifts from the benefits of giving to the costs, and how
they can be managed. Id1 examine how givers protect themsel ves agai nst burnout and avoid becoming
pushovers and doormats. Youd| discover how ateacher reduced her burnout by giving more rather
than less, how a billionaire made money by giving it away, and the ideal number of hours to vol unteer
if you want to become happier and live longer. Youdl see why giving slowed one consultantés path to
partner but accel erated another &, why we misjudge whoGs a giver and who@s a taker, and how givers
protect themsel ves at the bargai ning table. Youd! also gain knowledge about how givers avoid the
bottom of the success ladder and rise to the top by nudging other people away from taking and toward
giving. Youdl learn about a ni nety-minute activity that unleashes giving in remarkable ways, and
youd| figure out why people give things away for free that they could easily sell for a profit on
Craigslist, why some radiol ogists get better but others get worse, why thinking about Superman makes
people less likely to volunteer, and why people named Dennis are unusual ly likely to become
dentists.

By the time you finish reading this book, you may be reconsidering some of your fundamental
assumptions about success. If youdre a self-sacrificing giver, youd| find plenty of insights for
ascending from the bottom to the top of the success ladder. If you endorse giver values but act like a
matcher at work, you may be pleasantly surprised by the wealth of opportunities to express your
values and find meaning in hel ping others without compromising your own success. Instead of aiming
to succeed first and give back later, you might decide that giving first is a promising path to
succeeding later. And if you currently lean toward taking, you may just be tempted to shift in the giver
direction, seeking to master the skills of this growing breed of people who achieve success by
contributing to others.

But if you do it only to succeed, it probably wond work.



2

The Peacock and the Panda

How Givers, Takers, and Matchers Build Networks

Every man must decide whether he will walk in the light of creative altruism or in the darkness of
destructive selfishness.
0 Martin Luther King Jr., civil rights leader and Nobel Peace Prize winner

Several decades ago, a man who started hislife in poverty lived the American Dream. He came from
humbl e begi nnings, growing up in Missouri farm towns without indoor plumbing. To help support his
family, the young man worked long hours on farms and paper routes. He put himself through college at
the University of Missouri, graduated Phi Beta Kappa, and compl eted a master & degree and then a
doctorate in economics. He pursued alife of public service, enlisting in the Navy and then servingin
severa important roles in the U.S. government, earning the Navy Commendation Medal and National
Defense Service Medal. Fromthere, he built his own company, where he was chairman and CEO for
fifteen years. By the time he stepped down, his company was worth $110 billion, with more than
twenty thousand empl oyees in forty countries around the world. For five consecutive years, Fortune
named his company RAmericais Most |nnovative Companyo and one of the twenty-five best places to
work inthe country. When asked about his success, he acknowl edged the importance of fiRespect . . .
thegoldenrule. . . Absolute integrity . . . Everyone knows that | personally have a very strict code of
personal conduct that | live by.0 He set up a charitable family foundation, giving over $2.5 millionto
more than 250 organi zati ons, and donated 1 percent of his companyG annual profits to charity. His
giving attracted the attention of former president George W. Bush, who commended him as a figood
guyo and a figenerous person.o

Then he was indicted.

His name was Kenneth Lay, and he is best remembered as a primary villain inthe Enron scandal .
Enron was an energy, commodities, and securities firm headquartered in Houston. In October 2001,
Enronlost $1.2 billion in sharehol der equity after reporting third-quarter |osses of $618 million, the



biggest earnings restatement in U.S. history. In December, Enron went bankrupt, |eaving twenty
thousand empl oyees jobl ess, many watching their life savings practically erased by the companyGs
fall. Investigators found that Enron had deceived investors by reporting fal se profits and hiding debts
of more than $1 billion, manipul ated energy and power markets in California and Texas, and won
international contracts by givingillegal bribes to foreign governments. Lay was convicted on six
counts of conspiracy and fraud.

We can debate about how much Lay truly knew about Enronés illegal activities, but ités difficult to
deny that he was a taker. Although Lay may have looked like a giver to many observers, he was a
faker: ataker indisguise. Lay felt entitled to use Enrond resources for personal gain. As Bethany
McLean and Peter Elkind describe in The Smartest Guys in the Room, Lay took exorbitant |oans from
the company and had his staff put his sandwiches on silver platters and fine china. A secretary once
tried to reserve an Enron plane for an executive to do business, only to learn that the Lay family was
currently using three Enron planes for personal travel. From 1997 to 1998, $4.5 millionin Enron
commissions went to atravel agency owned by Layé sister. According to accusations, he sold more
than $70 million in stock just before Enron went bankrupt, taking the treasure from a sinking ship.
This behavior was foreshadowed in the 1970s when Lay worked at Exxon. A boss wrote a reference
recommending Lay highly, but warned that he was fiMaybe too ambitious.0 Observers now believe
that as early as 1987, at Enron Oil, Lay approved and helped to conceal the activities of two traders
who set up fake companies and stole $3.8 million while allowing Enron to avoid massive trading
losses. When the losses were discovered, Enron Oil had to report an $85 million hit, and Lay denied
knowledge and responsibility: filf anyone could say that | knew, | et them stand up.0 According to
McLean and Elkind, one trader started to stand up but was physically restrained by two colleagues.

How did ataker end up becoming so successful ? He knew somebody. In fact, he knew awhole lot
of somebodies. Ken Lay profited greatly from claiming his company@ financial resources as his own,
but much of his success in growing that company came the ol d-fashioned way: he built a network of
influential contacts and leveraged themfor his own benefit. Lay was a master networker fromthe
start. In college, he impressed an economics professor named Pinkney Walker and started his ascent
on the shoulders of Walker G connections. Walker helped Lay |and an assignment as an economist at
the Pentagon, and then a position as a chief assistant in the White House in the Nixon admi ni stration.

By the mid-1980s, Lay became the head of Enron after engineering the companyG move to
Houston following a merger. As he consolidated his power, he began to hobnob with political power
brokers who could support Enronds i nterests. He put Pinkney Walker & brother Charls on Enronés
board and devel oped a relationship with George H. W. Bush, who was running for president. In 1990,
Lay cochaired an important Summit of Industrialized Nati ons meeting for Bush in Houston, putting on
a dazzling show and charming the crowd, which included British prime minister Margaret Thatcher,
German chancellor Helmut Kohl, and French president Fran-ois Mitterrand. After Bush lost his
reelection bid to Bill Clinton, Lay wasted no time inreaching out to a friend who was a key aide to
the president-electd the friend had gone to kindergarten with Clinton. Soon, Lay was playing golf
with the new president. Several years later, as George W. Bush gained power, Lay used his
connections to |obby for energy deregul ation and get his supporters in important government positions
in Texas and the White House, influencing policiesin Enronés favor. At nearly every stagein his
career, Lay was able to dramatically improve his company prospectsd or hisownd by making use
of well-placed contacts in his network.



For centuries, we have recogni zed the importance of networking. Accordingto BrianUzz, a
management professor at Northwestern University, networks come with three maj or advantages:
private information, diverse skills, and power. By devel oping a strong network, people can gain
inval uabl e access to knowledge, expertise, and influence. Extensive research demonstrates that
people with rich networks achieve higher performance ratings, get promoted faster, and earn more
money. And because networks are based on interactions and rel ationships, they serve as a powerful
prismfor understanding the impact of reciprocity styles on success. How do people relate to othersin
their networks, and what do they see as the purpose of networking?

On the one hand, the very notion of networking often has negative connotations. When we meet a
new person who expresses enthusiasm about connecting, we frequently wonder whether hes acting
friendly because hed genuinely interested in a relationship that will benefit both of us, or because he
wants something from us. At some point inyour life, youdve probably experienced the frustration of
dealing with slick schmoozers who are nice to your face when they want a favor, but end up stabbing
you inthe backd or simply ignoring youd after they get what they want. This faker style of
networking casts the entire enterprise as Machiavellian, a self-serving activity inwhich people make
connections for the sole purpose of advancing their owninterests. On the other hand, givers and
matchers often see networking as an appealing way to connect with new people and ideas. We meet
many peopl e throughout our professional and personal lives, and since we all have different
knowl edge and resources, it makes sense to turn to these peopl e to exchange help, advice, and
introductions. This raises a fundamental question: Can people build up networks that have breadth
and depth using different reciprocity styles? Or does one style consistently create a richer network?

Inthis chapter, | want to examine how givers, takers, and matchers devel op fundamental ly distinct
networks, and why their interactions within these networks have different characters and
consequences. Youd| see how givers and takers build and manage their networks differently, and
|earn about some clues that they leak along the wayd including how we could have recognized the
takers at Enron four years before the company collapsed. Ultimately, | want to argue that while givers
and takers may have equally large networks, givers are able to produce far more lasting val ue through
their networks, and in ways that might not seem obvious.

In 2011, Fortune conducted extensive research to identify the best networker inthe United States.
The goal was to use online social networks to figure out who had the most connections to Americats
most powerful people. The staff compiled alist of the Fortune 500 CEQOs, as well as Fortuness lists
of the 50 smartest peopl e in technol ogy, the 50 most powerful women, and the 40 hottest rising stars
in business under age forty. Then, they cross-referenced this list of 640 powerful people against
LinkedInGs entire database of more than ninety million members.

The winning networker was connected on LinkedIn to more of Fortune® 640 movers and shakers
than anyone el se on earth. The winner had more than 3,000 LinkedIn connections, including Netscape
cofounder Marc Andreessen, Twitter cofounder Evan Williams, Flickr cofounder Caterina Fake,
Facebook cofounder Dustin Moskovitz, Napster cofounder Sean Parker, and Half.com founder Josh
Kopelmand not to mention the former chef of the Grateful Dead. As youd| see later, this networker
extraordinaire is a giver. it seems counterintuitive, but the more altruistic your attitude, the more
benefits you will gainfrom the relationship,0 writes Linkedin founder Reid Hoffman. filf you set out
to help others,0 he explains, fiyou will rapidly reinforce your own reputati on and expand your
universe of possibilities.0 Part of this, 131 argue, has to do with the way networks themsel ves have




changed and are still evolving. At the heart of my inquiry, though, lies an exploration of how the
moti ves with which we approach networking shape the strength and reach of those networks, as well
as the way that energy flows through them.



Spotting the Taker in a Giver & Clothes

If youbve ever put your guard up when meeting a new colleague, itG probably because you thought
you picked up on the scent of self-serving motives. When we see ataker coming, we protect
ourselves by closing the door to our networks, withholding our trust and help. To avoid getting shut
out, many takers become good fakers, acting generously so that they can waltz into our networks
disguised as givers or matchers. For the better part of two decades, this worked for Ken Lay, whose
favors and charitabl e contributions enabled peopl e to see himin a positive light, opening the door to
new ties and sources of help.

But it can be difficult for takers to keep up the fa-ade in all of their interactions. Ken Lay was
charming when mingling with powerful people in Washington, but many of his peers and subordinates
saw through him. Looking back, one former Enron empl oyee said, filf you wanted to get Lay to attend
a meeting, you needed to invite someone i mportant.0 ThereG a Dutch phrase that captures this duality
beautifully: fikissing up, kicking down.o Although takers tend to be dominant and controlling with
subordinates, they@re surprisingly submissive and deferential toward superiors. When takers deal
with powerful people, they become convincing fakers. Takers want to be admired by influenti al
superiors, so they go out of their way to charm and flatter. As aresult, powerful people tend to form
dlowing first impressions of takers. A trio of German psychol ogists found that when strangers first
encountered peopl e, the ones they liked most were those fiwith a sense of entitlement and a tendency
to mani pul ate and expl oit others.o

When kissing up, takers are often good fakers. In 1998, when Wall Street analysts visited Enron,
Lay recruited seventy empl oyees to pretend to be busy traders, hoping to wow the anal ysts with the
image of a productive energy trading business. Lay led the anal ysts through the charade, where the
empl oyees were asked to bring personal photos to a different floor of the building so it looked like
they worked there, and put on a show. They made imaginary phone calls, creating a ruse that they
were busy buying and selling energy and gas. Thisis another sign that Lay was ataker: he was
obsessed with making a good impression upward, but worried less about how he was seen by those
below him. As Samuel Johnson purportedly wrote, fiThe true measure of amanis how he treats
someone who can do him absol utely no good.o

Takers may rise by kissing up, but they often fall by kicking down. When Lay sought to impress the
Wall Street analysts, he did so by exploiting his own employees, asking themto compromise their
integrity to construct a fa- ade that woul d decei ve the anal ysts. Research shows that as people gain
power, they feel large and in charge: less constrained and freer to express their natural tendencies. As
takers gain power, they pay |ess attention to how they&e perceived by those bel ow and next to them;
they feel entitled to pursue self-serving goals and claim as much val ue as they can. Over time, treating
peers and subordinates poorly jeopardizes their rel ationships and reputations. After all, most people
are matchers: their core val ues emphasi ze fairness, equality, and reciprocity. When takers viol ate
these principles, matchersintheir networks believe in an eye for an eye, so they want to see justice
served.

To illustrate, imagine that youdre participating in a famous study |ed by Daniel Kahneman, the
Nobel Prizel winning psychologist at Princeton. Youdre playing whatG known as the ulti matum game,
and you sit down across the tabl e from a stranger who has just been given $10. His task is to present




you with a proposal about how the money will be divided between the two of you. 1tGs an ultimatum:
you can either accept the proposal as it stands and split the money as proposed, or you can reject it,
and both of you will get nothing. You might never see each other again, so he acts like a taker, keeping
$8 and offering you only $2. What do you do?

Interms of pure profit, itGs rational for you to accept the offer. After all, $2 is better than nothing.
But if youdre like most people, you reject it. Youdre willing to sacrifice the money to punish the taker
for being unfair, wal king away with nothing just to keep himfrom earning $8. Evidence shows that the
vast mgjority of peopleinthis position reject proposals that are imbal anced to the tune of 80 percent
or more for the divider.*

Why do we punish takers for being unfair? 1tGs not spite. Wedre not getting revenge on takers for
trying to take advantage of us. 1tGs about justice. If youére a matcher, youdl al so punish takers for
acting unfairly toward other people. Inanother study spearheaded by Kahneman, people had a choice
between splitting $12 evenly with a taker who had made an unfair proposal in the past or splitting
$10 evenly with a matcher who had made a fair proposal inthe past. More than 80 percent of the
peopl e preferred to split $10 evenly with the matcher, accepting $5 rather than $6 to prevent the taker
from getting $6.

In networks, new research shows that when peopl e get burned by takers, they punish them by
sharing reputati onal informati on. NGOSSI p represents a widespread, efficient, and low-cost form of
puni shment,0 write the social scientists Matthew Feinberg, Joey Cheng, and Robb Willer. When
reputational i nformati on suggests that someone has taker tendencies, we can withhold trust and avoid
being exploited. Over time, as their reputations spread, takers end up cutting existing ties and burning
bridges with potential new ties. When Lay@ taking was reveal ed, many of his former supportersd
including the Bush familyd distanced themselves from him. As Wayne Baker, a University of
Michigan sociol ogist and networking expert, explains, filf we create networks with the sole intention
of getting something, we won& succeed. We cand pur sue the benefits of networks; the benefits ensue
frominvestments in meaningful activities and rel ationships.o

Before we make the leap of investing in relationshi ps, though, we need to be able to recognize
takers in our everyday interactions. For many of us, a challenge of networking lies intrying to guess
the motives or intentions of a new contact, especially since webve seen that takers can be quite adept
at posing as givers when thereG a potential return. Is the next person you meet interested in a genuine
connection or merely seeking personal gainsd and is there a good way to tell the difference?

Luckily, research shows that takers leak clues. Well, more precisely, takers lek clues.

Inthe animal kingdom, lekking refersto aritual inwhich males show off their desirability as
mates. When ités time to breed, they gather in a common place and take their established positions.
They put on extravagant displays to impress and court femal e audi ences. Some do mati ng dances.
Some sing alluring songs. Some even do acrobatics. The most striking display of |ekking occurs
among mal e peacocks. Each mating season, the mal es assume thelir positions and begin parading their
plumage. They strut. They spread their feathers. They spin around to flaunt their tails.

In the CEO kingdom, takers do a dance that | ooks remarkably similar.

Inalandmark study, strategy professors Arijit Chatterjee and Donald Hambrick studied more than
a hundred CEOs in computer hardware and software companies. They anal yzed each companyGs
annual reports over more than a decade, |ooking for signs of lekking. What they found would forever
change the face of |eadership.




It turns out that we could have anticipated the collapse of Enron as early as 1997, without ever
meeting Ken Lay or looking at a single number. The warning signs of Enron® demise are visibleina
single image, captured four years before the company unravel ed. Take alook at the two pictures of
CEOs below, reproduced fromtheir compani esbannual reports. Both men started their livesin
poverty, worked in the Nixon administration, founded their own companies, became rich CEOs, and
donated substantial sums of money to charity. Canyoutell fromtheir facesd or their clothesd which
one was ataker?

The man on the left is Jon Huntsman Sr., a giver whomwed| meet in chapter 6, fromhis
companyG 2006 annual report. The photo on the right depicts Ken Lay. Thousands of experts have
analyzed Enronds financial statements, but theydve missed animportant fact: a picture really isworth
athousand words. Had we looked more carefully at the Enron reports, we might have recogni zed the
telltal e signs of takers lekking at the helm.

But these signs aren& where | expected to find themd theyd&e not inthe faces or attire of the
CEOs. Intheir study of CEOs in the computer industry, Chatterjee and Hambrick had a hunch that
takers would see themsel ves as the suns in their compani esosol ar systems. They found several clues
of takers lekking at the top. One signal appeared in CEO interviews. Since takers tend to be self-
absorbed, theyére more likely to use first-person singular pronouns like I, me, mine, my, and myselfod
versus first-person plural pronouns like we, us, our, ours, and our selves. In the computer industry,
when tal king about the company, on average, 21 percent of CEOsOfirst-person pronouns were in the
singular. For the extreme takers, 39 percent of thelir first-person pronouns were inthe singular. Of
every ten words that the taker CEOs uttered referencing themsel ves, four were about themsel ves



alone and no one else.

Another signal was compensation: the taker CEOs earned far more money than other senior
executives intheir companies. The takers saw themsel ves as superior, so they felt entitled to
substantial pay discrepanciesintheir own favor. Inthe computer industry, a typical taker CEO took
home more than triple the annual salary and bonus of anyone el se in the company. By contrast, the
average across the industry was for CEOs to earn just over one and a half times the next highest paid.
The taker CEOs also commanded stock options and other noncash compensati on of seven times higher
than the next highest paid, compared with the industry average of two and a half times higher.*

But the most interesting clue was in the annual reports that the compani es produced for
sharehol ders each year. At the top of the next page are the pictures of Ken Lay and Jon Huntsman Sr.
that | showed you before, but now theyGre in context.

The photo on the | eft appeared in Huntsmané 2006 annual report. His image istiny, taking up less
than 10 percent of the page. The photo on the right appeared in Enrond 1997 annual report. The image
of Lay takes up an entire page.

FROM THE CHAIRMAS

When Chatterjee and Hambrick looked at the annual reports from the computer compani es, they
noti ced dramati ¢ differences in the prominence of the CEO& image. In some annual reports, the CEO
wasn& pictured at al. In other reports, there was a full-page photo of the CEO alone. Guess which
oneisthe taker?

For the taker CEOs, it was all about me. A big photo is self-glorifying, sending a clear message:
Al amthe central figure inthis company.0 But isthisreally asignal of being ataker? To find out,
Chatterjee and Hambrick invited security analysts who specialized in the informati on technol ogy
sector to rate the CEOs. The analysts rated whether each CEO had an fiinflated sense of self that is
reflected in feelings of superiority, entitlement, and a constant need for attention and admiration. . .



enjoying being the center of attenti on, i nsi sting upon being shown a great deal of respect,
exhibitionism, and arrogance.o The anal ystsoratings correl ated almost perfectly with the size of the
CEOsOphotos.

At Enron, inthat prescient 1997 report, the spotlight was on Ken Lay. Of the first nine pages, two
were dominated by giant full-page images of Lay and then-COO Jeff Skilling. The pattern continued
In 1998 and 1999, with full-page photos of Lay and Skilling. By 2000, Lay and Skilling had moved up
to pages four and five, albeit with smaller images. There were four different photos of each of them,
like afilmstripd only they were better fit for a cartoon. Three of the photos of Lay were virtually
identical, revealing the subtle, smug smile of an executive who knew he was special. A fairy-tale
ending was not in the cards for Lay, who died of a heart attack before sentencing.

So far, wedve looked at two different ways to recogni ze takers. First, when we have access to
reputational information, we can see how people have treated others in their networks. Second, when
we have a chance to observe the actions and imprints of takers, we canlook for signs of lekking. Self-
dorifying images, self-absorbed conversations, and sizable pay gaps can send accurate, reliable
signal s that someone is ataker. Thanks to some dramatic changes in the world since 2001, these
signals are easier to spot today than ever before. Networks have become more transparent, providing
us with new windows through which we can view other peopl e reputati ons and | ekking.



The Transparent Network

In 2002, just months after Enron fell apart, a computer scientist by the name of Jonathan Abrams
founded Friendster, creating the worldés first online social network. Friendster made it possible for
peopl e to post their profiles online and broadcast their connections to the world. In the following two
years, entrepreneurs launched Linkedin, Myspace, and Facebook. Strangers now had access to one
another G rel ationships and reputati ons. By 2012, the world popul ation reached seven billion. At the
same time, Facebookd active users approached a billion, meaning that more than 10 percent of the
peopl e in the world are connected on Facebook. fiSocial networks have always existed,0 write
psychol ogists Benjamin Crosier, Gregory Webster, and Haley Dillon. filt is only recently that the
Internet has provided a venue for their electronic explosion. . . . From mundane communi cation to
meeting the love of oneGs life to inciting political revol utions, network ties are the conduits by which
i nformati on and resources are spread.o

These online connections have simul ated a defining feature of the old world. Before technol ogi cal
revol utions hel ped us communi cate by phone and e-mail, and travel by car and plane, people had
rel atively manageabl e numbers of social ties intightly connected, transparent circles. Within these
insulated networks, people could easily gather reputational information and observe lekking. As
communi cation and transportati on became easier, and the sheer size of the popul ation grew,
| nteractions became more dispersed and anonymous. Reputati ons and |ekking became less visible.
Thisiswhy Ken Lay was able to keep much of his taking hidden. As he moved from one position and
organi zation to another, his contacts didn& always have easy access to one another, and the new
people who entered his network didn& gain a great deal of information about his reputation. Inside
Enron, his impromptu actions couldnd be documented on YouTube, broadcast on Twitter, easily
indexed in a Googl e search, or posted anonymously oninternal blogs or the company intranet.

Now, ité much harder for takers to get away with being fakers, fooling people into thinking
theyGre givers. On the Internet, we can now track down reputational i nformati on about our contacts by
accessi ng public databases and discovering shared connections. And we no longer need a companyGs
annual report to catch a taker, because |ekking inits many sizes and forms abounds in social network
profiles. Tiny cues like words and photos can reveal profound clues about us, and research suggests
that ordinary people can identify takers just by looking at their Facebook profiles. In one study,
psychol ogi sts asked people to fill out a survey measuring whether they were takers. Then, the
psychol ogists sent strangers to visit their Facebook pages. The strangers were able to detect the
takers with astoni shing accuracy.

The takers posted information that was rated as more self-promoting, self-absorbed, and self-
important. They featured quotes that were eval uated as boastful and arrogant. The takers al so had
significantly more Facebook friends, racking up superficial connections so they could advertise their
accomplishments and stay in touch to get favors, and posted vainer, more flattering pi ctures of
themsel ves.

Howard Lee, the former head of South China at Groupon, is one of a growing number of people
who use social mediato catch takers. When Lee hired sal espeopl e, many of the strong candidates
were aggressive, making it difficult to distinguish the takers from the candi dates who are simply
gregarious and driven. Lee was enamored with one candidate who had an outstandi ng r&um®) aced




his interview, and had glowing references. But the candidate could have been faking: fitalking to
someone for an hour only gives you a glimpse, the tip of the iceberg,0 Lee thought, fiand the references
were self-selected.0 A taker could easily find some superiorsto sing his prai ses.

So Lee searched through his Linkedin and Facebook networks and identified a mutual connection,
who shared some di sconcerting i nformeati on about the candidate. fiHe seemed to be ataker, and it
carried alot of weight. If heGs been ruthless in one company, do | want to work with him?0 Lee feels
that online social networks have revol utionized Grouponés hiring process. fiNowadays, | don& need
to call into a company to find out about someoneds reputati on. Everyone is incredibly connected.
Once they make it past the technical rounds, | check their Linkedin or Facebook. Sometimes we have
mutual friends, or went to the same school, or the people on my teamwill have alink to them,0 Lee
explains. You can understand someoneds reputation at a peer level pretty quickly.o When your
rel ationships and reputations are visibl e to the world, ité& harder to achieve sustainable success as a
taker.

In Silicon Valley, a quiet manwho looks like a panda bear is taking transparent networks to the
next level. His name is Adam Forrest Rifkin, and he has been called the giant panda of programming.
He describes himself as a shy, introverted computer nerd who has two favorite languages. JavaScript,
the computer programming language, and Klingon, the language spoken by the aliens on Sar Trek.*
Rifkin is an fAanagramaniaco: he has spent countl ess hours rearranging the lettersin his name to find
the one that captures him best, generating candidates such as Offer Radiant Smirk and Feminist
Radar Fork. Rifkin has two master & degrees in computer science, owns a patent, and has devel oped
supercomputer applications for NASA and Internet systems for Microsoft. As the new millennium
approached, Rifkin cofounded KnowNow, a software start-up with Rohit Khare, hel ping companies
manage i nformeation more efficiently and profitably. KnowNow achieved a decade of success after
bringing in more than $50 million in venture funding. By 2009, while still inhisthirties, Rifkin
announced his retirement.

| came across Rifkin while scrolling through the Linkedin connections of David Hornik, the
venture capitalist whom you met in the previous chapter. When | clicked on Rifking profile, | saw
that he was coming out of retirement to launch a start-up called PandaWhal e, with the goal of creating
apublic, permanent record of the information that people exchange. Since Rifkinis clearly a staunch
advocate of transparency in networks, | was curious to see what his own network looks like. So | did
whatGs only natural ina connected world: | went to Google and typed iiAdam Ritkin.0 As | scrolled
through the search results, the sixteenth link caught my eye. It said that Adam Rifkin was Fortune®s
best networker.




What Goes Around Comes Around

In 2011, Adam Rifkin had more Linkedln connections to the 640 powerful people on Fortunes lists
than any human being on the planet. He beat out luminaries like Michael Dell, the billionai re founder
of the Dell computer company, and Jeff Weiner, the CEO of LinkedIn.* | was stunned that a shy, Sar
Treki loving, anagram-obsessi ng software geek managed to build a network that i ncludes the founders
of Facebook, Netscape, Napster, Twitter, Flickr, and Half.com.

Adam Rifkin built his network by operating as a bona fide giver. iMy network devel oped little by
little, infact alittle every day through small gestures and acts of kindness, over the course of many
years,0 Rifkin explains, fiwith a desire to make better the lives of the people |&m connected to.0 Since
1994, Rifkin has served as aleader and watchdog in a wide range of online communities, working
diligently to strengthen rel ati onships and help peopl e resolve online conflicts. As the cofounder of
Renkoo, a start-up with Joyce Park, Rifkin created applications that were used more than 500 million
times by more than 36 million people on Facebook and Myspace. Despite their popularity, Rifkin
wasn& sati sfied. filf youdre going to get tens of millions of people using your software, you really
should do something meani ngful, something that changes the world,0 he says. fiFrankly, | would like to
see more peopl e hel ping other people.0 He decided to shut down Renkoo and become a full-time
giver, offering extensive guidance to start-ups and working to connect engineers and entrepreneurs
with businesspeople inlarger companies.

To this end, in 2005, Rifkin and Joyce Park founded 106 Miles, a professional network with the
socia mission of educating entrepreneurial engineers through dial ogue. This network has brought
together more than five thousand entrepreneurs who meet twice every month to help one another learn
and succeed. fil get roped into giving free advice to other entrepreneurs, whichis usually worth less
than they pay for it,0 he muses, but fihel ping others is my favorite thing to do.o

This approach has led to great thingsd not just for Rifkin, but al so for those hels shepherded
along the way. In 2001, Rifkinwas a big fan of Blogger, an early blog publishing service. Blogger
had run out of funding, so Rifkin offered a contract to Blogger & founder to do some work for his own
first start-up, KnowNow. fie decided to hire him because we wanted to see Blogger survive,0
Rifkin says. iWe gave him a contract to build something for our company so we could useitasa
demo and he could keep Blogger going.0 The money from the contract hel ped the founder keep
Blogger afl oat, and he went on to cofound a company called Twitter. fiThere were several other
people who also contracted with Evan Williams so he could keep his company going,0 Rifkin
reflects. AYou never know where somebody@ going to end up. 1tGs not just about building your
reputation; it really is about being there for other people.o

In the search for Fortuned best networker, when Rifkin popped up as the winner, the reporter on
the story, Jessi ca Shambora, laughed out loud. fiNot surprisingly, | had already met him! Someone had
referred me to himfor a story | was researching on virtual goods and social networks.o Shambora,
who now works at Facebook, says that Rifkin is fithe consummate networker, and he didn& get that
way by being some sort of climber, or cal culated. People go to Adam because they know his heartis
in the right place.0 When he first moved up to Silicon Valley, Rifkinfelt that giving was a natural way
to come out of his shell. fiAs a very shy, sheltered computer guy, the concept of the network was my
north star,0 he says. fiWhen you have nothing, what@s the first thing you try to do? You try to make a




connection and have a rel ationship that gives you an opportunity to do something for someone else.0

On Rifkiné LinkedIn page, his motto is il want to improve the world, and | want to smell good
while doingit.0 As of September 2012, on LinkedIn, 49 people have written recommendations for
Rifkin, and no attribute is mentioned more frequently than his giving. A matcher would write
recommendati ons back for the same 49 peopl e, and perhaps sprinkle in afew unsolicited
recommendations for key contacts, in the hopes that theyd| reciprocate. But Rifkin gives more than
five times as much as he gets: on Linkedin, he has written detail ed recommendations for 265 different
people. Adamis off the charts in how much he hel ps,0 says the entrepreneur Raymond Rouf. fiHe
gives alot more than he receives. Ité part of his mantra to be helpful .0

Rifkiné networking style, which exemplifies how givers tend to approach networks, standsin
stark contrast to the way that takers and matchers tend to build and extract val ue fromtheir
connections. The fact that Rifkin gives alot more than he receivesis a key point: takers and matchers
also give in the context of networks, but they tend to give strategically, with an expected personal
return that exceeds or equal s their contributions. When takers and matchers network, they tend to
focus on who can help themin the near future, and this dictates what, where, and how they give. Their
actions tend to exploit a common practice in nearly all societies around the world, inwhich people
typically subscribe to a norm of reciprocity: you scratch my back, 181 scratch yours. If you help me,
|émindebted to you, and | feel obligated to repay. According to the psychol ogist Robert Cialdini,
peopl e can capitalize on this norm of reciprocity by giving what they want to receive. Instead of just
reactively doing favors for the people who have already hel ped them, takers and matchers often
proactively offer favors to people whose help they warnt in the future.* As networking guru Keith
Ferrazzi summarizes in Never Eat Alone, filtés better to give before you receive.o

Ken Lay lived by this principle: he had a knack for doing unrequested favors so that i mportant
people would feel compelled to respond in kind. When he was kissing up, he went out of hisway to
rack up credits with powerful people who he could call inlater. In 1994, George W. Bush was
running for governor of Texas. Bush was an underdog, but just in case, Lay made a donation of
$12,500, as did his wife. Once Bush was el ected governor, Lay supported one of Bushés literacy
initiatives and ended up writing him two dozen |obbying | etters. According to one citizen watchdog
|eader, Lay commanded fiquid pro quo,0 hel ping Bush so that Bush would support utility deregul ation.
In one letter, Lay subtly hinted at his willingness to continue reciprocating if Bush hel ped to advance
his goals: filet me know what Enron can do to be helpful in not only passing el ectricity restructuring
| egi slation but al so in pursuing the rest of your |egislative agenda.o

Reciprocity is apowerful norm, but it comes with two downsides, both of which contribute to the
cauti ousness with which many of us approach networking. The first downside is that people on the
receiving end often feel like theyGe being manipulated. Dan Weinstein, a former Olympic speed
skater and current marketing consultant at Resource Systerms Group, notes that fisome of the bigger
management consulting firms own box seats at major sporting events. When these firms offer Red Sox
tickets to their clients, the clients know that theyGre doing so, at least in part, with the hopes of getting
something in return.0 When favors come with strings attached or implied, the interaction canleave a
bad taste, feeling more like a transaction than part of a meaningful relationship. Do you really care
about helping me, or are you just trying to create quid pro quo so that you can ask for a favor?

Apparently, Ken Lay made such an impression on George W. Bush. When Bush was running for
governor, he asked Lay to chair one of his finance campaigns. At the time, Lay didn@ think Bush had a




chance, so he declined, stating that he was already serving on a business council for the Democratic
incumbent, Ann Richards. As a consol ation prize, he made his $12,500 donation. Then, toward the
end of the campaign, whenit looked like Bush had a good chance of winning, Lay quickly made
another donation of $12,500. Even though Lay ended up donati ng more money to Bush than to
Richards, his decisionto give only when it was strategic |eft an indelible dent in the rel ationship.
This decision firel egated him forever to the periphery of George W. Bushés inner circle,0 wrote one
journalist, citing a dozeninsiders who confided that Lay created fia di stance between them that was
never really bridged.o Bush never invited Lay to stay in the White House, as his father had. When the
Enron scandal broke, Lay reached out to a number of political officials for help, but Bush wasn& one
of themd the relationship wasn& strong enough.

Thereds a second downside of reciprocity, and it@& one to which matchers are especially
vulnerable. Matchers tend to build smaller networks than either givers, who seek actively to help a
wider range of people, or takers, who often find themsel ves expanding their networks to compensate
for bridges burned in previous transactions. Many matchers operate based on the attitude of fildl do
something for you, if youd|l do something for me,0 writes LinkedIn founder Reid Hoffman, so they
Alimit themsel ves to deals in which their immediate benefit is at |east as great as the benefits for
others. .. If youinsist onaquid pro quo every time you hel p others, you will have a much narrower
network.0 When matchers give with the expectation of receiving, they direct their giving toward
peopl e who they think can help them. After all, if you don& benefit from having your favors
reciprocated, whatGs the val ue of being a matcher?

As these disadvantages of strict reciprocity accrue over time, they can limit both the quantity and
guality of the networks that takers and matchers devel op. Both disadvantages ultimately arise out of a
shortsi ghtedness about networks, in that takers and matchers make hard-and-fast assumptions about
just who will be able to provide the most benefit in exchange. At its core, the giver approach extends
a broader reach, and in doing so enlarges the range of potential payoffs, even though those payoffs are
not the motivati ng engine. MWhen you meet peopl e,0 says former Apple evangelist and Silicon Valley
legend Guy Kawasaki, regardless of who they are, fiyou should be asking yourself, dHow can | help
the other person?d This may strike some as a way to overinvest in others, but as Adam Rifkin once
|earned to great effect, we can@ always predict who can help us.




Waking the Sleeping Giants

In 1993, a college student named Graham Spencer teamed up with five friends to build an Internet
start-up. Spencer was a shy, introverted computer engineer with areceding hairline, huge glasses, and
an obsession with comic books. Looking back, he says Superman taught him justice and virtue, the X-
Men kindled concern for oppressed groups, and Spider-Man gave him hope: fieven superheroes could
have arough time in school .0

Spencer and his friends cofounded Excite, an early Web portal and search engine that quickly
became one of the most popular sites on the Internet. In 1998, Excite was purchased for $6.7 billion,
and Spencer was flying high as its |argest shareholder and chief technol ogy officer. In 1999, shortly
after selling Excite, Spencer received an e-mail out of the blue from Adam Rifkin, who was asking
for advice on astart-up. They had never met, but Spencer volunteered to sit down with Rifkin
anyway. After they met, Spencer connected Rifkin with a venture capitalist who ended up funding his
start-up. How did Rifkin get access to Spencer? And why did Spencer go out of hisway to help
Rifkin?

Early in 1994, five years before seeking Spencer & hel p, Rifkin became enamored with an
emerging band. He wanted to hel p the band gain popul arity, so he put his computer prowess into
action and created a fan website, hosted on the Caltech server. filt was an authenti c expression of
being a fan of music. | loved the music.0 The page took off: hundreds of thousands of people found it
as the band skyrocketed from anonymity into stardom.

The band was called Green Day.

RifkinGs fan site was so popular in the burgeoning days of the commercial Internet that in 1995,
Green Day@ managers contacted himto ask if they could take it over and make it the band@s official
page. Al said, aGreat, ités all yoursqo Rifkinrecalls. fil just gave it to them.0 The previous summer, in
1994, millions of people had visited RifkinG site. One of the visitors, a serious punk rock fan, felt
that Green Day was really pop music. He had e-mailed Rifkin to educate him about fireal 0 punk rock.

The fan was none other than Graham Spencer. Spencer suggested that when peopl e searched for
punk rock on the Internet, they should find more than Green Day. When Rifkin read the e-mail, he
Imagined Spencer as a stereotypical punk rock fan with a green Mohawk. Rifkin had no idea that
Spencer would ever be ableto help himd it would only come out much later that Spencer had just
started Excite. A taker or matcher might have ignored the e-mail from Spencer. But as agiver,
RifkinG natural inclination was to help Spencer spread the word about punk rock and help struggling
bands build up afan base. So Rifkin set up a separate page on the Green Day fan site with links to the
punk rock bands that Spencer suggested.

There® an el egance to Adam Rifkiné experience with Graham Spencer, a sati sfyi ng sense of
good deeds rewarded. But if we take a closer |ook, we find an exampl e of just what makes giver
networks so powerful, and it has as much to do with the five years that passed after RifkinGs
generosity as with the generosity itself. Rifking experiences foreshadow how givers have the
advantage of accessing the full breadth of their networks.

One of Rifking maximsis fil believe in the strength of weak ties.o 116 in homage to a classic study
by the Stanford soci ol ogi st Mark Granovetter. Strong ties are our close friends and colleagues, the
people we really trust. Weak ties are our acquai ntances, the people we know casually. Testing the



common assumpti on that we get the most help from our strong ties, Granovetter surveyed peoplein
professional, technical, and managerial professions who had recently changed jobs. Nearly 17
percent heard about the job fromastrong tie. Thelir friends and trusted colleagues gave them plenty of
|eads.

But surprisingly, people were significantly more likely to benefit fromweak ties. Almost 28
percent heard about the job from a weak tie. Strong ties provide bonds, but weak ties serve as
bridges: they provide more efficient access to new information. Our strong ties tend to travel inthe
same social circles and know about the same opportunities as we do. Weak ties are more likely to
open up access to a different network, facilitating the discovery of original |eads.

HereGs the wrinkle: ités tough to ask weak ties for hel p. Although theydre the faster route to new
leads, we donG always feel comfortable reaching out to them. The lack of mutual trust between
acquai ntances creates a psychological barrier. But givers like Adam Rifkin have discovered a
loophol e. Ité possible to get the best of both worlds: the trust of strong ties coupled with the novel
informati on of weak ties.

The key is reconnecting, and it a mgjor reason why givers succeed inthe long run.

After Rifkin created the punk rock links on the Green Day site for Spencer in 1994, Excite took
off, and Rifkin went back to graduate school. They lost touch for five years. When Rifkin was moving
to Silicon Valley, he dug up the old e-mail chain and drafted a note to Spencer. iYou may not
remember me from five years ago; 1dm the guy who made the change to the Green Day website,0
Rifkin wrote. filém starting a company and moving to Silicon Valley, and | don& know alot of people.
Would you be willing to meet with me and offer advice?0

Rifkin wasn@ being a matcher. When he originally helped Spencer, he did it with no strings
attached, never intending to call inafavor. But five years | ater, when he needed help, he reached out
with a genuine request. Spencer was glad to help, and they met up for coffee. fil still pictured himas
this huge guy with a Mohawk,0 Rifkin says. iWhen | met himin person, he hardly said any words at
al. He was even more introverted than | am.0 By the second meeting, Spencer was introducing Rifkin
to a venture capitalist. NA completely random set of events that happened in 1994 |ed to reengaging
with himover e-mail in 1999, which led to my company getting founded in 2000,0 Rifkin recalls.
nGivers get lucky.o0

Yet theres reason to believe that part of what Rifkin calls luck isinfact a predictabl e, patterned
response that most people have to givers. Thirty years ago, the sociol ogist Fred Goldner wrote about
what it means to experience the opposite of paranoia: pronoia. According to the di stingui shed
psychologist Brian Little, pronoiais fithe delusional belief that other people are plotting your well-
being, or saying nice things about you behind your back.o

If youdre a giver, this belief may be areality, not a delusion. What if other people are actually
plotting the success of givers like Adam Rifkin?

In 2005, when Rifkin was starting Renkoo with Joyce Park, they didnd@ have any office space, so
they were working out of Rifking kitchen. A colleague went out of his way to introduce Rifkinto
Reid Hoffman, who had recently founded Linkedin, which had fewer than fifty employees at the time.
Hoffman met up with Rifkin and Park on a Sunday and offered them free desks at LinkedIn, putting
Rifkininthe heart of Silicon Valley. filn the summer of 2005, one of the companies right next to us
was YouTube, and we got to meet them intheir infancy before they really took off,0 Rifkin says.

RifkinG experience sheds new light on the old saying that what goes around comes around. These



karmic moments can often be traced to the fact that matchers are on a mission to make them happen.
Just as matchers will sacrifice their owninterests to punish takers who act selfishly toward others,
theyd| go out of their way to reward givers who act generously toward others. When Adam Rifkin
hel ped people in his network, the matchers felt it was only fair to plot his well-being. True to form,
he used his newfound access at Linkedin to plot the well-being of other people in his network,
referring engineers for jobs at Linkedin.

On a Wednesday evening in May, | got to see the pandain his natural habitat. At a bar for a 106
Miles meeting in Redwood City, Rifkin walked inwith a huge grin, wearing a San Francisco Giants
jersey. He was immediatel y swarmed by a group of tech entrepreneursd some smooth, others
endearingly awkward. As dozens of entrepreneurs piled into the bar, Rifkin was able to tell me each
of their stories, which was no small feat for someone who receives more than eight hundred e-mails
inatypical day.

His secret was deceptively simple: he asked thoughtful questions and listened with remarkable
patience. Early inthe evening, Rifkin asked one budding entrepreneur how his company was doing.
The entrepreneur talked for fourteen minutes without i nterruption. Although the monol ogue might have
exhausted even the most curious of tech geeks, Rifkin never lost interest. iWhere do you need hel p?0
he asked, and the entrepreneur mentioned a need for a programmer specializing in an obscure
computer language. Rifkin started scrolling through his mental Rolodex and recommended candidates
to contact. Later in the evening, one of those candidates arrived in person, and Rifkin made the
introduction. As the crowd grew, Rifkin still took the time to have a personal conversation with
everyone there. When new members approached him, he typically spent fifteen or twenty minutes
getting to know them, asking what motivated them and how he could help them. Many of those people
were compl ete strangers, but just as he had hel ped Graham Spencer eighteen years earlier without
thinking twice, he took it upon himself to find them jobs, connect themto potential cofounders, and
offer advice for solving problemsintheir companies. Each time he gave, he created a new
connection. Butisit really possible to keep up with al of these contacts?



Dormant Ties

Because he maintai ns such a large network, Adam Rifkin has a growing number of dormarnt tiesd
peopl e he used to see often or know well, but with whom he has since fallen out of contact.
According to management professors Daniel Levin, Jorge Walter, and Keith Murnighan, fiadults
accumul ate thousands of rel ationships over their lifetimes, but, prior to the Internet, they actively

mai ntai ned no more than 100 or 200 at any given time.o For the past few years, these professors have
been asking executives to do something that they dread: reactivate their dormarnt ties. When one
executive |earned of the assignment, fil groaned. If there are dormant contacts, they are dormarnt for a
reason, right? Why would | want to contact them?0

But the evidence tells a different story. In one study, Levin and colleagues asked more than two
hundred executives to reactivate ties that had been dormant for a minimum of three years. Each
executive reached out to two former colleagues and sought advice on an ongoing work project. After
recelving the advice, they rated its val ue: to what extent did it help them solve problems and gain
useful referrals? They also rated the advice that they received from two current contacts on the same
project. Surprisingly, the executives rated the advice from the dormant ties as contri buting more val ue
than the advice fromthe current ties. Why?

The dormant ties provided more novel informeation than the current contacts. Over the past few
years, while they were out of touch, they had been exposed to new ideas and perspectives. The
current contacts were more likely to share the knowledge base and viewpoint that the executives
already possessed. One executive commented that fibefore contacting them | thought that they would
not have too much to provide beyond what | had already thought, but | was proved wrong. | was very
surprised by the fresh ideas.o

Dormarnt ties offer the access to novel information that weak ties afford, but without the
discomfort. As Levin and colleagues explain, fireconnecting a dormant relationship is not like starting
arelationship from scratch. When peopl e reconnect, they still have feelings of trust.0 An executive
divulged that il feel comfortable. . . | didnd need to guess what his intentions were . . . there was
mutual trust that we built years ago that made our conversation today smoother.0 Reactivating a
dormant tie actually required a shorter conversation, since there was already some common ground.
The executives didn& need to invest in building a rel ationship fromthe start with their dormarnt ties,
as they would withweak ties.

Levin and colleagues asked another group of more than one hundred executives to identify ten
dormant ties and rank themin order of the likely val ue they would provide. The executives then
reactivated all ten dormant ties and rated the val ue of the conversations. All ten dormant ties
provided high value, and there were no differences by rank: the executives got just as much value
fromtheir tenth choice as fromtheir first choice. When we need new information, we may run out of
weak ties quickly, but we have alarge pool of dormarnt ties that prove to be hel pful. And the older we
get, the more dormant ties we have, and the more val uabl e they become. Levin and coll eagues found
that people intheir forties and fifties recei ved more val ue from reactivating dormant ties than people
intheir thirties, who in turn benefited more than people intheir twenties. The executive who groaned
about reconnecting admitted that it fihas been eye-opening for me.. . . it has shown me how much
potential | have in my Rolodex.o



Dormart ties are the neglected value in our networks, and givers have a distinctive edge over
takers and matchers in unlocking this value. For takers, reactivating dormant tiesis a challenge. If the
dormant ties are fellow takers, theyd| be suspicious and self-protective, withhol ding novel
information. If the dormant ties are matchers, they may be motivated to punish takers, as we saw inthe
ultimatum game. If the dormant ties are smart givers, as youd| see later in this book, they won& be so
willing to help takers. And of course, if a taker G self-serving actions were what caused atie to
become dormant inthe first place, it may be impossible to revive the relationship at all.

Matchers have a much easier time reconnecting, but theyére often uncomfortabl e reaching out for
hel p because of their fidelity to the norm of reciprocity. When they ask for a favor, they feel that
theyd| owe one back. If they&re already indebted to the dormant tie and haven& yet evened the score,
1tGs doubly difficult to ask. And for many matchers, dormant ties havend built up a deep reservoir of
trust, since theyéve been more like transactional exchanges than meaningful relationships.

According to networking experts, reconnecting is atotally different experience for givers,
especially inawired world. Givers have atrack record of generously sharing their knowledge,
teaching us their skills, and hel ping us find jobs without worrying about whatGs init for them, so
wedre glad to help them when they get back in touch with us. Today, Adam Rifkin spends less time
networking with new people than he did earlier in his career, focusing instead on a growing number
of dormant ties. iNow my time is spent going back to people who | haven& talked to inawhile.0
When he reactivates one of his many dormant ties, the contact is usually thrilled to hear fromhim. His
generosity and kindness have earned their trust. They@e grateful for his help, and they know it didn&
come with strings attached; hed always willing to share his knowledge, offer advice, or make an
introduction. In 2006, Rifkin was looking for a dynamite speaker for a 106 Miles meeting. He
reconnected with Evan Williams, and although Williams had become famous and was extremely busy
with the launch of Twitter, he agreed. fiFive years later, when we asked him to speak to the group, he
never forgot,0 Rifkin says.

The type of goodwill that givers like Rifkin build is the subject of fascinating research.
Traditionally, social network researchers map information exchange: the flows of knowledge from
person to person. But when Wayne Baker collaborated with University of Virginia professor Rob
Cross and IBM& Andrew Parker, he realized that it was al so possible to track the flows of energy
through networks. In a range of organizations, employees rated their interacti ons with one another on
ascale fromstrongly de-energizing to strongly energizing. The researchers created an energy network
map, which looked like amodel of a galaxy.

The takers were black holes. They sucked the energy from those around them. The givers were
suns: they injected light around the organi zation. Givers created opportunities for their colleagues to
contribute, rather than imposing their ideas and hogging credit for achievements. When they disagreed
with suggestions, givers showed respect for the people who spoke up, rather than belittling them.

If you mapped energy in Adam Rifking network, youd find that he looks like the sun in many
different solar systems. Several years ago at a holiday party, Rifkin met a struggling entrepreneur
named Raymond Rouf. They started chatting, and Rifkin gave him some feedback. Six months | ater,
Rouf was working on a new start-up and reached out to Rifkin for advice. Rifkin replied the same day
and set up a breakfast for the next morning, where he spent two hours giving more feedback to Rouf.
A few months | ater, they crossed paths again. Rouf had gone two years without an income, and the
plumbing in his house wasnd working, so he bought a gym membership just to shower there. He ran




into Rifkin, who asked how the start-up was going and offered some inval uabl e i nsights about how to
reposition his company. Rifkin then proceeded to introduce Rouf to a venture capitalist, who ended up
funding his company and becoming a board member. AT he two of them would have meetings about
me, to discuss how they could help me,6 Rouf says. Rouf & company, GraphScience, has become one
of the top Facebook anal ytics companies inthe worldd and he says it never would have happened
without Rifking help.

Rifkin has even managed to light up projects for a Hollywood writer/director. Asyoudl seein
chapter 8, they met because Rifkin shared his contact i nformati on openly on the Internet. In a casual
conversation, the Hollywood director mentioned that he had just finished production on a Showtime
series and asked Rifkin for help. fAlthough he is quite successful in his chosenfield, | didn& put too
much credence in his skill as a Hollywood publicist,0 says the director. fiBoy was | wrong!o Within
twenty-four hours, Rifkin set up meetings and private screenings of the show with top-ranking
executives at Twitter and YouTube. The Hollywood contact explains:

[t& important to emphasi ze: Adam had absol utely no stake in my show@ success.
Sink or swim, he wouldnd benefit or suffer either way. But true to his genuine joy
of giving, he went out of his way to introduce us to countless media
opportunities. When the dust had settled, he was singlehandedly responsible for
positive and glowing articles in countless national media outlets as well as
incredible social media publicity. Inthe end, his generosity was more far
reaching and far more effective than our showé highly paid Hollywood publicist.
As aresult, the show enjoyed the highest ratings ever received initstime slotin
Showtimes history! Showtime, so impressed with our modest show@ numbers,
has already given the green light to another series. His generosity is responsible
for the show being a hit and Showti me saying yes to my current series.

For someone who gives off these vibes and inspires such goodwill, reconnecting is an energizing
experience. Think back to the 265 people for whom Rifkin has written LinkedIn recommendations, or
the hundreds of entrepreneurs he helps in 106 Miles. 1tG not a stretch to imagine that every one of
themwill be enthusi asti ¢ about reconnecting with Rifkin, and helping himout, if they happento lose
touch.

But Adam Rifkinisn after their helpd at | east not for himself. RifkinG real aimis to change our
fundamental ideas about how we build our networks and who should benefit from them. He believes
that we should see networks as a vehicle for creating val ue for everyone, not just claiming it for
ourselves. And heis convinced that this giver approach to networking can uproot the traditional norm
of reciprocity ina manner that@ highly productive for all involved.



The Five-Minute Favor

In 2012, a LinkedIn recruiter named Stephanie was asked to |ist the three people who had the most
influence on her career. Adam Rifkin was shocked to |earn that he appeared on her list, because they
had met only once, months earlier. Stephanie was searching for a job and met Rifkin through a friend
of afriend. He gave her advice, primarily by text message, and helped her find job leads. She e-
mailed himto express her gratitude and offered to reciprocate: fil know we only met in person once
and we talk only occasionally, but you have hel ped me more than you know . . . | really would like to
do something to hel p give back to you.0

But Stephanie wasn just 1ooking to help Adam Rifkin. Instead, she vol unteered to attend a 106
Miles meeting of Silicon Valley entrepreneurs so she could help Rifkin help them. At the meeting,
Stephanie would give entrepreneurs feedback on their ideas, offer to test their product prototypes, and
facilitate connections with potential collaborators and investors. The same thing has happened with
many other people whom Rifkin helps. Raymond Rouf often drops by 106 Miles meetings to assist
other entrepreneurs. So does an engineer named Bob, who met Rifkininabar in 2009. They struck up
a conversation, and Rifkin learned that Bob was out of work, so he made some introducti ons that
|landed Bob a position. The company went out of business, and Rifkin made more connections that
resulted inajob for Bob at a start-up, which was acquired six months later by Google. Today, Bob is
a successful Google engineer, and heGs paying the help he received forward across the 106 Miles
network.

Thisisanew spinonreciprocity. Intraditional old-school reciprocity, people operated like
matchers, trading val ue back and forth with one another. We hel ped the people who helped us, and we
gave to the peopl e from whom we wanted something in return. But today, givers like AdamRifkin are
able to spark a more powerful form of reciprocity. Instead of trading value, Rifkin aims to add val ue.
His givingis governed by asimple rule: the five-minute favor. inYou should be willing to do
something that will take you five minutes or less for anybody.o

Rifkin doesn& think about what any of the peopl e he helps will contribute back to him. Whereas
takers accumul ate large networks to |ook important and gai n access to powerful people, and matchers
do it to get favors, Rifkin does it to create more opportunities for giving. Inthe words of Harvard
political scientist Robert Putnam, fAld| do this for you without expecti ng anything specific back from
you, in the confident expectati on that someone el se will do something for me down the road.0 When
people feel grateful for Rifkind help, like Stephanie, theyGe more likely to pay it forward. il have
always been a very genuine and kind-hearted person,0 Stephanie says, fibut | had tried to hide it and
be more competitive so that | could get ahead. The important lesson | learned from Adamis that you
can be a genuinely kind-hearted person and still get ahead inthe world.o Every time Rifkin
generously shares his expertise or connections, heG i nvesting in encouraging the peopleinhis
network to act like givers. When Rifkin does ask people for help, heG usually asking for assistance in
hel ping someone else. This increases the odds that the people in his vast network will seek to add
val ue rather than trade val ue, opening the door for him and others to gain benefits from peopl e theyove
never helpedd or even met. By creating a norm of adding val ue, Rifkin transforms giving from a zero-
sumlossto awinwingain.

When takers build networks, they try to claim as much val ue as possibl e for themselves froma




fixed pie. When givers like Rifkin build networks, they expand the pie so that everyone can get a
larger slice. Nick Sullivan, an entrepreneur who has benefited from RifkinGs hel p, says that iAdam
has the same effect on all of us: getting us to hel p people.0 Rouf el aborates: fAdam always wants to
make sure that whoever hed giving to is also giving to somebody el se. If people benefit fromhis
advice, he makes sure they help other people he gives advice tod it creating a network, and making
sure that everybody in his network is hel ping each other, paying it forward.o

Cutti ng-edge research shows how Rifkin motivates other people to give. Giving, especially when
116 di stinctive and consi stent, establishes a pattern that shifts other peopl e reciprocity styles within
agroup. It turns out that giving can be contagious. In one study, contagion experts James Fowler and
Nicholas Christakis found that giving spreads rapidly and widely across social networks. When one
person made the choice to contribute to a group at a personal cost over a series of rounds, other group
members were more likely to contribute in future rounds, even when interacting with people who
werend present for the original act. AiThis influence persists for multiple periods and spreads up to
three degrees of separation (from person to person to person to person),0 Fowler and Christakis find,
such that neach additional contribution a subject makes. . . inthefirst period is tripled over the
course of the experiment by other subjects who are directly or indirectly influenced to contribute
more as a consequence.o

When people walk into a new situation, they look to others for clues about appropriate behavior.
When giving starts to occur, it becomes the norm, and people carry it forward in interactions with
other people. To illustrate, imagine that youére assigned to a group of four. The other three people are
strangers, and youd| each make anonymous decisions, with no opportunity to communi cate, during six
rounds. In each round, each of you will receive $3 and decide whether to take it for yoursel ves or
giveitto the group. If you take it, you get the full $3. If you give it to the group, every group member
gets $2, including you. At the end of each round, youd! find out what everyone decided. The group is
better off if everyone givesd each member would end up receiving $8 per round, for a maximum total
over six rounds of $48. But if you give and no one el se does, you only get $12. This creates an
incentive to take, which will guarantee you $18.

Since you can@ communi cate with one another, giving is arisky strategy. But in the actual study,
15 percent of the participants were consistent givers: they contributed to the group in all six rounds,
making a personal sacrifice for the benefit of the group. And it wasn& as costly as youdd expect.
Surprisingly, the consistent givers still ended up doing well: they walked away with an average of 26
percent more money than partici pants from groups without a single consistent giver. How could they
give more and get more?

When the groups included one consistent giver, the other members contributed more. The presence
of asingle giver was enough to establish a normof giving. By giving, participants were able to make
their group members better off and managed to get more in the process. Even though they earned 50
percent |ess from each contribution, because they inspired others to give, they made alarger total sum
avallableto all participants. The givers raised the bar and expanded the pie for the whole group.

In this experiment, the consi stent givers were doing the equival ent of a five-minute favor when
they contributed their money every round. They were making small sacrifices to benefit each member
of the group, and it inspired the group members to do the same. Through the five-minute favor, Rifkin
Is expanding the pie for his whole network. In 106 Miles, the normis for all five thousand
entrepreneurs to hel p one another. Rifkin explains that fiyoude not doing somebody a favor because




youdre getting something in return. The goal of the group isto instill the value of giving: you don&
have to be transactional about it, you don& have to trade it. If you do something for somebody inthe
group, then when you need it, someone in the group will do something for you.o

For takers and matchers, this type of relentless giving still seems a bit risky. Can givers like
Adam Rifkin maintain their productivity, especially when there are no guarantees that their help will
come back around to benefit them directly? To shed light on this question, Stanford professor Frank
Flynn studied professional engineers at alarge telecommuni cations firmin the Bay Area. He asked
the engi neers to rate themsel ves and one another on how much they gave and received help from one
another, which allowed himto identify which engineers were givers, takers, and matchers. He also
asked each engineer to rate the status of ten other engineers: how much respect did they have?

The takers had the lowest status. They burned bridges by constantly asking for favors but rarely
reciprocating. Their colleagues saw them as selfish and punished themwith alack of respect. The
givers had the highest status, outdoi ng the matchers and takers. The more generous they were, the
more respect and prestige they earned fromtheir colleagues. Through giving more than they got,
gverssignaled their unique skills, demonstrated their val ue, and displayed their good i ntentions.

Despite being held in the highest esteem, the givers faced a problem: they paid a productivity
price. For three months, Flynn measured the quantity and quality of work compl eted by each engineer.
The givers were more productive than the takers: they worked harder and got more done. But the
matchers had the highest productivity, beating out the givers. The time that the givers devoted to
hel ping their colleagues apparently detracted fromtheir ability to finishjobs, reports, and drawings.
The matchers were more likely to call infavors and receive help, and it appeared to keep them on
track. On the face of it, this seems like a stumbling block to the giver style of networking. If givers
sacrifice their productivity by hel ping others, how canit be worthit?

Yet Adam Rifkin has managed to be a giver and stay highly productive as the cofounder of several
successful companies. How does he avoid the tradeoff between giving and productivity? He gives
more.

In the study of engineers, the givers didn@ always pay a productivity price. Flynn measured
whether the engineers were givers, matchers, or takers by asking their colleagues to rate whether they
gave more, the same, or | ess than they received. This meant that some engineers could score as givers
evenif they didn& help others very often, as long as they asked for less in return. When Flynn
examined the data based on how often the engineers gave and received help, the givers only took a
productivity dive when they gave infrequently. Of al engineers, the most productive were those who
gave oftend and gave more than they received. These were the true givers, and they had the highest
productivity and the highest status: they were revered by their peers. By giving often, engineers built
up more trust and attracted more val uable hel p from across their work groupsd not just fromthe
peopl e they hel ped.

Thisis exactly what has happened to Adam Rifkin with his five-minute favors. In the days before
social media, Rifkin might have toiled in anonymity. Thanks to the connected world, his reputation as
agiver has travel ed faster than the speed of sound. filt takes him no time to raise funding for his start-
ups,0 Rouf says with atrace of astoni shment. fiHe has such a great reputati on; people know hets a
good guy. Thatés a dividend that gets paid because of who heis.0

Rifkin experience illustrates how givers are able to develop and leverage extraordinarily rich
networks. By virtue of the way they interact with other people in their networks, givers create norms




that favor adding rather than claiming or trading val ue, expanding the pie for al involved. When they
truly need help, givers can reconnect with dormarnt ties, receiving novel assistance from near-
forgotten but trusted sources. fildl sum up the key to success in one word: generosity,0 writes Keith
Ferrazzi. filf your interactions are ruled by generosity, your rewards will follow suit.0 Perhaps itGs not
a coi ncidence that Ivan Misner, the founder and chairman of BNI, the worldé | argest business
networking organi zati on, needs just two words to describe his guiding philosophy: iGivers gain.o
After years of rearranging the letters in his name, Adam Rifkin has settled on the perfect anagram:
| Find Karma.
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TheRipple Effect

Collaboration and the Dynamics of Giving and Taking Credit

Itiswell toremember that the entire universe, with one trifling exception, is composed of others.
0 _John Andrew Halmes, former U.S. representative and senator

You probably donG recogni ze George Meyer® name, but youdre definitely familiar with hiswork. In
fact, odds are that someone close to you is a big fan of hisideas, which have captivated an entire
generation of people around the world. Although | didn& know it belonged to him until recently, [Gve
admired hiswork since | was nine years old. Meyer isatall, angular manin his mid-fifties who
sports long, stringy hair and a goatee. If you ran into him on the street, you wouldn& be able to place
his face, but you might have a hunch that he® a Grateful Dead fan. Youdd be right: inthe last five
years of Jerry Garcias life, Meyer attended at | east seventy different Grateful Dead concerts.

Meyer attended college at Harvard, where he was nearly suspended after he sold arefrigerator to
a freshman and accepted payment, but never delivered it. He was almost suspended again when he
used an el ectric guitar to shatter a window of adormroom. A rare bright spot in his college career
was being el ected president of the Harvard Lampoon, the famous comedy magazine, but it was
quickly tarnished by an attempted coup. According to journalist David Owen, Meyer G peers fitried to
overthrow himin abitter and vituperative internal battle, because they thought he wasn& responsible
enough.o

After graduating from college in 1978, Meyer moved back home and |ooked for ways to earn
quick cash. He spent much of his time in college gambling on dog races at a greyhound track, so he
thought he might be abl e to make a career out of it. He parked himself at a public library and began
anal yzing scientific strategies for beating the system. It didn& work: after two weeks, he ran out of
money.

Three decades later, George Meyer is one of the most successful people in show business. He has



been amajor contributor to a movie that grossed more than $527 million. He has won seven Emmy
Awards and invented several words that have entered English dictionariesd one of which was uttered
every day by my college roommate for four years. But he is most celebrated for hisroleina

tel evision phenomenon that has changed the world. Insiders maintai n that as much as any other person,
he is responsible for the success of the show that Time magaz ne named the single best television
series of the twenti eth century.

In 1981, at the recommendation of two friends, Meyer sent afew writing samples to anew NBC
show called Late Night with David Letterman. iiEverything in his submission, downto the last little
detail, was so beautifully honed,0 Letterman gushed to Owen. il havend run across anybody quite like
that since.0 During the first season, Meyer invented what was to become one of Lettermanés signature
routines: using a steamroller to crush ordinary objects, like pieces of fruit. After two years with
Letterman, Meyer left to work on The New Show with Lorne Michael s and then joined Saturday
Night Live, departing in 1987 to write a script for a Letterman movie that was ultimately shel ved.

When Meyer & two friends recommended him to Letterman, they called him fithe funniest manin
America.0 Thiswasnd a statement to be taken lightlyd the two went on to become an Emmy-winning
pair of comedy writers on shows like Seinfeld, The Wonder Years, and Monk. And if you look at
what George Meyer has accomplished since he finished the Letterman movie script, you might be
inclined to agree with them.

George Meyer is the mastermind of much of the humor on The S mpsons, the |ongest-running
sitcom and animated programin America.

The Smpsons has won twenty-seven prime-time Emmy Awards, six of which went to Meyer, and
changed the face of animated comedy. Although Meyer didn& launch The Smpsonsd it was created
by Matt Groening and devel oped with James L. Brooks and Sam Simond there is widespread
consensus that Meyer was the most i mportant force behind the show@ success. Meyer was hired to
write for The Smpsons before it premiered in 1989, and he was a major contributor for sixteen
seasons as awriter and executive producer. Meyer fihas so thoroughly shaped the program that by
now the comedic sensibility of The S mpsons could be viewed as mostly his,0 writes Owen.
According to humor writer Mike Sacks, nMeyer is largely considered among the writing staff to be its
behi nd-the-scenes geni us among geni uses,0 the man firesponsibl e for the best lines and jokes.6 Jon
Vitti, one of the original S mpsons writers who authored many of the early episodes and | ater served
as aproducer on The Office, elaborated that Meyer is fithe one in the roomwho writes more of the
show than anyone elsed his fingerprints are on nearly every script. He exerts as much influence on
the show as anyone can without being one of the creators.o

How does a man like George Meyer become so successful in collaborative work? Reciprocity
styles offer a powerful lens for explaining why some people flourishin teams while others fail. In
Multipliers, former Oracle executive Liz Wiseman distingui shes between geni uses and genius
makers. Geniuses tend to be takers: to promote their own interests, they fidrain intelligence, energy,
and capabilityo from others. Genius makers tend to be givers: they use their fiintelligence to amplify
the smarts and capabilitieso of other people, Wiseman writes, such that fili ghtbul bs go off over
peopl ed heads, ideas flow, and problems get solved.0 My goal inthis chapter is to explore how these
differences between givers and takers affect individual and group success.




Collaboration and Creative Character

Whenwe consider what it takes to attain George Meyer& level of comedic impact, thereGs little
guestion thet creativity is abig part of the equation. Carolyn Omine, alongtime S mpsons writer and
producer, says that Meyer fihas a distinct way of 1ooking at the world. [té& compl etely unique.o
Executive producer and show-runner Mike Scully once commented that when he first joined The
Smpsons, Meyer fjust blew me away. | had done alot of sitcomwork before, but Georgeés stuff was
so different and so original that for awhile | wondered if | wasn& in over my head.o

To unlock the mystery of how people become highly creative, back in 1958, a Berkeley
psychol ogist named Donal d MacKinnon |aunched a path-breaking study. He wanted to identify the
unique characteristics of highly creative people in art, science, and business, so he studied a group of
people whose work involves al three fields: architects. To start, MacKinnon and his colleagues
asked five independent architecture experts to submit alist of the forty most creative architectsinthe
United States. Although they never spoke to one another, the experts achieved remarkably high
consensus. They could have nominated up to two hundred architects in total, but after accounting for
overlap, their lists featured just eighty-six. More than half of those architects were nominated by more
than one expert, more than a third by the mgjority of the experts, and 15 percent by all five experts.

Fromthere, forty of the country@ most creative architects agreed to be dissected psychologically.
MacKinnond team compared them with el ghty-four other architects who were successful but not
highly creative, matching the creative and fiordi naryo architects on age and geographic location. All
of the architects travel ed to Berkel ey, where they spent three full days opening up their minds to
MacKinnonG team, and to science. They filled out a battery of personality questionnaires,
experienced stressful social situations, took difficult problem-solving tests, and answered exhaustive
interview guestions about their entire life histories. MacKinnonG team pored over mountai ns of data,
usi ng pseudonyms for each architect so they would remain blind to who was highly creative and who
was not.

One group of architects emerged as significantly more firesponsible, sincere, reliable,
dependabl e,6 with more figood charactero and fisympatheti c concern for otherso than the other. The
karma principle suggests that it should be the creative architects, but it wasn@. It was the ordinary
architects. MacKinnon found that the creative architects stood out as substantially more fidemanding,
aggressive, and self-centeredo than the comparison group. The creative architects had whopping egos
and responded aggressively and defensively to criticism. In later studies, the same patterns emerged
from comparisons of creative and |ess creative scientists: the creative scientists scored significantly
higher in dominance, hostility, and psychopathic deviance. Highly creative scientists were rated by
observers as creating and expl oiting dependency in others. Even the highly creative scientists
themsel ves agreed with statements like fil tend to slight the contribution of others and take undue
credit for myselfo and fil tend to be sarcastic and disparaging in describing the worth of other
researchers.o

Takers have a knack for generating creative ideas and championing themin the face of opposition.
Because they have supreme confidence in their own opinions, they feel free of the shackl es of social
approval that constrict the imaginations of many people. Thisis a distinctive signature of George
Meyer & comedy. In 2002, he wrote, directed, and starred inasmall play called Up Your Giggy. In




his monol ogues, he called God fia ridicul ous superstition, invented by frightened cavemeno and
referred to marriage as fia stagnant caul dron of fermented resentments, scared and judgmental
conformity, exaggerated concern for the children . . . and the secret dredging-up of erotic images from
past |overs in a desperate and heartbreaking attempt to make spousal sex even possible.o

The secret to creativity: be ataker?

Not so fast. Meyer may harbor a cynical sense of humor, deep-seated suspi cion about time-
honored traditions, and a few past indiscretions, but in a Hollywood universe dominated by takers, he
has spent much of his career ingiver style. It started early in life: growing up, he was an Eagle Scout
and an altar boy. At Harvard, Meyer mgjored in biochemistry and was accepted to medical school,
but decided not to attend. He was turned off by the hypercompetitive premed students he met in
college, who would regul arly fisabotage each other G experimentsd so lame.0 After being el ected
president of the Lampoon, when peers attempted to depose him, Owen notes that iMeyer not only
survived that coup but al so, characteristically, became a close friend of his principal rival.o After
graduating and failing at the dog track, Meyer worked in a cancer research lab and as a substitute
teacher. When | asked Meyer what drew himto comedy, he said, fil love to make people laugh,
entertain people, and try to make the world a little better.o

Meyer has used his comedic talent to promote social and environmental responsibility. In 1992,
an early S mpsons episode that Meyer wrote, iiMr. Lisa Goes to Washington,0 was nominated for an
Environmental Media Award, granted to the best episodic comedy on television with a pro-
environmental message. During his tenure, The Smpsons won six of these awards. In 1995, The
S mpsons won a Genesis Award from the Humane Soci ety for raising public awareness of animal
Issues. Meyer is a vegetarian who practices yoga, and in 2005 he cowrote Earth to America, aTBS
special that utilized comedy as a vehicle for raising awareness about global warming and rel ated
environmental issues. He has done extensive work for Conservation International, producing
humorous PowerPoint |ectures to promote biodiversity. In 2007, when scientists discovered a new
species of moss frogs in Sri Lanka, they named it after Meyer & daughter, honoring his contributions to
the Global Amphibian Assessment to protect frogs.

Even more impressive than Meyer & work on behalf of the planet is how he works with other
people. His big break came when he was working on the Letterman movie script in 1988. To provide
some variety in his workday, he wrote and sel f-published a humor magazine called Army Man.
AThere were very few publications that were just trying to be funny,0 Meyer told humorist Eric
Spitznagel, fiso | tried to make something that had no agenda other than to make you laugh.0 The first
issue of Army Man was only eight pages long. Meyer typed it himself, arranged it on his bed, and
started making photocopies. Then he gave away his best comedy, sending copies to about two
hundred friends for free.

Readers found Army Man hilarious and started passing it along to their friends. The magazine
quickly attracted a cult following, and it made Rolling Sione magazi neds Hot List of the year & best in
entertai nment. Soon, Meyer & friends began sending him submissions to feature in future issues. By
the second issue, there was enough demand for Meyer to circul ate about a thousand copies. He shut it
down after the third issue, in part because he couldnd publish all of his friendsdsubmi ssions but
couldn@ bear to turn them down.

The first issue of Army Man debuted when The S mpsons was getting off the ground, and it made
its way into the hands of executive producer Sam Simon, who was just about to recruit awriting team.



Simon hired Meyer and a few of the other contributors to Army Man, and they went on to make The
S mpsons a hit together. In the writersdroom, George Meyer established himself as a giver. Tim Long,
a Smpsons writer and five-time Emmy winner, told me that iiGeorge has the best reputati on of anyone
| know. Heés incredibly generous in giving and hel ping other people.0 Similarly, Carolyn Omine
marvels, fiEverybody who knows George knows he is atruly good person. He has a code of honor,
and he lives by this code, with a supernatural amount of integrity.o

George Meyer G success highlights that givers can be every bit as creative as takers. By studying
his habits in collaboration, we can gain arich appreciation of how givers work inways that
contribute to their own successd and the success of those around them. But to devel op a compl ete
understanding of what givers do effectively in collaboration, ité& important to compare them with
takers. The research on creative architects suggests that takers often have the confidence to generate
original ideas that buck traditions and fight uphill battles to champion these ideas. But does this
I ndependence come at a price?



Flying Solo

In the twenti eth century, perhaps no person was more embl emati c of eminent creativity than Frank
Lloyd Wright. In 1991, Wright was recogni zed as the greatest American architect of all time by the
American Institute of Architects. He had an extraordinarily productive career, designing the famous
Fallingwater house near Pittsburgh, the Guggenheim Museum, and more than a thousand other
structuresd roughly half of which were built. Inacareer that spanned seven decades, he completed an
average of more than 140 designs and 70 structures per decade.

Although Wright was prolific throughout the first quarter of the twentieth century, beginningin
1924, he took a nine-year nosedive. As of 1925, AWrightGs career had dwindled to afew housesin
Los Angeles,0 write sociologist Roger Friedland and architect Harold Zellman. After studying
WrightGs career, the psychol ogist Ed de St. Aubin concluded that the lowest Wright fiever sank
architecturally occurred in the years between 1924 and 1933 when he compl eted only two projects.o
Over those nine years, Wright was about thirty-five times less producti ve than usual . During one two-
year period, he didn& earn a single commission, and he was fifl oundering professi onally,0 notes
architecture critic Christopher Hawthorne. By 1932, fithe world-famous Frank LIoyd Wrighto was
fial | but unempl oyed,0 wrote biographer Brendan Gill. fiHis last mgjor executed commission had been
a house for his cousino in 1929, and fihe was continuously in debt,0 to the point of struggling fito find
the wherewithal to buy groceries.0 What caused Americads greatest architect to |anguish?

Wright was one of the architects invited to participate in MacKinnonés study of creativity.
Although he declined the invitation, the portrait of the creative architect that emerged from
MacKinnon& analysis was the spitting image of Wright. In his designs, Frank LIoyd Wright appeared
to be a humanitarian. He introduced the concept of organic architecture, striving to foster harmony
between peopl e and the environments in which they lived. But in his interactions with other people,
he operated like a taker. Experts believe that as an apprenti ce, Wright designed at | east nine bootleg
houses, violating the terms of his contract that prohibited independent work. To hide the illegal work,
Wright reportedly persuaded one of his fellow draftsmen to sign off on several of the houses. At one
point, Wright promised his son John a salary for working as an assistant on several projects. When
John asked himto be paid, Wright sent him a bill itemizing the total amount of money that John had
cost over the course of hislife, from birth to the present.

When designing the famous Fallingwater house, Wright stalled for months. When the client, Edgar
Kaufmann, finally called Wright to announce that he was driving 140 miles to see his progress, Wright
claimed the house was finished. But when Kaufmann arrived, Wright had not even completed a
drawing, let alone the house. In the span of afew hours, before Kaufmanné eyes, Wright sketched out
a detailed design. Kaufmann had commissioned a weekend cottage at one of his family@ favorite
picnic spots, where they could see a waterfall. Wright had aradically different ideain mind: he drew
the house on a rock on top of the waterfall, which would be out of sight from the house. He convinced
Kaufmann to accept it, and eventually charged him $125,000 for it, more than triple the $35,000
specified inthe contract. 1t unlikely that a giver would have ever been comfortabl e deviating so far
from a clientGs expectations, | et alone convincing himto endorse it enthusiastically and charging extra
for it. It was a taker & mind-set, it seems, that gave Wright the gall to develop atruly original vision
and sell itto aclient.




But the very same taker tendencies that served Wright well in Fallingwater also precipitated his
nine-year slump. For two decades, until 1911, Wright made his name as an architect living in Chicago
and Oak Park, Illinois, where he benefited from the assi stance of craftspeople and sculptors. In 1911,
he designed Taliesin, an estate in aremote Wisconsin valley. Believing he could excel alone, he
moved out there. But as time passed, Wright spun his wheel s during filong years of enforced
idleness,0 Gill wrote. At Taliesin, Wright lacked access to tal ented apprentices. fiThe i solation he
chose by creating Taliesin,0 de St. Aubin observes, fileft him without the el ements that had become
essential to hislife: architectural commissions and skillful workers to help him complete his building
designs.o

Frank LIoyd Wright@ drought | asted until he gave up on independence and began to work
i nterdependently again with talented collaborators. It wasn@ his ownidea: his wife Olgivanna
convinced himto start a fellowship for apprentices to hel p himwith his work. When apprentices
joined himin 1932, his productivity soared, and he was soon working on the Fallingwater house,
which would be seen by many as the greatest work of architecture in modern history. Wright ranhis
fellowship program for a quarter century, but even then, he struggled to appreciate how much he
depended on apprentices. He refused to pay apprentices, requiring themto do cooking, cleaning, and
fieldwork. Wright fiwas a great architect,0 explained his former apprentice Edgar Tafel, who worked
on Fallingwater, fibut he needed peopl e like myself to make his designs workd although you coul dnd
tell himthat.o

Wrightés story exposes the gap between our natural tendencies to attri bute creative success to
individual s and the collaborative reality that underpins much truly great work. This gap isn& limited
to strictly creative fields. Evenin seemingly independent jobs that rely on raw brainpower, our
success depends more on others than we realize. For the past decade, several Harvard professors
have studied cardiac surgeons in hospitals and security analysts ininvestment banks. Both groups
specialize in knowledge work: they need serious smarts to rewire pati entsbhearts and organize
complex information for stock recommendati ons. According to management guru Peter Drucker, these
fiknowledge workers, unlike manual workers in manufacturing, own the means of production: they
carry that knowledge in their heads and can therefore take it with them.o But carrying knowledge i sn&
actually so easy.

In one study, professors Robert Huckman and Gary Pisano wanted to know whether surgeons get
better with practice. Since surgeons are in high demand, they perform procedures at multiple
hospitals. Over atwo-year period, Huckman and Pisano tracked 38,577 procedures performed by
203 cardiac surgeons at forty-three different hospital s. They focused on coronary artery bypass grafts,
where surgeons open a pati enté chest and attach a veinfromaleg or a section of chest artery to
bypass a blockage in an artery to the heart. On average, 3 percent of patients died during these
procedures.

When Huckman and Pisano examined the data, they discovered a remarkabl e pattern. Overall, the
surgeons didnd get better with practice. They only got better at the specific hospital where they
practiced. For every procedure they handled at a given hospital, the risk of patient mortality dropped
by 1 percent. But the risk of mortality stayed the same at other hospitals. The surgeons couldn& take
their performance with them. They werend getting better at performing coronary artery bypass grafts.
They were becoming more familiar with particular nurses and anesthesi ol ogi sts, |earning about their
strengths and weaknesses, habits, and styles. This familiarity hel ped them avoid patient deaths, but it



didn& carry over to other hospitals. To reduce the risk of patient mortality, the surgeons needed
rel ati onships with specific surgical team members.

While Huckman and Pisano were collecting their hospital data, down the hall at Harvard, a
similar study was under way inthe financial sector. Ininvestment banks, security anal ysts conduct
research to produce earnings forecasts and make recommendati ons to money management firms about
whether to buy or sell a companyés stock. Star analysts carry superior knowledge and expertise that
they should be abl e to use regardless of who their colleagues are. As investment research executive
Fred Fraenkel explains: fiAnalysts are one of the most mobile Wall Street professions because their
expertise is portable. | mean, youdve got it when youdre here and youdve got it when youére there. The
client base doesnd change. You need your Rolodex and your files, and youdre in business.o

To test this assumption, Boris Groysberg studied more than a thousand equity and fixed-income
security analysts over a nine-year period at seventy-eight different firms. The analysts were ranked in
effecti veness by thousands of clients at investment management i nstituti ons based on the quality of
their earnings estimates, industry knowledge, written reports, service, stock selection, and
accessibility and responsiveness. The top three anal ysts in each of eighty industry sectors were
ranked as stars, earning between $2 million and $5 million. Groysberg and his colleagues tracked
what happened when the anal ysts switched firms. Over the nine-year period, 366 analystsd 9 percent
0 moved, so it was possible to see whether the stars maintai ned their success in new firms.

Even though they were supposed to be individual stars, their performance wasna portable. When
star anal ysts moved to a different firm, their performance dropped, and it stayed lower for at |east
five years. Inthefirst year after the move, the star anal ysts were 5 percent less likely to be ranked
first, 6 percent less likely to be ranked second, 1 percent less likely to be ranked third, and 6 percent
more likely to be unranked. Even five years after the move, the stars were 5 percent less likely to be
ranked first and 8 percent more likely to be unranked. On average, firms | ost about $24 million by
hiring star analysts. Contrary to the beliefs of Fraenkel and other industry insiders, Groysberg and his
colleagues conclude that fihiring stars is advantageous neither to stars themsel ves, interms of their
performance, nor to hiring companies in terms of their market value.0

But some of the star analysts did maintain their success. If they moved with their teams, the stars
showed no decline at all in performance. The star analysts who moved solo had a5 percent
probability of being ranked first, while the star anal ysts who moved with teammates had a 10 percent
probability of being ranked firstd the same as those who didnd move at all. In another study,
Groysberg and his colleagues found that anal ysts were more likely to maintain their star performance
if they worked with high-quality colleagues in their teams and departments. The star analysts relied
on knowl edgeabl e colleagues for information and new ideas.

The star investment anal ysts and the cardiac surgeons depended heavily on collaborators who
knew themwell or had strong skills of their own. If Frank LIoyd Wright had been more of agiver than
ataker, could he have avoided the nine years in which his income and reputati on plummeted? George
Meyer thinks so.




| Wish | Could Hate You

After Meyer left Saturday Night Livein 1987, he hightailed it out of New York City and moved to
Boulder, Colorado, to work on the Letterman movie script alone. Just like Frank LIoyd Wright, Meyer
had isolated himself from his collaborators. But in stark contrast to Wright, Meyer recognized that he
needed other people to succeed. He knew his performance was interdependent, not independent: his
ability to make people laugh was due in part to collaborating with fellow comedy writers. So he
reached out to people who had worked with him at the Lampoon and on his past shows, inviting them
to contribute to Army Man. fil believe that collaborationis such a beautiful thing, especially in
comedy,0 Meyer told me. filn a community of funny people, you can get that rare synergy, jokes you
never could have come up with onyour own.o Four colleagues ended up hel ping Meyer with the
inaugural issue. One of those colleagues was Jack Handey, who contributed an early instal |l ment of
ADeep Thoughts,0 which went on to become awildly popular series of jokes. Meyer published fiDeep
Thoughtso three years before they became famous on Saturday Night Live, and they contributed to the
success of Army Man.

The juxtaposition of George Meyer with Frank LIoyd Wright reveal s how givers and takers think
differently about success. Wright thought he could take his architectural genius from Chicago, where
he worked with a team of experts, to aremote part of Wisconsin, where he was largely alone.
Wrightés family motto was fitruth agai nst the world,0 and it a familiar theme in Western culture. We
tend to privilege the lone genius who generates ideas that enthrall us, or change our world. According
to research by atrio of Stanford psychol ogists, Americans see i ndependence as a symbol of strength,
viewing interdependence as a sign of weakness. Thisis particularly true of takers, who tend to see
themsel ves as superior to and separate from others. If they depend too much on others, takers believe,
theyd| be vulnerable to being outdone. Like Wright, the star anal ysts who left their investment banks
without their successful teamsd or without considering the quality of the new teams they were joining
o fell into thistrap.

Givers reject the notion that interdependence is weak. Givers are more likely to see
| nterdependence as a source of strength, a way to harness the skills of multiple people for a greater
good. This appreciation of interdependence heavily influenced the way that Meyer collaborated. He
recognized that if he could contribute effectively to the group, everyone would be better off, so he
went out of his way to support his colleagues. When Meyer wrote for Saturday Night Live inthe mid-
1980s as a virtual unknown, he was almost always in the office, making himself available to give
feedback. He ended up hel ping famous comedians like Jon Lovitz, Phil Hartman, and Randy Quaid
with their writing and delivery.

Behind the scenes on Saturday Night Live, many writers were competing to get their sketches on
the show. fiThere was a Darwinian el ement,0 Meyer admits. fiThere might be ten sketches per show,
and we would have thirty-five or forty sketches on the table. There was a bit of a battle, and | just
tried to be a good collaborator.0 When big stars like Madonna were slated to appear on the show, his
coll eagues flocked to submit sketches. Meyer submitted material for those shows, but he also putin
extra effort on sketches for less el ectric guests, who tended to attract fewer sketches. Meyer took it
upon himsel f to devel op compelling sketches for |ess glamorous guests like Jimmy Breslin because
that was where the show needed him most. il just wanted to be a good soldier,0 Meyer says. iWhen




people werend as excited, thaté when | felt | had to step up my game.o He rose to the occasion,
cowriting a hilarious sketch for Breslin that had James Bond villains on atalk show. Breslin played
Gol dfinger, offering tips on designing fortresses and griping about having his schemes thwarted by
Bond. The sketch predated the hit Austin Powers spoof of Bond movies by more than a decade.

Meyer Gs pattern of giving continued on The Simpsons. Among writers, the most popular task was
typically to write the first draft of an episode, asit allowed themto put their creative stamp onit.
Meyer would generate plenty of ideas for episodes, but he rarely wrote the first draft. Instead, feeling
that his skills were needed more in rewriting, he took responsibility for the dirty work of spending
months hel ping to rewrite and revise each episode. Thisis a defining feature of how givers
collaborate: they take on the tasks that are in the groupd best interest, not necessarily their own
personal interests. This makes their groups better off: studies show that on average, from sal es teams
to paper mill crews to restaurants, the more giving group members do, the higher the quantity and
guality of their groupsdproducts and services. But ités not just their groups that get rewarded: like
Adam Rifkin, successful givers expand the pie inways that benefit themselves as well astheir
groups. Extensive research reveal s that people who give their time and knowledge regularly to help
their colleagues end up earning more raises and promotions in awide range of settings, from banks to
manufacturing compani es. fON The Smpsons, | think George surrendered himsel f to the show,0 Tim
Long says. flntuitively, he understood that the best thing for him was for the show to be as good as
possible.o

Thereds a name for Meyer G actions: inthe world of mountai neering, it called expedition
behavior. The termwas coined by the National Outdoor Leadership School (NOLS), which has
provided wilderness educati on to thousands of people, including crews of NASA astronauts.
Expedition behavior involves putting the groupé goal s and mission first, and showing the same
amount of concern for others as you do for yourself. Jeff Ashby, a NASA space shuttle commander
who has flown more than four hundred orbits around Earth, says that fiexpedition behaviord being
selfless, generous, and puitting the team ahead of yourselfd iswhat hel ps us succeed in space more
than anything el se.0 John Kanengi eter, who directs leadership at NOLS, adds that expedition behavior
IS finot a zero-sum game: when you give it away, you gain more in response.o

Part of Meyer & success came from expanding the pie: the more he contributed to the success of
his shows, the more success there was for the whol e team to share. But Meyer & expedition behavior
al so changed the way his colleagues saw him. When givers put a groupGs interests ahead of their own,
they signal that their primary goal isto benefit the group. As aresult, givers earn the respect of their
collaborators. If Meyer had competed to draft his strongest sketches for Madonna, his fellow writers
might have viewed him as a threat to their own status and careers. By doing his best work for less
coveted guests, Meyer was doing his colleagues a favor. Takers no longer felt that they needed to
compete with him, matchers felt that they owed him, and givers saw him as one of them. iWhen you
were breaking your story or rewriting your script inthe room, George was always a welcome
addition to the group,0 says Don Payne, a S mpsons writer since 1998. fiHe would always come up
with something that would make your scripts better. ThatGs what draws people to him; they respect
and admire him.o

In addition to building goodwill, vol unteering for unpopul ar tasks and offering feedback gave
Meyer the chance to demonstrate his comedic gifts without |eading colleagues to feel insecure. Inone
study, University of Minnesota researchers Eugene Kimand Theresa Glomb found that highly tal ented




peopl e tend to make others jeal ous, placing themselves at risk of being disliked, resented, ostracized,
and undermined. But if these tal ented people are also givers, they no longer have a target ontheir
backs. Instead, givers are appreciated for their contributions to the group. By taking on tasks that his
colleagues didn& want, Meyer was able to dazzl e them with his wit and humor without eliciting envy.

Meyer summarizes his code of honor as ii(1) Show up. (2) Work hard. (3) Be kind. (4) Take the
high road.o As he contributed inways that reveal ed his skills without spawning jeal ousy, coll eagues
began to admire and trust his comedic genius. fiPeopl e started to see him as somebody who wasnd
just motivated personally,0 Tim Long explains. fiYou don& think of him as a competitor. He(s someone
you can think of on a higher plane, and can trust creatively.0 Carolyn Omine adds, iCompared to other
writersdrooms I6ve beenin, | would say The S mpsons tends to ook longer for jokes. | think it
because we have writers, like George, who will say, dNo, that® not quite right,0even if itG | ate, even
if wedre all tired. | think thatGs an important quality. We need those people, like George, who arend
afraid to say, dNo, thisisnd good enough. We can do better.@

Inaclassic article, the psychol ogist Edwin Hollander argued that when peopl e act generously in
groups, they earnidiosyncrasy creditsd positive impressions that accumulate in the minds of group
members. Since many peopl e think like matchers, when they work in groups, ité& very common for
them to keep track of each member & credits and debits. Once a group member earns idiosyncrasy
credits through giving, matchers grant that member alicense to deviate from a group& norms or
expectations. As Berkeley sociologist Robb Willer summarizes, iiGroups reward individual
sacrifice.0 On The Smpsons, Meyer amassed plenty of idiosyncrasy credits, earning latitude to
contribute original ideas and shift the creative direction of the show. iOne of the best things about
developing that credibility was if | wanted to try something that was fairly strange, people would be
willingto at least give it a shot at the table read,0 Meyer reflects. iiThey ended up not rewriting my
stuff as much as they had early on, because they knew | had a decent track record. | think people saw
that my heart was inthe right placed my intentions were good. That goes along way.o0

Inline with Meyer & experience, research shows that givers get extra credit when they offer ideas
that challenge the status quo. In studies that | conducted with colleagues Sharon Parker and Catherine
Callins, when takers presented suggestions for improvement, colleagues were skeptical of their
I ntenti ons, writing them off as self-serving. But when ideas that might be threatening were proposed
by givers, their colleagues listened and rewarded themfor speaking up, knowing they were motivated
by a genuine desire to contribute. iWhen | think about George in a writerséroom, nice is not what |
would say. Hed spicier than that.0 Carolyn Omine laughs. fiBut when George is tough, you know itis
only because he cares so much about getting it right.0

In 1995, during the sixth S mpsons season, Meyer told his colleagues he would be |eaving the
show at the end of the season. Rather than seeing his departure as an opportunity for personal
advancement, the writers didn& warnt to let him go. They quickly joined forces to recruit him back,
persuading himto return as a consultant. Soon they had him all the way back as a full-time writer. fAt
avery early point, they realized that George was too important to | et out of the room,0 Jon Vitti told
the Harvard Crimson. fiNobodyGs opinion is more val ued than George.0 Looking back on his
experiences working with Meyer, Tim Long adds that fithereG something magical about getting the
reputation as someone who cares about others more than yourself. It redounds to your benefit in
countl ess ways.0




Claiming the Lion& Share of the Credit

Although Meyer G giving strengthened his reputation in the inner circles of show business, he toiled in
anonymity in the outside world. In Hollywood, thereé an easy sol ution to this problem. Writers gain
promi nence by claiming credits on as many tel evision episodes as possible, which proves that the
ideas and scenes were their brainchild.

George Meyer shaped and scul pted more than three hundred S mpsons epi sodes, but in quiet
defiance of Hollywood norms, hed only credited as awriter on twelve of them. On hundreds of
epi sodes, other writers got the credit for Meyer & ideas and jokes. fiGeorge never took writing credits
on The Smpsons, even though he was an idea machine,06 Tim Long told me. fiPeopl e tend to come up
with ideas and jeal ously guard them, but George would create ideas, give them to someone else and
never take credit. There® a crucia stretch of The Smpsons over ten years where hed not credited
with a single joke, even though he was responsible for a huge number of them.g*

By giving away credit, Meyer compromised his visibility. iFor along time, Georged towering
contribution to what some see as the most important TV show of the period was not as well known as
it should have been,0 Long recalls. fiHe was generating a tremendous amount of material, and not
really getting credit.0 Should Meyer have claimed more credit for his efforts? Hogging credit
certainly seemed to work for Frank LIoyd Wright: at Taliesin, Wright insisted that his name be on
every document as head architect, even when apprenti ces took the |ead on a project. He threatened his
apprentices thet if they didnd credit himfirst and submit all documents for his approval, he would
accuse them of forgery and take themto court.

Yet if we take a closer ook at Meyer & experience, we might draw the conclusion that when
Wright had success as an architect, it was in spite of taking creditd not because of it. MeyerGs
rel uctance to take credit might have cost him some fame in the short run, but he wasn& worried about
it. He earned credit as an executive producer, landing a half dozen Emmys for his work on The
Smpsons, and felt there was plenty of credit to go around. A lot of people feel theyGre diminished if
there are too many names on a script, like everybodyds trying to share a dog bowl,0 Meyer says. fiBut
that® not really the way it works. The thing about credit is that it not zero-sum. There® room for
everybody, and youd| shineif other people are shining.o

Time would prove Meyer right. Despite his short-term sacrifices, Meyer ended up receiving the
credit he deserved. Meyer was virtually unknown outside Hollywood until 2000, when David Owen
published his profile inthe New Yorker, with the headline describing Meyer as fithe funniest man
behind the funniest show on TV.0 When Owen contacted key Simpsons writers for interviews, they
jumped at the chance to sing Meyer & praises. As Tim Long puts it, Ailt makes me incredibly happy to
extol GeorgeGs virtues, evenif 16m going to embarrass him.o

Just as matchers grant a bonus to givers in collaborations, they impose a tax on takers. In a study
of Slovenian companies led by Matej Cerne, employees who hid knowledge fromtheir coworkers
struggled to generate creative ideas because their coworkers responded in kind, refusing to share
i nformati on with them. To illustrate, consider the career of the medical researcher Jonas Salk, who
began working to develop a polio vaccine in 1948. The following year, scientists John Enders,
Frederick Robbins, and Thomas Weller successfully grew the polio virus in test tubes, paving the
way for mass-producing a vaccine based onalive virus. By 1952, Salké research lab at the




University of Pittsburgh had devel oped a vaccine that appeared to be effective. That year witnessed
the worst polio epidemic in U.S. history. The virus infected more than 57,000 people, leading to more
than 3,000 deaths and 20,000 cases of paralysis. Over the next three years, Salké mentor, Thomas
Francis, directed the eval uation of afield trial of the Salk vaccine, testing it on more than 1.8 million
children with the help of 220,000 vol unteers, 64,000 school workers, and 20,000 health care
professionals. On April 12, 1955, in Ann Arbor, Michigan, Francis made an announcement that sent a
ripple of hope throughout the country: the Salk vaccine was fisafe, effective and potent.0 Within two
years, the vaccine was dissemi nated through the hercul ean efforts of the March of Dimes, and the
incidence of polio fell by nearly 90 percent. By 1961, there were just 161 cases in the United States.
The vaccine had similar effects worldwide.

Jonas Salk became an international hero. But at the historic 1955 press conference, Salk gave a
valedictory speech that jeopardized his relationships and his reputation in the scientific community.
He didn& acknowledge the important contributions of Enders, Robbins, and Weller, who had won a
Nobel Prize ayear earlier for their groundbreaking work that enabl ed Sal kés team to produce the
vaccine. Even more disconcertingly, Salk gave no credit to the six researchersin hislab who were
major contributors to his efforts to devel op the vaccined Byron Bennett, Percival Bazeley, L. James
Lewis, Julius Youngner, Elsie Ward, and Francis Yurochko.

Salkés team | eft the press conference intears. As historian David Oshinsky writesin Polio: An
American Story, Salk never acknowledged fithe people in his ownlab. This group, seated proudly
together in the packed auditorium, would feel painfully snubbed. . . . Salk& coworkers from
Pittsburgh . . . had come expecting to be honored by their boss. A tribute seemed essential, and long
overdue.0 This was especially true from a matcher & perspective. One colleague told areporter, AAt
the beginning, | saw him as a father figure. And at the end, an evil father figure.0

Over time, it became clear that Julius Youngner felt particularly slighted. fiEverybody likes to get
credit for what theydve done,6 Youngner told Oshinsky. filt was a big shock.0 The snub fractured their
relationship: Youngner |eft Salkés lab in 1957 and went on to make a number of important
contributions to virology and immunol ogy. In 1993, they finally crossed paths at the University of
Pittsburgh, and Youngner shared his feelings. iWWe were in the audience, your closest colleagues and
devoted associates, who worked hard and faithfully for the same goal that you desired,0 Youngner
began. Do you remember whom you mentioned and whom you | eft out? Do you realize how
devastated we were at that moment and ever afterward when you persisted in making your coworkers
invisible?0 Youngner reflected that Salk fiwas clearly shaken by these memories and offered little
response.o

Jonas Salké moment of taking sole credit haunted him for the rest of his career. He launched the
Salk Institute for Biological Studies, where hundreds of researchers continue to push the envel ope of
humani tarian science today. But Salké own productivity wanedd later inhis career, hetried
unsuccessfully to develop an AIDS vaccined and he was shunned by his colleagues. He never won a
Nobel Prize, and he was never elected to the prestigious National Academy of Sciences.* filnthe
coming years, almost every prominent polio researcher would gain entrance,0 Oshinsky writes. iiThe
mai N exception, of course, was Jonas Salk. . . . As one observer put it, Salk had broken the Aunwritten
commandmentsoof scientific research,0 which included fiThou shalt give credit to others.0 According
to Youngner, nPeople really held it against himthat he had grandstanded like that and really done the
most un-collegial thing that you can imagine.o




Salk thought his colleagues were jeal ous. filf someone does something and gets credit for it, then
there is this tendency to have this competitive response,0 he acknowledged in rare comments about
the incident. fil was not unscathed by Ann Arbor.0 But Salk passed away in 1995 without ever
acknow/|edging the contributions of his colleagues. Ten years later, in 2005, the University of
Pittsburgh held an event to commemorate the fiftieth anniversary of the vaccine announcement. With
Youngner in attendance, Salka son, AIDS researcher Peter Salk, finally set the record straight. flt
was not the accomplishment of one man. It was the accomplishment of a dedicated and skilled team,0
Peter Salk said. fiThis was a collaborative effort.0

It appears that Jonas Salk made the same mistake as Frank LIoyd Wright: he saw himself as
independent rather than interdependent. Instead of earning the idiosyncrasy credits that George Meyer
attained, Salk was penalized by his colleagues for taking sole credit.

Why didn@ Salk ever credit the contributions of his colleagues to the devel opment of the polio
vaccine? |16 possibl e that he was jeal ously guarding his own accomplishments, as a taker would
neturally do, but | believe there® a more convincing answer: he didn& feel they deserved credit. Why
would that be?




The Responsibility Bias

To understand this puzzle, we need to take atrip to Canada, where psychol ogists have been asking
married couples to put their relationships on the line. Think about your marriage, or your most recent
romantic relationship. Of the total effort that goes into the rel ati onship, from making dinner and
planning dates to taking out the garbage and resolving conflicts, what percentage of the work do you
handl e?

Letés say you claimresponsibility for 55 percent of the total effort in the relationship. If youde
perfectly calibrated, your partner will claimresponsibility for 45 percent, and your estimates will
add up to 100 percent. In actuality, psychol ogists Michael Ross and Fiore Sicoly found that three out
of every four couples add up to significantly more than 100 percent. Partners overestimate their own
contributions. Thisis known as the responsibility bias: exaggerating our own contributions relative to
othersdi nputs. 1té& a mistake to which takers are especially vulnerable, and ités partially driven by the
desire to see and present ourselves positively. Inline with thisidea, Jonas Salk certainly didn& avoid
the spotlight. fiOne of his great gifts,0 Oshinsky writes, fiwas a knack for putting himself forward ina
manner that made him seem genuinely indifferent to hisfame. . . . Reporters and photographers would
aways find Salk grudging but available. He would warn them not to waste too much of histime; he
would grouse about the i mportant work they were keeping him from doing; and then, having lodged
his formulaic protest, he would fully accommodate.o

But thereGs another factor at play that@ both more powerful and more flattering: information
discrepancy. We have more access to information about our own contributi ons than the contributions
of others. We see all of our own efforts, but we only witness a subset of our partnersoefforts. When
we think about who deserves the credit, we have more knowledge of our own contributions. Indeed,
when asked to list each spouse specific contributions to their marriage, on average, people were
able to come up with eleven of their own contributions, but only eight of their partnerstcontributi ons.

When Salk claimed sole credit for the polio vaccine, he had vivid memories of the blood, sweat,
and tears that he invested in devel oping the vaccine, but comparatively little information about his
colleaguesocontributions. He literally hadn& experienced what Youngner and the rest of the team did
0 and he wasn& present for the Nobel Prizei winning discovery that Enders, Robbins, and Weller
made.

AEven when people are well intentioned,d writes Linkedin founder Reid Hoffman, fithey tend to
overvalue their own contributions and underval ue those of others.0 This responsibility biasis amajor
source of failed collaborations. Professional relati onships disi ntegrate when entrepreneurs, inventors,
investors, and executives feel that their partners are not giving them the credit they deserve, or doing
their fair share.

In Hollywood, between 1993 and 1997 al one, more than four hundred screenplaysd roughly a
third of all submittedd went to credit arbitration. If youdre a taker, your driving motivation is to make
sure you get more than you give, which means youde carefully counting every contribution that you
make. 1tGs all too easy to believe that youdve done the lions share of the work, overlooking what your
coll eagues contribute.

George Meyer was able to overcome the responsibility bias. The S mpsons has contributed many
words to the English lexicon, the most famous being Homer & ddoh! response to an event that causes




mental or physical anguish. Meyer didn@ invent that word, but he did coin yoink, the familiar phrase
that S mpsons characters utter when they snatch anitem from another character & hands. In 2007, the
humor magazi ne Cracked ran a feature on the top words created by The Smpsons. Making the list
were classics like cromulent (describing something thatGs fine, acceptable, or illegitimately
legitimate) and tomacco (a crossbreed of tomato and tobacco made by Homer, first suggested ina
1959 Scientific American piece, and actually crossbred in 2003 by a S mpsons fan named Rob
Bauer). But the top invented word on the list was meh, the expression of pure indifference that
debuted in the sixth season of the show. In one episode, Marge Simpson is fascinated by a weaving
loom at a Renai ssance Fair, having studied weaving in high school. She weaves a message: ifiHi Bart,
| amweaving on aloom.o Bart@ response: fimeh.0 Six years later, an episode aired inwhich Lisa
Simpson actually spells out the word.

Meh has appeared in numerous dictionaries, from Macmillan (fiused for showing that you do not
care what happens or that you are not particularly interested in somethingo) to Dictionary.com (fian
expression of boredom or apathyo) to Collins English Dictionary (fian interjection to suggest
indifference or boredomd or as an adjective to say something is mediocre or apersonis
unimpressed0). Several years ago, George Meyer was caught by surprise when a S mpsons writer
shared a memory with him about the episode inwhich meh first appeared. fiHe reminded me | had
worked on that episode, and he thought | came up with the word meh. | didn&@ remember it.0 When |
asked Tim Long who created meh, he was pretty confident it was George Meyer. ildm almost sure he
invented meh. 1tGs everywhered most people don@ evenrealize it started with The S mpsons.o
Eventually, conversations with writers jogged Meyer & memory. il was trying to think of aword that
would be the easiest word to say with minimal effortd just a parting of the lips and air would come
out.0

Why didn@ Meyer have a better memory of his contributions? As agiver, hisfocus was on
achieving a collective result that entertai ned others, not on claiming personal responsibility for that
result. He would suggest as many lines, jokes, and words as possi bl e, |etting others run with them and
incorporate them into their scripts. His attention centered on improving the overall quality of the
script, rather than on tracking who was responsible for it. AA lot of the stuff isjust like a basketbal |
assist. When somebody would say, dGeorge, that was yours,6l genuinely did not know,0 Meyer says.
Al tended to not be able to remember the stuff that | had done, so | wasnd always sayingwhen | did
this and that. | was saying when we did this and that. | think itGs good to get into the habit of doing
that.o

Research shows that itGs not terribly difficult for matchers and takers to devel op this habit. Recall
that the responsibility bias occurs because we have more information about our own contributions
than others@ The key to bal ancing our responsibility judgments is to focus our attention onwhat others
have contributed. All you need to do is make alist of what your partner contributes before you
estimate your own contribution. Studies indicate that when empl oyees think about how much help they
receive fromtheir bosses before thinking about how much they contribute to their bosses, their
estimates of their bossesbcontributions double, from under 17 percent to over 33 percent. Bring
together awork group of three to six people and ask each member to estimate the percentage of the
total work that he or she does. Add up their estimates, and the average total is over 140 percent. Ask
them to refl ect on each member & contributi ons before their own, and the average total dropsto 123
percern.




Givers like Meyer do this naturally: they take care to recogni ze what other peopl e contribute. In
one study, psychol ogist Michael McCall asked peopleto fill out a survey measuring whether they
were givers or takers, and to make decisions in pairs about the importance of different items for
surviving in the desert. He randomly told half of the pairs that they failed and the other half that they
succeeded. The takers blamed their partners for failures and claimed credit for successes. The givers
shouldered the blame for failures and gave their partners more credit for successes.

Thisis George Meyer & modus operandi: he incredibly tough on himself when things go badly,
but quick to congratul ate others when things go well. fiBad comedy hurts George physically,0 Tim
Long says. Meyer wants each joke to make people laughd and many to make them think. Although he
hol ds other peopl e to the same high standards that he sets for himself, he@ more forgiving of their
mistakes. Early in his career, Meyer was fired from a show called Not Necessarily the News after six
weeks. Twenty years later, he ran into the boss who fired him. She apologizedd firing himwas
clearly amistaked and braced herself for Meyer to be angry. As he shared the story with me, Meyer
laughed: filt was just lovely to see her again. | said &Come on, ook where we are; all isforgiven.d
There are afew people in Hollywood who thrive on driving their enemiesbfaces into the dirt. Thatés
such a hollow motivation. And you don@ want to have all these peopl e out there trying to undermine
you.0o

In the Smpsons rewrite room, being more forgiving of others than of himself hel ped Meyer get the
best ideas out of others. il tried to create a climate in the room where everybody feel s that they can
contribute, that it okay to fall on your face many, many times,0 he says. Thisis known as
psychol ogical safetyd the belief that you can take a risk without being penalized or puni shed.
Research by Harvard Business School professor Amy Edmondson shows that in the type of
psychol ogically safe environment that Meyer hel ped create, people learn and innovate more.* And
1tGs givers who often create such an environment: in one study, engineers who shared ideas without
expecting anything in return were more likely to play a major role ininnovation, as they made it safe
to exchange information. Don Payne recalls that when he and fellow writer John Frink joined The
S mpsons, they were intimidated by the tal ented veterans on the show, but Meyer made it safe to
present their ideas. iGeorge was incredibly supportive, and took us under his wing. He made it very
easy to joininand participate, encouraged us to pitch and didn& denigrate us. He listened, and asked
for our opinions.o

When revising scripts, many comedy writers cut material ruthlessly, |eaving the people who
wrote that material psychologically wounded. Meyer, on the other hand, says he fitried to specializein
the emotional support of other people.0 When writers were freaking out about their scripts being
rewritten, he was often the one to consol e them and cal m them down. il was always dealing with
peopleinextremis; | would often talk people down from panic,0 Meyer observes. fil got good at
soothing them, and showing them a different way to ook at the situation.0 At the end of the day, even
If he was trashing their work, they knew he cared about them as people. Carolyn Omine comments
that fiGeorge does not mince words; hedl come right out and tell you if he thinks the joke you pitched
is dumb, but you never feel hed saying youde dumb.o Tim Long told me that when you give Meyer a
script to read, Altés asif you just handed him a baby, and itGs his responsibility to tell youif your
babyd sick. He really cares about great writingd and about you.0




The Perspective Gap

If overcoming the responsibility bias gives us a clearer understanding of otherstcontributions, what is
it that allows us to offer support to colleagues in collaborati ons, where emotions can run high and
peopl e often take criticism personal ly? Sharing credit is only one piece of successful group work.
Meyer G rel ated abilities to consol e fellow writers when their work was being cut, and to create a
psychol ogically safe environment, are a hallmark of another important step that giverstake in
collaboration: seeing beyond the perspective gap.

In an experiment led by Northwestern University psychol ogist Loran Nordgren, people predicted
how painful it would be to sit in afreezing roomfor five hours. They made their predictions under
two different conditions. warmand cold. When the warm group esti mated how much pain they would
experience in the freezing room, they had an armin a bucket of warmwater. The cold group also
made their judgments with an armin a bucket, but it was filled with ice water. Which group would
expect to feel the most pain in the freezing room?

As you probably guessed, it was the cold group. Peopl e anticipated that the freezing roomwould
be 14 percent more painful when they had their armin a bucket of ice water than a bucket of warm
water. After literally feeling the cold for a minute, they knew several hours would be awful. But there
was athird group of people who experienced cold under different circumstances. They stuck anarm
in a bucket of ice water, but then took the arm out and filled out a separate questionnaire. After ten
mi nutes had passed, they estimated how painful the freezing roomwould be.

Their predictions should have resembled the cold groupds, having felt the freezing temperature
just ten minutes earlier, but they didnd. They were identical to the warm group. Even though they had
felt the cold ten minutes earlier, once they werend cold anymore, they could no longer imagine it.
Thisis a perspective gap: when wedre not experiencing a psychologically or physically intense state,
we dramatically underestimate how muchit will affect us. For instance, evidence shows that
physicians consi stently think their pati ents are feeling less pain than they actually are. Without being
in a state of pain themsel ves, physicians can@ fully realize what ités like to be in that state.

In a San Francisco hospital, a respected oncol ogist was concerned about a patient. fiHeG not as
mentally clear as he was yesterday.o The patient was old, and he had advanced metastatic cancer. The
oncol ogist decided to order a spinal tap to see what was wrong, in the hopes of prolonging the
patientés life. iMaybe he has aninfectiond meningitis, abrain abscessd something treatable.o

The neurologist on call, Robert Burton, had his doubts. The patientG prognosis was grim, and the
spinal tap would be extremely painful. But the oncol ogi st was not ready to throw in the towel. When
Burton entered the room with the spinal tap tray, the pati entd family protested. fiPlease, no more,0
they said together. The patientd too frail to speak fromaterminal illnessd nodded, declining the
spinal tap. Burton paged the oncol ogi st and explai ned the family& wishes to avoid the spinal tap, but
the oncol ogi st was not ready to give up. Finally, the patient& wife grabbed Burton® arm, begging him
for support in refusing the oncol ogisté plan to do the spinal tap. filté not what we want,0 the wife
pleaded. The oncologist was still determined to save the patient. He explained why the spinal tap was
essential, and eventually, the family and patient gave in.

Burton performed the spinal tap, which was challenging to carry out and quite painful for the
pati ent. The patient devel oped a pounding headache, fell into a coma and died three days later due to




the cancer. Although the oncol ogist was a prominent expert in his field, Burton remembers him
fimai nly for what he taught me about uncritical acceptance of believing that you ¢are doing good.6The
only way you can really know is if you ask the patient and you have a dial ogue.o

In collaborations, takers rarely cross this perspective gap. TheyGre so focused on their own
viewpoints that they never end up seeing how others are reacting to their ideas and feedback. On the
other hand, researcher Jim Berry and | discovered that in creative work, givers are motivated to
benefit others, so they find ways to put themsel ves in other peopled shoes. When George Meyer was
editing the work of S mpsons animators and writers, he was facing a perspective gap. He was cutting
their favorite scenes and jokes, not his own. Recognizing that he couldn& literally feel what they were
feeling, he found a close substitute: he reflected onwhat it felt like to receive feedback and have his
work revised when he was in their positions.

When he joined The Smpsons in 1989, Meyer had written a Thanksgiving episode that included a
dream sequence. He thought the sequence was hilarious, but Sam Simon, the show runner at the time,
didnG agree. When Simon cut the dream from the script, Meyer was furious. fil flipped out. | was so
enraged that Sam had to send me to do another task, just to get me out of the room.0 When criticizing
and changing the work of animators and writers, Meyer would ook back on this experience. il could
rel ate to that sense of being eviscerated when other people were rewriting their stuff,0 he told me.
This made him more empathetic and considerate, hel ping other people to simmer down fromintense
states and accept his revisions.

Like Meyer, successful givers shift their frames of reference to the recipi enté perspective. For
most peopl e, this isnG the natural starting point. Consider the common dilemma of giving a gift for a
wedding or anew babyés arrival. When the recipient has created a registry, do you pick something
fromthe registry or send a unique gift?

One evening, my wife was searching for awedding gift for some friends. She decided it was
more thoughtful and considerate to find something that wasn& on their registry, and chose to send
candl esticks, assuming that our friends would appreciate the unique gift. Personally, | was perplexed.
Several years earlier, when we received wedding gifts, my wife was often disappointed when people
sent unique gifts, rather than choosing items from our registry. She knew she wanted particular items,
and it was quite rare for anyone to send a gift that she preferred over the ones she had actually
sel ected. Knowing that she preferred the registry gift when she was the recipient, why did she opt for
aunique gift when shewasinthe giving role?

To get to the bottom of this puzzle, researchers Francesca Gino of Harvard and Frank Flynn of
Stanford examined how senders and receivers react to registry gifts and unique gifts. They found that
senders consi stently underesti mated how much reci pients appreciated registry gifts. In one
experiment, they recruited ninety people to either give or receive a gift from Amazon.com. The
receivers had twenty-four hours to create awish list of ten products in the price range of twenty to
thirty dollars. The senders accessed the wish lists and were randomly assigned to either choose a
registry gift (fromthelist) or aunique gift (anidea of their own).

The senders expected that the recipients woul d appreci ate the unique gift as somewhat more
thoughtful and personal. Infact, the opposite was true. The recipients reported significantly greater
appreciation of the registry gifts than the unique gifts. The same patterns emerged with friends giving
and recei ving wedding gifts and birthday gifts. The senders preferred to give unique gifts, but the
reci pients actually preferred the gifts they solicited ontheir registries and wish lists.




Why? Research shows that when we take othersbperspectives, we tend to stay within our own
frames of reference, asking fiHow would | feel in this situation?0 When were giving a gift, we
imagi ne the joy that we would experience in receiving the gifts that weGre selecting. But thisisnd the
same joy that the recipient will experience, because the recipient has a different set of preferences. In
the giver s role, my wife loved the candl esti cks she picked out. But if our friends were enamored
with those candl esticks, they would have put them on their gift registry.*

To effectively help colleagues, people need to step outside their own frames of reference. As
George Meyer did, they need to ask, fiHow will the recipient feel inthis situation?0 This capacity to
see the world from another person perspective develops very early inlife. In one experiment,
Berkel ey psychol ogists Betty Repacholi and Alison Gopnik studied fourteen-month-old and ei ghteen-
month-old toddlers. The toddlers had two bowls of food in front of them: one with gol dfish crackers
and one with broccoli. The toddl ers tasted food from both bow!s, showing a strong preference for
goldfish crackers over broccoli. Then, they watched aresearcher express disgust while tasting the
crackers and delight while tasting the broccoli. When the researcher held out her hand and asked for
some food, the toddlers had a chance to offer either the crackers or the broccoli to the researcher.
Would they travel outside their own perspectives and give her the broccoli, even though they
themsel ves hated it?

The fourteen-month-ol ds didn@, but the ei ghteen-month-ol ds did. At fourteen months, 87 percent
shared the gol dfish crackers instead of the broccoli. By ei ghteen months, only 31 percent made this
mi stake while 69 percent had |earned to share what others liked, evenif it differed fromwhat they
liked. This ability to imagine other peopl e perspectives, rather than getting stuck in our own
perspectives, is asignature skill of successful giversin collaborations.* Interestingly, when George
Meyer first started his career as a comedy writer, he didn& use his perspective-taking skillsinthe
service of helping his colleagues. He saw his fellow writers asrivals.

When you start out, you see other peopl e as obstacles to your success. But that
means your world will be full of obstacles, whichis bad. Inthe early years,
when some of my colleagues and friendsd even close friendsd would have a
rip-roaring success of some kind, it was hard for me. | would feel jeal ousy, that
their success somehow was a reproach to me. When you start your career,
naturally youdre mainly interested in advancing yoursel f and promoting yourself.

But as Meyer worked on tel evision shows, he began to run into the same people over and over. It
was a small world, and a connected one. fil realized it a very small pond. There are only a few
hundred peopl e at any one time writing tel evision comedy for aliving,0 Meyer says. filtés a good idea
not to alienate these guys, and most of the jobs you get are more or |ess through word of mouth, or a
recommendation. 116 really important to have a good reputation. | quickly learned to see other
comedy writers as allies.0 Meyer began to root for other people to succeed. filtGs not a zero-sum
game. SO if you hear that somebody got a pilot picked up, or one of their shows went to series, ina
way thats really good, because comedy is doing better.0

This wasna the path that Frank LIoyd Wright followed. He was undoubtedly a genius, but he
wasnd a genius maker. When Wright succeeded, it didn& multiply the success of other architects; it
usually came at their expense. As Wrighté son John refl ected, fiYou do a good job building your



buildings in keeping with your ideal. But you have been weak in your support of othersintheir desire
for this same attai nment.0 When it came to apprentices, his son charged, Wright never fistood behind
one and helped himup.0 In one case, Wright promised his apprenti ces a drafting room so they could
work, but it wasnd until seven years after starting the Taliesin fellowship that he made good on his
promise. At one point, a client admitted that he preferred to hire Wrighté apprenti ces over Wright
himself, as the apprenti ces matched his tal ent but exceeded his conscientiousness whenit came to
compl eting work on schedul e and within budget. Wright was enraged, and he forbade his architects
from accepting i ndependent commissions, requiring themto put his name at the top of all their work.
A number of his most tal ented and experienced apprentices quit, protesting that Wright expl oited them
for personal gainand stole credit for their work. filt is amazing,0 de St. Aubin observes, fithat few of
the hundredso of WrightGs fiapprenti ces went on to achieve significant, independent careers as
practicing architects.o

George Meyer G success had the opposite effect on his collaborators: it rippled, cascaded, and
spread to the people around him. Meyer G colleagues call hima genius, but it striking that he has
al so been a genius maker. By helping his fellow writers on The Smpsons, George Meyer made them
more effective at their jobs, multiplying their collective effectiveness. fiHe made me a better writer,
inspiring me to think outside the box,0 Don Payne comments. Meyer & willingness to vol unteer for
unpopul ar tasks, help other people improve their jokes, and work long hours to achieve high
coll ective standards rubbed off on his colleagues. fiHe makes everyone try harder,0 Jon Vitti told a
Harvard Crimson reporter, who exclaimed that iiMeyer G presence spurs other S mpsons writers to
be funnier,0 extolling Meyer & gift for fiinspiring greatness in those around him.o

Meyer |eft The Smpsonsin 2004 and is currently working on hisfirst noveld tentatively titled
Kick Me 1,000,000 Times or 1d1 Died but his influence in the writersbroom persists. Today,
fGeorges voice is strongly in the DNA of the show,0 says Payne, fiand he showed me that you dona
have to be ajerk to get ahead.0 Carolyn Omine adds that iVWe all picked up alot of George® comedic
sense. Even though heGs not here at The S mpsons anymore, we sometimes think in his way.0 Years
|ater, Meyer is still working to lift his colleagues up. Despite winning five Emmy Awards, Tim Long
hadn& achieved his lifelong dream: he wanted to be published in The New Yorker. In 2010, Long sent
Meyer a draft of a submission. Meyer responded swiftly withincisive feedback. fiHe just went
through it line by line, and he was incredibly generous. His notes hel ped me fix things that were
bugging me at the bottom of my soul, but | couldn@ articul ate them.0 Then, Meyer took his giving one
step further: he reached out to an editor at The New Yorker to help Long get his foot in the door. By
2011, LongG dreamwas fulfilledd twice.

By the time Meyer released the second issue of Army Man, he had thirty contributors. They all
wrote jokes for free, and their careers soared along with MeyerGs. At | east seven of those
contributors went on to write for The Smpsons. One contributor, Spike Feresten, wrote asingle
S mpsons epi sode in 1995, and became an Emmy-nominated writer and producer on Seinfeld, where
he wrote the famous fiSoup Nazi 0 episode. And the Army Man contributors who didnd become
Smpsons writers achieved success el sewhere. For example, Bob Odenkirk is awell-known writer
and actor, Roz Chast is a staff cartoonist for The New Yorker, and Andy Borowitz became a
bestsel ling author and creator of AThe Borowitz Report,0 a satire column and website with millions
of fans. Before that, Borowitz coproduced the hit movie Pleasantville and created The Fresh Prince
of Bel-Air, which inturn launched Will Smiths career. By inviting themto write for Army Man,



Meyer hel ped them soar. fil just asked the people who made me laugh to contribute,0 Meyer told Mike
Sacks. fil didnd realize they would become illustrious.0



A

Finding the Diamond in the Rough

The Fact and Fiction of Recognizing Potential

When we treat man as he is, we make him worse than he is; when we treat him as if he already were
what he potentially could be, we make him what he should be.
0 attributed to Johann Wolfgang von Goethe, German writer, physicist, biologist, and artist

When Barack Obama entered the White House, a reporter asked himif he had a favorite app. Without
hesitating, Obama named the iReggi e, which fihas my books, my newspapers, my music all inone
place.0 The iReggie wasnd a piece of software, though. It was a man named Reggie Love, and no one
would have guessed that he would become an i ndi spensabl e resource to President Obama.

Love was a star athlete at Duke, where he accomplished the rare feat of playing key roles on both
the football and basketbal | teams. But after two years of failed NFL tryouts following graduation, he
decided to shift gears. Having studied political science and public policy at Duke, Love pursued an
internship on Capitol Hill. With a background as ajock and little work experience, he ended up with
a position in the mailroom of Obamad Senate office. Yet within ayear, at the young age of twenty-six,
Love was promoted up from the mailroom to become Obamad body man, or personal assistant.

Love worked eighteen-hour days and flew more than 880,000 miles with Obama. fiHis ability to
juggle so many responsibilities with so little sleep has been an inspirati on to watch,0 Obama said.
fiHe is the master of what he does.0 When Obama was €l ected president, an aide remarked that Love
fitook care of the president.0 Love went out of his way to respond to every letter that came into his
office. Al always wanted to acknowledge people, and | et them know their voice was heard,0 Love
told me. According to areporter, Love is fiknown for his exceptional and universal kindness.o

Decades earlier, in Loved home state of North Carolina, a woman named Beth Traynham decided
to go back to school to study accounting. Beth was in her early thirties, and numbers were not her
strong suit. She didn& learnto tell time on an anal og clock until she wasinthird grade, and in high
school, she leaned heavily on a boyfriend to get her through her math classes. Evenin adulthood, she




struggled with percentages.

When it came time to take the certified public accountant (CPA) exam, Beth was convinced that
she would fail. Beyond the fact that she had troubl e with math, she was facing serious time
constraints. She was juggling a full-time job with taking care of three children at homed two of whom
were toddl ers, both of whom came down with chicken pox within two weeks of the exam. The lowest
point came when she spent an entire weekend trying to understand pensi on accounting, and after three
days, felt like she understood | ess than when she started. When Beth sat down to take the CPA exam,
right off the bat, she had a panic attack when she ooked at the multi ple-choice questions. il would
rather go through natural childbirth (again) than ever have to sit for that exam again,0 Beth said. She
| eft dejected, certain that she had failed.

On aMonday morning in August 1992, Bethd phone rang. The voice on the other end of the line
said that she had earned the gold medal on the CPA examin North Carolina. She thought it was a
friend playing ajoke on her, so she called the state board later that day to verify the news. It wasnd a
joke: Beth had the single highest score in the entire state. Later, she was dumbfounded when she
recelved another award: the national Elijah Watt Sells Award for Distinctive Performance, granted to
the top ten CPA exam scores in the whol e country, beating out 136,525 other candidates. Today, Beth
isawidely respected partner at the accounting firm Hughes, Pittman & Gupton, LLC. She has been
named an Impact 25 financial |eader and one of the top twenty-five womenin business in the
Research Triangle.

Beth Traynham and Reggie Love have led dramatically different lives. Aside fromtheir
professional success and their North Carolinaroots, there is one common thread that unites them. His
nameis C. J. Skender, and heisaliving legend.

Skender teaches accounting, but to call him an accounting professor doesnG do himjustice. Heés a
unique character, known for his trademark bow ties and his ability to recite the words to thousands of
songs and movies on command. He may well be the only fifty-ei ght-year-old man with fair skin and
white hair who displays a poster of the rapper 50 Cent in his office. And while heG a genuine
numbers whiz, hisimpact inthe classroomis impossible to quantify. Skender is one of a few
professors for whom Duke University and the University of North Carolinalook past their rivalry to
cooperate: heisin such high demand that he has permission to teach simultaneously at both schools.
He has earned more than two dozen mgjor teaching awards, including fourteen at UNC, six at Duke,
and five at North Carolina State. Across his career, he has now taught close to six hundred classes
and eval uated more than thirty-five thousand students. Because of the time that he investsin his
students, he has devel oped what may be his single most impressive skill: aremarkable eye for tal en.

In 2004, Reggie Love enrolled in C. J. Skender & accounting class at Duke. It was a summer
course that Love needed to graduate, and while many professors would have written him off as a
jock, Skender recognized Loves potential beyond athletics. fiFor some reason, Duke football players
have never flocked to my class,0 Skender explains, fbut | knew Reggie had what it took to succeed.o0
Skender went out of hisway to engage Love in class, and hisintuition was right that it would pay
dividends. fil knew nothing about accounting before | took C. J.Gs class,0 Love says, fiand the
fundamental base of knowledge from that course hel ped guide me down the road to the White House.0
In Obama mailroom, Love used the knowledge of inventory that he |earned in Skender & class to
develop amore efficient process for organi zing and digitizing a huge backl og of mail. filt was the
number-one thing | implemented,0 Love says, and it impressed Obamads chief of staff, putting Love on




the radar. In 2011, Love | eft the White House to study at Wharton. He sent a note to Skender: filGmon
the train to Philly to start the executive MBA program and one of the first classes is financial
accountingd and | just wanted to say thanks for sticking with me when | was inyour class.0

A dozenyears earlier, after Beth Traynham took the CPA exam, she approached Skender to warn
him about her disappointing performance. She told him she was sure she flunked the entire exam, but
Skender knew better. He promised: filf you didn@& pass, |d1 pay your mortgage.0 Skender was right
againd and he wasnd just right about Beth. That spring, the silver and bronze medalists on the CPA
examin North Carolinawere also his students. Skender & students earned the top three scores of all
3,396 CPA candidates who took the exam. It was the first time in North Carolina that any school had
swept the medal's, and al though accounting was a male-dominated field, all three of Skender &
medalists were women. Intotal, Skender has had more than forty different students win CPA medals
by placing inthe top three in the state. He has al so demonstrated a knack for identifying future
teachers: more than three dozen students have followed in his footsteps into university teaching. How
does he know talent when he seesit?

It may sound like pure intuition, but C. J. Skender skill inrecognizing potential has rigorous
science behind it. Spotting and cultivating talent are essential skillsin just about every industry; itéGs
difficult to overstate the val ue of surrounding ourselves with stars. As with networking and
collaboration, when it comes to discovering the potential in others, reciprocity styles shape our
approaches and effectiveness. In this chapter, | want to show you how givers succeed by recognizing
potential in others. Along with tracing Skender G techniques, wed| take alook at how talent scouts
identify world-class athletes, why people end up overinvesting in low-potential candidates, and what
top musicians say about their first teachers. But the best place to start is the military, where
psychol ogi sts have spent three decades investigating what it takes to identify the most tal ented cadets.



Star Search

In the early 1980s, a psychol ogist named Dov Eden published the first in a series of extraordinary
results. He could tell which soldiersinthe Israel Defense Forces (IDF) would become top
performers before they ever started training.

Edenis aphysically slight but psychol ogically intense man who grew up in the United States.
After finishing his doctorate, he immigrated to Israel and began conducting research with the IDF. In
one study, he examined comprehensive assessments of nearly a thousand sol diers who were about to
arrive for training with their platoons. He had their aptitude test scores, eval uations during basic
training, and appraisals from previous commanders. Using this information al one, which was
gathered before the beginning of training for their current roles, Eden was able to identify a group of
high-potential trainees who would emerge as stars.

Over the next eleven weeks, the trai nees took tests measuring their expertise in combat tactics,
maps, and standard operating procedures. They a so demonstrated their skill in operating a weapon,
which was eval uated by experts. Sure enough, the candi dates Eden spotted as high-potentials at the
outset did significantly better than their peers over the next three months: they scored 9 percent higher
on the expertise tests and 10 percent higher on the weapons eval uation. What information did Eden
use to identify the high-potential s? If you were a platoon |eader in the IDF, what characteristics would
you val ue above all othersinyour soldiers?

It hel pful to know that Eden drew his inspiration from a classic study led by the Harvard
psychol ogist Robert Rosenthal, who teamed up with Lenore Jacobson, the principal of an elementary
school in San Francisco. In el ghteen different classrooms, students from kindergarten through fifth
grade took a Harvard cognitive ability test. The test objectively measured studentsdverbal and
reasoning skills, which are known to be critical to learning and problem solving. Rosenthal and
Jacobson shared the test results with the teachers: approximately 20 percent of the students had shown
the potential for intellectual blooming, or spurting. Although they might not look different today, their
test resul ts suggested that these bloomers would show fiunusual intellectual gainso over the course of
the school year.

The Harvard test was discerning: when the students took the cognitive ability test a year later, the
bloomers improved more than the rest of the students. The bloomers gained an average of twelve 1Q
points, compared with average gains of only eight points for their classmates. The bloomers
outgai ned their peers by roughly fifteen 1Q pointsin first grade and ten 1Q points in second grade.
Two years | ater, the bloomers were still outgai ning their classmates. The intelligence test was
successful inidentifying high-potential students: the bloomers got smarterd and at afaster rated than
their classmates.

Based on these results, intelligence seems like a strong contender as the key differentiating factor
for the high-potential students. But it wasndd at least not in the beginning. Why not?

The students | abel ed as bloomers didn& actually score higher on the Harvard intelligence test.
Rosenthal chose them at random.

The study was designed to find out what happened to students when teachers believed they had
high potential. Rosenthal randomly sel ected 20 percent of the students in each classroomto be
|abel ed as bloomers, and the other 80 percent were a control group. The bloomers weren& any




smarter thantheir peersd the difference fiwas in the mind of the teacher.0

Yet the bloomers became smarter than their peers, in both verbal and reasoning ability. Some
students who were randomly label ed as bloomers achieved more than 50 percent intelligence gainsin
asingle year. The ability advantage to the bloomers held up when the students had their intelligence
tested at the end of the year by separate examiners who weren@ aware that the experiment had
occurred, et alone which students were identified as bloomers. And the students | abel ed as bloomers
continued to show gains after two years, even when they were being taught by entirely different
teachers who didn& know which students had been |abel ed as bloomers. Why?

Teachersdbeliefs created sel f-fulfilling prophecies. When teachers believed their students were
bloomers, they set high expectations for their success. As aresult, the teachers engaged in more
supportive behaviors that boosted the studentsdconfidence and enhanced their |earning and
devel opment. Teachers communi cated more warmly to the bloomers, gave them more challenging
assignments, called on them more often, and provided them with more feedback. Many experi ments
have replicated these effects, showing that teacher expectations are especially important for
improving the grades and intel li gence test scores of |ow-achieving students and members of
stigmati zed minority groups. In a comprehensive review of the evidence, psychol ogists Lee Jussim
and Kent Harber concluded, fiSelf-fulfilling prophecies in the classroomare real .0

But we all know that children are impressionable inthe early phases of intellectual devel opment.
When Dov Eden began his research at the IDF, he wondered whether these types of self-fulfilling
prophecies could play out with more fully formed adults. He told some platoon |eaders that he had
reviewed aptitude test scores, eval uations during basi ¢ training, and appraisal's from previous
commanders, and that the fiaverage command potential of your trainees is appreciably higher than the
usual level . . . Therefore, you can expect unusual achievements fromthe traineesin your group.o

As inthe elementary school study, Eden had sel ected these trainees as high-potential s at random.
He was testing the effect of |eaders believing that their trainees were high-potentials. Amazingly, the
trainees randomly label ed as high-potential s did significantly better on expertise tests and weapons
eval uati ons than the trainees who were not arbitrarily designated as high-potentials. Just like the
teachers, when the platoon | eaders believed in the trai neesOpotential, they acted in ways that made
this potential areality. The platoon |eaders who held high expectations of their trainees provided
more help, career advice, and feedback to their trainees. When their trai nees made mistakes, instead
of assuming that they | acked ability, the platoon |eaders saw opportunities for teaching and learning.
The supportive behaviors of the platoon | eaders boosted the confidence and ability of the trainees,
enabling and encouraging them to achieve higher performance.

Evidence shows that | eadersdbeliefs can catal yze sel f-fulfilling prophecies in many settings
beyond the military. Management researcher Brian McNatt conducted an exhaustive analysi s of
seventeen different studies with nearly three thousand employees in a wide range of work
organi zati ons, from banking to retail sales to manufacturing. Overall, when managers were randomly
assigned to see empl oyees as bloomers, empl oyees bloomed. McNatt concludes that these
i nterventi ons fican have afairly large effect on performance.0 He encourages managers to firecogni ze
the possible power and influence in (a) having a genuine interest and belief inthe potential of thelir
employees .. . . and (b) engaging in actions that support others and communi cate that belief . . .

i ncreasi ng othersdmotivation and effort and hel ping them achieve that potential .0
Some managers and teachers have already internalized this message. They see people as




bloomers naturally, without ever being told. Thisis rarely the case for takers, who tend to place little
trust in other people. Because they assume that most people are takers, they hold relatively low
expectations for the potential of their peers and subordinates. Research shows that takers harbor
doubts about othersointentions, so they monitor vigilantly for information that others might harm them,
treating others with suspicion and distrust. These low expectations trigger a vicious cycle,

constrai ning the devel opment and motivation of others. Even when takers are impressed by another
personds capabilities or motivation, they&e more likely to see this person as a threat, which means
theyGre less willing to support and develop himor her. As aresult, takers frequently fail to engagein
the types of supportive behaviors that are conducive to the confidence and devel opment of their peers
and subordinates.

Matchers are better equipped to inspire self-fulfilling prophecies. Because they val ue reciprocity,
when a peer or subordinate demonstrates high potential, matchers respond in kind, going out of their
way to support, encourage, and devel op their promising colleagues and direct reports. But the
matcher & mistake lies in waiting for signs of high potential. Since matchers tend to play it safe, they
often wait to offer support until theyéve seen evidence of promise. Consequently, they miss out on
opportunities to devel op people who don@ show a spark of talent or high potential at first.

Givers dond wait for signs of potential. Because they tend to be trusting and opti mistic about
other peopleds intentions, intheir roles as |eaders, managers, and mentors, givers are inclined to see
the potential in everyone. By default, givers start by viewing people as bloomers. Thisis exactly
what has enabled C. J. Skender to develop so many star students. He isnd@ unusual in recognizing
tal ented peopl e; he simply starts by seeing everyone as talented and tries to bring out the best in them.
In Skender G mind, every student who walks into his classroomis a diamond in the roughd able and
willing to be mined, cut, and polished. He sees potential where others don@, which has set in motion
a series of self-fulfilling prophecies.




Polishing the Diamond in the Rough

In 1985, a student of Skender G named Marie Arcuri sat for the CPA exam. She wasnd a good
standardized test taker, and she didn& pass the first time. A few days later, she received aletter in the
mail from Skender. He wrote to every singl e student who had taken the exam, congratul ating those
who passed and encouraging those who didn@&. For the past quarter century, Marie has saved the

| etter:

Your husband, family, and friends | ove you because of the beautiful person you
have made yourselfd not because of a performance on an examination.
Remember that . . . Focus on November. Concentrate on practice. . . | want
what@ best for you. You WILL get through this thing, Marie. | write on my tests,
AThe primary purpose has already been served by your preparation for this
examo . . . Success doesnd measure a human being, effort does.

Studies show that accountants are more likely to achieve their potential when they receive the
type of encouragement that Skender provided. Several years ago, seventy-two new auditorsjoined a
Big Four accounting firm. Half of the auditors were randomly assigned to receive information that
they had high potential to succeed. The study was led by researcher Brian McNatt, who had a
doctorate, two accounting degrees, a CPA certification, and five years of experience as an accountant
and auditor. McNatt read the r&um®s of the auditors who were randomly assigned to believe intheir
potential. Then, he met with each of the auditors and informed them that they were hired after a highly
competitive sel ection process, management had high expectations for their success, and they had the
skills to overcome challenges and be successful. Three weeks later, McNatt sent them a | etter
reinforcing this message. For afull month, the auditors who received McNatt® message earned higher
performance rati ngs than the auditors in the control group, who never met with McNatt or received a
letter fromhim. This was true even after controlling for the auditorsointel li gence test scores and
college grades.

Thisis the effect that Skender G | etter had on Marie Arcuri. He encouraged her to believe in her
potential and set high expectations for her to succeed. iHe saw the best in his students, and still sees
the best in his students,0 Marie says. She took the exam again and passed two sections, leaving two
more to go. Along the way, Skender continued encouraging her. fiHe wasn& going to | et me slack off
one bit. He would call me and check in on my progress.o She passed the final section and earned her
CPA in 1987, two years after she started taking the four sections of the exam. iiThe difference he made
inmy life [was in] making sure my priorities were in order, keeping me on track, and preventing me
fromthrowing in the towel ,0 Marie explains. il knew how much heGd invested inme, and | was not
going to let him down.o Today, Marie owns two Lexus automobile deal erships. fiThe accounting
background and the skillsinreading financial statements have been valuable. But more than C. J.
taught me material for my job, he built my character, my passion, and my determination. His
commitment to making sure that | got through led me to realize that |&d rather be defined by
perseverance than by whether or not | passed an exam.0

Skender & approach contrasts with the basic model most companies follow when it comes to




| eadership devel opment: identify high-potential people, and then provide them with the mentoring,
support, and resources needed to grow to achieve their potential. To identify these high-potential
future leaders, each year companies spend billions of dollars assessing and eval uati ng tal ent. Despite
the popul arity of this model, givers recognize that it is fatally flawed in one respect. The

| dentification of talent may be the wrong place to start.

For many years, psychol ogists believed that in any domain, success depended on talent first and
moti vati on second. To groom world-class athl etes and musicians, experts |ooked for people with the
right raw abilities, and then sought to motivate them. If you want to find people who can dunk like
Michael Jordan or play piano like Beethoven, itGs only natural to start by screening candidates for
|eaping ability and an ear for music. But in recent years, psychol ogists have come to believe that this
approach may be backward.

In the 1960s, a pioneering psychol ogist named Raymond Cattell devel oped an investment theory
of intelligence. He proposed that interest is what drives people to invest their time and energy in
developing particular skills and bases of knowledge. Today, we have compelling evidence that
interest precedes the devel opment of talent. It turns out that motivation is the reason that people
develop talent in the first place.

In the 1980s, the psychol ogist Benjamin Bloom led alandmark study of world-class musicians,
scientists, and athl etes. Bloom@ team i nterviewed twenty-one concert pianists who were finalists in
mgj or international competitions. When the researchers began to dig into the eminent pianistsbearly
experiences with music, they discovered an unexpected absence of raw talent. The study showed that
early on most of the star pianists seemed fispecial only when comparing one child with othersinthe
family or neighborhood.0 They didn& stand out onalocal, regional, or national leveld and they
didnG win many early competitions.

When Bloom@ team i nterviewed the world-class pianists and their parents, they stumbled upon
another surprise. The pianists didn@ start out |earning from piano teachers who were experts. They
typically took their first piano lessons with a teacher who lived nearby in their neighborhoods. In The
Talent Code, Daniel Coyle writes that fiFrom a scientific perspective, it was as if the researchers had
traced the lineage of the world& most beautiful swans back to a scruffy flock of barnyard chickens.o
Over time, even without an expert teacher at the outset, the pianists managed to become the best
musi cians in the world. The pianists gained their advantage by practi cing many more hours than their
peers. As Malcolm Gladwell showed usin Outliers, researchled by psychologist Anders Ericsson
reveal s that attai ning expertise in a domain typically requires ten thousand hours of deliberate
practice. But what motivates peopl e to practice at such lengthinthe first place? Thisis where givers
often enter the picture.

When the pianists and their parents tal ked about their first piano teachers, they consi stently
focused on one theme: the teachers were caring, kind, and patient. The pianists |ooked forward to
piano lessons because their first teachers made music interesting and fun. fiThe children had very
positive experiences with their first lessons. They made contact with another adult, outside their
home, who was warm, supportive, and | oving,0 Bloomés team explains. The world-class pianists had
their initial interest sparked by teachers who were givers. The teachers | ooked for ways to make
piano lessons enjoyabl e, which served as an early catalyst for the intense practi ce necessary to
devel op expertise. NEXploring possibilities and engaging in awide variety of musical activities took
precedenceo over factors such as firight or wrong or good or bad.o




The same patterns emerged for world-class tennis players. When Bloomés team interviewed
ei ghteen American tennis players who had been ranked in the top ten in the world, they found that
although their first coaches fiwere not exceptional coaches, they tended to be very good with young
children . . . What this first coach provided was motivation for the child to become interested in
tennis and to spend time practicing.o

Inroles as leaders and mentors, givers resist the temptation to search for talent first. By
recogni zing that anyone can be a bloomer, givers focus their attention on motivation. The top-ranked
tenni s players tended to have afirst coach who took fia special interest in the tennis player,0 Bloomés
team notes, fusually because he perceived the player as being motivated and willing to work hard,
rather than because of any special physical abilities.0

In the accounti ng classroom, | ooking for motivation and work ethic, not only intellectual ability, is
part of what has made C. J. Skender so successful inrecogniz ng talent. When Skender bet Beth
Traynham that she would pass the CPA exam, it wasnd because she was unusually gifted in
accounting. It was because he noticed fihow hard she worked all semester.0 When Skender recogni zed
that Reggie Love had promise, whereas others wrote him off as just another jock, it was because
Love fiworked diligently, and was always prepared for class,0 Skender says. fiHe was interested in
|earning and bettering himsel f.0 When Skender encouraged Marie Arcuri, it was because she was fithe
most involved and committed individual | have ever met. Her persistence set her apart.o

The psychologist Angela Duckworth calls this grit: having passion and perseverance toward
long-term goal s. Her research shows that above and beyond intel li gence and aptitude, gritty peopled
by virtue of their interest, focus, and drived achieve higher performance. fiPersistence isincredibly
I mportant,0 says psychol ogist Tom Kolditz, abrigadier general who headed up behavioral sciences
and leadership at the U.S. Military Academy for a dozen years. The standard sel ection rate for Army
officers to key command positions is 12 percent; Kol ditz& former faculty have been selected at rates
as high as 75 percent, and he chalks much of it up to sel ecting candidates based on grit. As George
Anders writes in The Rare Find, fiyou canG take motivation for granted.o

Of course, natural talent also matters, but once you have a pool of candidates above the threshold
of necessary potential, gritis amajor factor that predicts how close they get to achieving their
potential. Thisiswhy givers focus on gritty people: itG where givers have the greatest return on their
Investment, the most meaningful and | asting impact. And along with investing their time in motivating
gritty people, givers like Skender strive to cultivate grit in the first place. iSetting high expectations
IS so important,0 Skender says. fiYou have to push peopl e, make them stretch and do more than they
think possible. When they take my tests, | want them thinking it was the toughest exam theytve ever
seenintheir lives. It makes them better |earners.o0 To encourage effort, he gives them a half dozen past
exams for practice. iThey need to make a significant investment, and it pays off. Forcing themto work
harder than they ever have intheir lives benefits theminthe long run.o

One of the keys to cultivating grit is making the task at hand more interesting and motivating. In
Bloomd study, across the board, the tal ented musicians and athl etes were initially taught by givers,
teachers who

liked children and rewarded them with praise, signs of approval, or even candy
when they did anything right. They were extremely encouraging. They were
enthusi asti ¢ about the talent field and what they had to teach these children. In



many cases . . . they treated the child as a friend of the family might. Perhaps the
mgjor quality of these teachers was that they made the initial learning very
pleasant and rewarding.

This description could have been written about Skender. At first glance, he seemsto fit the
stereotype of an accounting whiz.* But at various stagesin his life, Skender aspired to be adisc
jockey, musician, actor, talk show host, and stand-up comedian. Set foot in his classroom, and youd|
see that he hasn& quite given up on these dreams. True to his compul sive nature and eclectic taste, he
punctuates his courses with entertai ning routines to keep his students engaged, playing four songs at
the start of each class and tossing candy bars to the first students who shout out the correct answers to
music trivia. Thisis how a poster of arapper ended up on hiswall. filf you want to engage your
audience, if you really want to grab their attention, you have to know the world they live in, the music
they listen to, the movies they watch,0 he explains. fiTo most of these kids, accountingis like aroot
canal. But when they hear me quote Usher or Cee Lo Green, they say to themselves, ONhoa, did that
fat old white-haired guy just say what | thought he said?6And then youbve got Gem.o

By cultivating interest in accounting, Skender believes that his students will be more likely to
invest the time and energy necessary to master the discipline. iiC. J. is the epitome of someone who is
empatheti c,0 Reggie Love says. iiHe knows more about musi ¢ than anyone, and he® always able to
weave it into the lecture to hel p peopl e connect with the material. When you think about having to
take a hard course, which typically isn@ very interesting, having to keep up withit is challenging. C.
J. made it interesting, and | ended up working harder as aresult.0 Love earned an A in Skender G
class. David Moltz, aformer student of Skender & who works at Google, el aborates that Skender
fihel ps every single student (and person) he comes across in any way possible. He sacrifices
hundreds of hours of his personal life to make animpact onthe lives of students and teach as many of
them as possible. He goes out of his way to make everyone that he engages with feel special.o



Throwing Good Money After Bad Talent

Because they see potential all around them, givers end up investing alot of their time in encouraging
and devel oping peopl e to achieve this potential . These investments dond al ways pay off; some
candidates | ack the raw talent, and others don& sustain their passion or maintain the requisite level of
grit. Skender once wrote more than one hundred recommendation | etters for a student who was
applying to graduate programs outside of accounting. She was rejected by all of the programs in her
first year, and she decided to apply again, so he dutifully rewrote the recommendation | etters. When
the school s turned her down once more, Skender revised his recommendation | etters for athird year
inarow. Finally, after three strikes, Skender encouraged her to pursue a different route.

If Skender were more of ataker or a matcher, would he have given up sooner, saving his own time
and the student&? Do givers overinvest in people who possess |oads of passion but fall short on
aptitude, and how do they manage their priorities to focus on people who show promise while
Investing less in those who don&? To find out, there® nowhere better to |ook than professional
basketball, where the annual NBA draft tests tal ent experts on aninternational stage.

The late Stu Inman is remembered as the man behind two of the worst draft mistakes in the history
of the National Basketball Association. In 1972, the Portland Trail Blazers had the first pick in the
draft. Inmanwas serving as the director of player personnel, and he picked center LaRue Martin, who
turned out to be a di sappointment, averaging just over five points and four rebounds per game in four
seasons with the Blazers. In drafting Martin, Inman passed up two of the greatest playersin NBA
history. The second pick that year was Bob McAdoo, who scored more points in his first season than
Martindid inhis entire career. McAdoo was named Rookie of the Year, and two years later, he was
the NBAG Most Valuable Player. In his fourteen-year NBA career, McAdoo won the |eague scoring
title twice, played on two championship teams, and made five All-Star teams. In that draft, Inman also
missed out on Julius Ervingd better known as Dr. J.0 who was sel ected twel fth. Erving ended up
|eading his teams to three champi onships, winning four MVP awards, making sixteen All-Star teams,
and becoming one of the top five leading scorers in the history of professional basketball. Both
McAdoo and Erving are members of the Basketball Hall of Fame.

A dozen years later, after being promoted to general manager of the Blazers, Stu Inman had the
chance to redeem himself. In the 1984 NBA draft, Inman had the second pick. He chose another
center, Sam Bowie, who was over sevenfeet tall, but athl etic and coordinated: he could shoot, pass,
and steal, not to mention block shots and grab rebounds. But Bowie never lived up to his potential.
When he retired from basketball, ESPN named him the worst draft pick in the history of North
American professional sports. In 2003, Sports Ilustrated, whose cover Bowie had graced years
earlier, called him the second-biggest draft flop in the history of the NBA. The biggest? LaRue
Martin.

In sel ecting Bowie second, Inman passed up on a shooting guard from North Carolina named
Michael Jordan. With the third pick, the Chicago Bulls selected Jordan, and the rest is history. After
bei ng named Rookie of the Year, Jordan racked up six championships, ten scoring titles, and eleven
MVP awards while making fourteen All-Star teams and averaging more points than any player ever.
He was recogni zed as the greatest North American athl ete of the twentieth century by ESPN.

Inman recogni zed JordanGs potential, but the Blazers already had two strong guards. They needed



a center, so he drafted Sam Bowie. With that choice, he didn& just miss out on Michael Jordan; he
also passed up future Hall of Famers Charles Barkley (drafted fifth) and John Stockton (drafted
sixteenth). It was bad enough that Inman chose Martin over McAdoo and Erving, and Bowie over
Jordan, Barkley, and Stockton. But drafting professional basketball playersis at best an imperfect
science, and even great managers and coaches make mi stakes.

What was worse was that the Blazers held on to both players far longer than they should have.
They kept LaRue Martin for four seasons, and by the time they decided to trade him, he had virtually
no value. The Blazers couldn& even get an actual player in exchange for Martind they gave himaway
in exchange for ffuture consi derationso from the Seattl e SuperSonics, who ended up letting him go
before the season even started. That was the end of Martiné basketbal | career, and it was an
embarrassing outcome for Inman. filt was a sore subject,0 said Jack Ramsay, who was the Blazersb
coach in Martinés | ast year and now serves as an ESPN analyst. fiBecause LaRue couldnd play. He
was trying to make the teamwhen | got there, but we had no place for him. He had no offensive game.
And he wasn& a rebounder or shot blocker even though he was six-eleven. So he had no skills.0 The
Blazers followed asimilar path with Sam Bowie. In 1989, after five lackluster seasons, the Blazers
finally traded Bowie to the New Jersey Nets. Why did the Blazers hold onto Sam Bowie and LaRue
Martin for so long?

Stu Inman was widely known as a giver. After playing college basketball and coaching high
school basketball for afew years, Inman made the leap to college coach, eventually becoming the
head coach at his alma mater, San Jose State. Inthis role, Inman seemed to prioritize playersointerests
ahead of his own success. One of Inmands star recruits was Tommie Smith, an exceptional athlete who
came to San Jose State to run track and play football and basketball. On the freshman basketbal | team,
Smith was the top scorer and rebounder, so in his sophomore year, he began practi cing with the
varsity basketbal| team under Inman. One day, Smith came by InmanGs offi ce and announced that he
was going to quit basketball to focus on track. fil thought he was going to blow up at me,06 Smith
writes, fibut he didn&. Coach Inman said, dOkay, Tom, | understand,6he shook my hand and told me to
be sure to come by to see himwhenever | wanted to, and that | was always welcome back if |
changed my mind. That was the greatest thing inthe world for me.o

It wasn& so great for Inman. Smithd speed could have added a great deal to the San Jose State
basketbal | team; a few years later, in 1968, Smith won the Olympic gold medal in the 200-meter dash,
setting aworld record. But Inman had wanted what was best for Smith. Along with | etting top tal ent
walk away, Inman made room for gritty players evenif they lacked talent. When a skinny white player
named Terry Murphy tried out for the varsity team, Inman respected his work ethic and invited himon
board. Murphy recalls being one of the worst players Inman had ever coached: il scored four points
the whol e year.0

Despite this lackluster performance, Inman told Murphy, filém never gonna cut you, youdre
enthusiastic and you play hard and youére a good guy.0 Inman was ficontinual ly giving advice to any
basketbal | junkie who sought it,0 writes Wayne Thompson, a reporter who covered the Blazers
throughout InmanGs tenure. He couldn& help it: fiTeaching at any level on any subject is the most
rewarding thing you can do,0 Inman told Thompson. fil just love to see the expression on the face of a
student who gets it for the first time. Just watching the |earning process come to full bloom gives me
sucharush.0

Once Inman devel oped a positive impression of players, was he too committed to teaching and



devel oping them, so much that he invested in motivated players evenif they |acked the requisite
talent? In the classroom, C. J. Skender can afford to dedicate his time to students who demonstrate
interest and drive, as he can teach and mentor a large number of students each semester. Conversely,
in professional basketball and most work organi zati ons, we face more limits: making a bet on one
personés potential means passi ng on others.

Inman had made a commitment to devel oping LaRue Martin and Sam Bowie. If Inman had been
more of ataker, doesnd it seem obvious that he would have cut his losses much more quickly and
moved on to other players? The moment he realized that Martin and Bowie weren& contributing to his
team@ success, a taker wouldnd feel any sense of responsibility to them. And if Inman had been more
of a matcher, wouldn@ he have been more willing to let them go? Surely a matcher would grow
frustrated that his investments in Martin and Bowie were not being reciprocated or rewarded.

It might seem that givers have a harder time letting go. But in reality, the exact oppositeistrue. It
turns out that givers are the least vulnerabl e to the mistake of overinvesting in peopled and that being
agiver iswhat prevented Stu Inman from making far worse mi stakes.



Facing the Mirror: Looking Good or Doing Good?

Barry Staw is aworld-renowned organi zational behavior professor at the University of California at
Berkeley, and he has spent his career trying to understand why people make bad decisionsin

organi zations. In an ingenious study, Staw and Ha Hoang col l ected data on all 240-plus players who
were picked inthe first two rounds of the NBA draft between 1980 and 1986, in hopes of seeing what
effect draft position had on a player & career. They measured each player G performance with a series
of different metrics: scoring (points per minute, field goal percentage, and free throw percentage),
toughness (rebounds and bl ocks per minute), and quickness (assists and steal s per minute). Staw and
Hoang controlled for each player G performance on all of these metrics, as well as for the player &
injuries and illnesses, whether the player was a guard, forward, or center, and the quality of the
player G team based on wir/loss records. Then they examined how much time on the court the players
received and how long their teams kept them before trading them, to see if teams made the mi stake of
overinvesting in players just because they drafted them early.

The results produced a devastati ng concl usion: teams couldn& | et go of their big bets. They stuck
with the players whom they drafted early, giving them more playing time and refusing to trade them
evenif they played poorly. After taking performance out of the equation, players who were drafted
earlier still spent more minutes on the court and were less likely to be traded. For every slot higher in
the draft, players were given an average of twenty-two more minutes in their second season, and their
teams were still investing more inthem by their fifth season, when each draft slot higher accounted
for eleven more minutes on the court. And for every slot higher in the draft, players were 3 percent
less likely to be traded.

This study is a classic case of what Staw calls escal ation of commitment to a losing course of
action. Over the past four decades, extensive research led by Staw shows that once people make an
initial investment of time, energy, or resources, when it goes sour, they@re at risk for increasing their
investment. Gamblers in the hole believe that if they just play one more hand of poker, theydl be able
to recover their losses or even win big. Struggling entrepreneurs think that if they just give their start-
ups alittle more sweat, they can turnit around. When an investment doesn@ pay off, evenif the
expected value is negative, we invest more.

Economi sts explain this behavior using a concept known as the fisunk cost fall acyo: when
estimati ng the val ue of a future investment, we have troubl e ignoring what wedve already invested in
the past. Sunk costs are part of the story, but new research shows that other factors matter more. To
figure out why and when escal ation of commitment happens, researchers at Michigan State University
analyzed 166 different studies. Sunk costs do have a small effectd decision makers are biased in
favor of their previous investmentsd but three other factors are more powerful. One is antici pated
regret: will | be sorry that | didn& give this another chance? The second is project completion: if |
keep investing, | can finish the project. But the single most powerful factor is ego threat: if | dond
keep investing, Id] look and feel like afool. In response to ego threat, people invest more, hoping to
turn the project into a success so they can prove to othersd and themselvesd that they were right all
along.

In one study led by Staw, when California bank customers defaulted on |oans, the managers who
originally funded the | oans struggled to let go and write off the |osses. iBankers who have been




closely associated with decisions to fund problem|oans are the ones to show the greatest difficulty in
acknow! edgi ng the subsequent risks of these |oans and the likelihood of default,0 Staw and colleagues
write. The study showed that when managers who originally funded the problem |oans | eft the bank,
the new managers were significantly more likely to write the loans off. The new managers had no
personal responsibility for the problemloans, so their egos weren& under threat; they didnd feel
compelled to justify the original decisions aswise.

Research suggests that due to their susceptibility to ego threat, takers are more vulnerable to
escal ation of commitment than givers. Imagine that youdre running an aircraft company, and you have
to decide whether or not to invest $1 millionin a plane thatGs invisible to radar technol ogy. You find
out that the project is not doing well financially, and a competitor has al ready finished a better model.
But youdve made significant investments: the project is 50 percent compl ete, and youdre already spent
$5 million and eighteen months working onit. How likely are you to invest the extra $1 million?

In this study by Henry Moon at London Business School, before making their i nvestment
decisions, 360 people compl eted a questionnaire that included giver statements such as il keep my
promi seso and taker statements such as fil try to get others to do my duties.o The takers were
significantly more likely to invest the extra $1 million than the givers. They felt responsible for an
Investment that was going bad, so they committed more to protect their pride and save face. As
University of South Carolina management professors Bruce Meglino and Audrey Korsgaard explain,
fal though the organi zati on itself might be better off if the decision were abandoned, such action
would cause the decision maker to incur significant personal costs (e.g., loss of career mobility, loss
of reputation). Because escalating his or her commitment allows the decision maker to keep the
prospect of failure hidden, such behavior is personally rational 0 from the perspective of a taker.

The givers, on the other hand, were primarily concerned about protecti ng other people and the
organi zation, so they were more willing to admit their initial mistakes and de-escal ate their
commitment. Other studies show that peopl e actually make more accurate and creative decisions
when they&re choosing on behal f of others than themsel ves. When peopl e make decisions in a self-
focused state, they@e more likely to be biased by ego threat and often agonize over tryingto find a
choice thaté ideal inall possible dimensions. When peopl e focus on others, as givers do naturally,
theyGre less likely to worry about egos and miniscul e detail s; they ook at the big picture and
prioritize what matters most to others.

Armed with this understanding, itGs worth revisiting the story of Stu Inman. As agiver, although he
felt invested inthe players he drafted first, he felt a stronger sense of responsibility to the team. iStu
was a kind person, considerate of other peopl e feelings,0 Wayne Thompson told me. fiBut he never
let that i nfluence selections. If he didnd think a guy could play, he put his armaround himand wished
himwell.0 Inman wasn& the one responsibl e for keeping Sam Bowie on board; Inman | eft the Blazers
in 1986, just two years after drafting Bowie. A taker might have continued to defend the bad decision,
but Inman admitted his error in choosing Bowie over Jordan. fAll our scouts thought Bowie was the
answer to our problems, and | did, t0o,0 Inman said, but fiit was a mistake.g*

Inman didn& escal ate his commitment to LaRue Martin either. Although the Blazers kept Martin
for four seasons, Inman and his colleagues took early action in response to Martind poor
performance. In his rookie season, when there were clear signs that Martinwas floundering, a taker
might have given him extra playing time in an effort to justify choosing him ahead of Bob McAdoo
and Julius Erving. But this wasn@ what happened. The Blazers granted the starting center position to




the hardworking LIoyd Neal, who was just 6'7", putting Martin at backup. In his rookie season,
Martin averaged | ess than thirteen minutes per game on the court, compared with thirty-two for
McAdoo and forty-two for Erving. In his second season, Martin continued to underperform, and
instead of escal ating commitment by giving him more time on the court, the Blazers gave him lessd
under eleven minutes per game, whereas McAdoo played forty-three and Erving played over forty.
Inman and hi s colleagues managed to overcome the temptati on to keep betting on Martin.

A mgjor reason why givers are | ess vulnerabl e than takers to escal ation of commitment has to do
with responses to feedback, as demonstrated in research by Audrey Korsgaard, Bruce Meglino, and
Scott Lester on how givers and takers react to informeation about their performance. In one study;,
people filled out a survey indicating whether they were givers or takers and made ten decisions about
how to solve problems. Then, all participants received a performance score and a suggestion to
del egate their authority more when making decisions. The score was randomly assigned so that half of
the participants |earned that their performance was above average, whereas the other half were told
that they were below average. Then, all participants made ten more decisions. Would they use the
suggestion to del egate more?

When they believed they were above average, the takers followed the suggestion, del egating 30
percent more often. But when they believed they were bel ow average, the takers only delegated 15
percent more often. Once they felt criticized, they were less willing to accept the recommendation for
Improvement. They protected their pride by refusing to believe that they made poor decisions,

di scounti ng the negative feedback. The givers, on the other hand, accepted the criticism and followed
the suggestion. Even when they received negative feedback i ndicating that they were below average,
the givers del egated 30 percent more often.

In escal ati on situati ons, takers often struggle to face the reality that aninitial choice has gone bad.
Takers tend to fidi scount social information and performance feedback that does not support their
favorable view of themsel ves,0 write Meglino and Korsgaard, whereas givers fimay be more apt to
accept and act on social information without carefully eval uati ng the personal consequences.o Givers
focus more on the interpersonal and organi zational consequences of their decisions, accepting a blow
to their pride and reputations in the short termin order to make better choices in the long term.

This receptivity to negative feedback hel ped Stu Inman recogni ze when he had made a bad
Investment. Inman was admired around the |eague for his openness to criticism. Many coaches fitook
issue with my more incendiary critiques,0 writes reporter Steve Duin, but fithey never bothered
Inman,0 who was fipati ent and generous,0 and fione of the most graci ous men ever associated with the
NBA.0 When LaRue Martin underperformed, the Blazers coach at the time, Jack McCloskey, voiced
his concerns to Inman. fiHe worked hard and was a very nice young man, but he wasn& skilled. It was
that simple. | tried to devel op his skills around the basket, and he wasn& an outside player. He didn&
have the skills to be the number-one pick.0 A taker might have rejected the negative feedback, but
Inman listened to it.

After MartinG second season, in 1974, the Blazers landed the first pick in the draft again. Having
de-escalated their commitment to Martin, they needed another center to replace him, so Inman drafted
one, a young man from UCLA named Bill Walton. In his rookie season, Walton was the starting center,
averaging thirty-three minutes a game, roughly twice as many as Martin in the backup position. This
arrangement continued for another year, after which Inman unloaded Martin.

The next season was 19761 1977, and Walton | ed the Blazers to the NBA championship over the



Philadel phia 76ers, who were led by Julius Erving. Walton was the Finals MVP, and the next year, he
was the league MVP. After he retired, he made the Basketbal | Hall of Fame and was named one of the
fifty greatest playersin NBA history. Inman was the architect of the 1977 championship team, which
had been | ast in the division the previous year, and remains the only team in the Bl azersofour-decade
history to winthe title. According to Jack Ramsay, who coached the winning team, Inman was finever
in the spotlight, and never taking proper credit for the team he assembled.o



Glimpsing Glimmers in Chunks of Coal

As agiver, Inman built this champi onship team with an approach that mirrored C. J. Skender &: seeing
potential in players where others didn@. filnman wanted a compl ete portfolio on everybody he was
interested in,0 writes Wayne Thompson. fiNo doubt that is what made him so successful infinding
diamonds in the rough.o Hal f of the top six scorers on the championship teamd and five of the top
nined were drafted late by Inman, in the second or third round. iiHe was way ahead of the curve in
seeing potential ,0 noted Steve Duin. fiStu, in the subculture of basketball gurus, was near the apex. He
was considered a genius,0 said Mavericks president Norm Sonju. In a chronicle of the 1984 draft,
Filip Bondy writes that Inman was viewed by many as fithe best personnel man in the league. He was
SO good, so respected, that other clubs would track his scouting missions and listen very carefully to
rumors about which players might interest him.o

In the 1970s, most basketball teams were focusi ng heavily on observable physical talents such as
speed, strength, coordination, agility, and vertical leap. Inman thought it was al so important to pay
attention to the inner attributes of players, so he decided to begin eval uating their psychol ogical
makeup. Before a draft, along with reviewing a player G stati stics and watching him play, Inman
wanted to understand him as a person. He would watch players closely during the pregame warm-up
to see how hard they worked, and he would interview their coaches, family members, friends, and
teachers about i ssues of motivation, mind-set, and integrity. According to the Oregonian, filnman
made hi s reputation by finding undervalued players. . . . His eye for talent was as sharp as his feel for
people. He wanted players whose character and intelligence were as high as their vertical jumps.o

In 1970, Inman joined the Blazers, then a brand-new NBA team, as chief talent scout. That
summer, he held an open tryout for people to put their basketball skills to the test. It was partially a
public relations stunt to generate local excitement about basketball, but Inman was al so |ooking for
players who had gone overlooked by other teams. None of the guys from the open tryout made the
team, but InmanGs fasci nation with unlikely candidates would bear fruit several years later. In 1975,
with the twenty-fifth pick in the second round of the draft, Inman selected a little-known Jewish
forward named Bob Gross. Coaches and fans thought it was a mistake. Gross had played college
basketbal| at Seattle, averaging ten points a game, and then transferred to Long Beach State, where he
averaged just six and ahalf pointsinhisjunior year. iThe story of Bob Grossés collegiate and
professional basketball life was that nobody noticed him,0 wrote Frank Coffey in a book about the
Blazers, funtil they really started |ooking hard.o

Inman happened to see a game between Long Beach and Michigan State, and his interest was
piqued when Gross hustled to block a shot on what should have been an easy Spartan layup on a fast
break. Inman took a closer ook and saw more evidence of GrossG work ethic: he more than doubl ed
his scoring average fromhis junior to senior year, when he put in more than sixteen points a game.
Inman fdiscovered a jewel, a consistent, hardworking, extraordinarily effective basketball player,0
Coffey wrote. Gross was praised by one of his college coaches for fiunsel fish dedication to the team.¢
When the Blazers made the Finals in his third NBA season, Gross delivered, pouring in an average of
seventeen points per game. Inthe pivotal games five and six, he guarded Julius Erving and led the
Blazers by scoring twenty-five and twenty-four points. According to Bill Walton, fiBob Gross was the
Ggrease guyobfor that team. He madeit flow . . . Bob would run relentlessly, guard and defend . . .



Without Bob . . . Portland could not have won the championship.o

Inman recogni zed that givers were underval ued by many teams, since they didn& hog the spotlight
or use the flashiest of moves. His philosophy was that filté not what a player is, but what he can
become . . . that will allow himto grow.0 When Inman saw a guy practice with grit and play like a
giver, he classified himas a diamond in the rough. In fact, thered a close connection between grit and
giving. Inmy own research, 16ve found that because of their dedication to others, givers are willing to
work harder and longer than takers and matchers. Even when practice is no longer enjoyable, givers
conti nue exerting effort out of a sense of responsibility to their team.

This pattern can be seen in many other industries. Consider Russell Simmons, the cofounder of the
hip-hop label Def Jam Records, which launched the careers of LL Cool J and the Beastie Boys.
Simmons is often called the godfather of hip-hop, and he was giving away music for free as early as
1978, long before most | abel s started doing that. When | asked him about his success, he attributed it
to finding and promoting givers. Good givers are great getters; they make everybody better,0
Simmons explains. One of his favorite giversis Kevin Liles, who started working for free as anintern
and rose all the way up to become president of Def Jam. As anintern, Lileswasthefirst to arrive at
work and the last to leave. As a promotion director, Liles was responsible for one region, but he went
out of hisway to promote other regions too. fiEverybody started to look at Kevin as a leader, because
they all looked to himfor direction. He gave until people couldn& live without him.o In sel ecting and
promoting tal ent, Simmons writes, NThe most i mportant quality you can show meis a commitment to
giving.0

Stu Inman knew that gritty givers would be willing to put the good of the team above their own
personal interests, working hard to fulfill the roles for which they were needed. In the fabled 1984
draft, after selecting Sam Bowie, Inman took a forward named Jerome Kersey in the second round
with the forty-sixth pick overall. Kersey came from Longwood College, alittle-known Division I
school inVirginia, yet blossomed into an excellent NBA player. A Longwood sports admini strator
said that Kersey fihad the best work ethic of anyone thaté ever been here,06 whichis what led Inman to
recognize his promise when few NBA insiders did. The next year, in 1985, Inman found another
hidden gem of a point guard with the twenty-fourth pick inthe draft: Terry Porter, a gritty giver who
earned acclaim for his hustle and selflessness. He made two All-Star teams with the Blazers and
played seventeen strong NBA seasons, and in 1993, he won the J. Walter Kennedy Citizenship Award,
awarded annually to one player, coach, or trainer who demonstrates fioutstanding service and
dedi cati on to the community.0 Along with providing tickets for disadvantaged children to attend
games and promoting graduati on parties free of drugs and al cohol, Porter has given extensively to
boysband girlsdclubs, working in partnership with his former teammate Jerome Kersey.

Perhaps Inmand best investment occurred in the 1983 draft, when the Blazers had the fourteenth
pick. Inman sel ected shooting guard Clyde Drexler, who was passed up by other teams because he
wasn& regarded as a very strong shooter. Although he was the fifth shooting guard chosen, Drexler is
now widely regarded as the steal of the 1983 draft. He outscored all other players in the draft,
averaging more than 20 points a game in his career, and was the only player in that draft to make the
all-NBA team, at | east one All-Star game (he made ten of them), the Olympics, and the Basketball
Hall of Fame. By the time he retired, Drexler joined legends Oscar Robertson and John Havlicek as
the third player in NBA history to rack up more than 20,000 points, 6,000 rebounds, and 3,000
assists. Like Walton, Drexler was designated one of the fifty greatest players of all time. How did




Inman know Drexler would be such a star when so many other teams let him slide by?

As agiver, Inman was open to outside advice. While at San Jose State, Inman met Bruce Ogilvie,
a pioneer in sports psychol ogy who ficame onto the sports scene when psychol ogi sts were referred to
as gshrinksdand any player going to visit one was seen as a problem.0 Most general managers and
coaches avoided psychol ogists like Ogilvie, approachi ng the so-called science skeptically. Some
viewed psychological assessment as irrelevant; others worried that it would threaten their own
expertise and standing.

Whereas takers often strive to be the smartest people in the room, givers are more receptive to
expertise from others, evenif it challenges their own beliefs. Inman embraced Ogilvie and his
methods with open arms, requiring players to undergo several hours of eval uation before the draft.
Inman worked with Ogilvie to assess players on their selflessness, desire to succeed, willingness to
persevere, receptivity to being coached, and dedication to the sport. Through these assessments,
Inman could devel op a deep understanding of a player & tendencies toward grit and giving. fOther
NBA teams were taking psychol ogical |ooks at draftabl e players, but none to the degree that we used
it and trusted it,0 Inman said. fiYou had to like the talent before you would consider it in your
evaluation. But it provided a clear barometer as to whether the guy would fulfill his potential .0

When Ogilvie assessed Drexler, Inman was impressed with his psychological profile. Inman
interviewed the coaches who had seen Drexler play at Houston, and there was a consi stent theme:
Drexler played like a giver. iClyde was the glue on that team. | was taken by the al most unani mous
reaction from other coaches in that | eague,0 Inman explained. fiThey said he did what he had to do to
winagame. His ego never interfered with hiswill to win.o According to Bucky Buckwalter, who
was then a scout, iiThere was some rel uctance fromteams . . . He was not a great shooter.0 But Inman
and his team decided that Drexler could filearn to shoot from the perimeter, or somehow make up for
it with his other talents.0 Inman was right: Drexler fiturned out to be a more skilled player . . . than|
would have expected,0 Buckwalter said.

Even Inmand bad bets on the basketbal | court have gone on to success el sewhere; the man knew a
giver when he saw one. LaRue Martin has worked at UPS for twenty-five years, most recently as the
community services director inlllinois. In 2008, he received aletter out of the blue from former
Blazers owner Larry Weinberg: fiyou certainly are awonderful role model inthe work you are doing
for UPS.0 Martin has played basketbal | with President Obama, and in 2011, he was el ected to the
board of directors of the Retired Players Association. fil would love to be able to give back,0 Martin
said.

And remember Terry Murphy, Inmané worst player at San Jose State? Inman gave Murphy a
chance but didn@& see a future for himin basketball, so he encouraged himto go out for volleyball.
|nman was spot-on about his work ethic: Murphy ended up making the U.S. national volleyball team.
But Murphy didnd leave basketball behind altogether: in 1986, to raise money for the Special
Olympics, he started a three-on-three street basketbal | tournament in Dallas. By 1992, Hoop It Up had
more than 150,000 players and a million fans. Five years | ater, there were 302 events in twenty-seven
different countries, raising millions of dollars for charity.

Perhaps the best testament to Inmand success i s that al though he missed out on Michael Jordan as
a player, he outdid Jordan as a talent eval uator. As a basketball executive, Jordan has devel oped a
reputation that conveys more taker cues than giver. This was foreshadowed on the court, where
Jordan was known as sel f-absorbed and egotistical. As Jordan himself once remarked, fiTo be




successful you have to be selfish.0 Coaches had to walk on eggshells to give him constructive
feedback, and in his Hall of Fame speech, Jordan was widely criticized for thanking few people and
vilifying those who doubted him. Back in his playing days, he was a vocal advocate for a greater
share of team revenues going to players. Now, as an owner, he has pushed for greater revenue to
owners, presumably to put more money in his own pockets.*

When it comes to betting on talent for too long, Jordan& moves as an executive offer a fascinating
contrast with Inmand. When Jordan became president of basketball operations for the Washington
Wizards, he used the first pick inthe 2001 draft to select center Kwame Brown. Brown was strai ght
out of high school, loaded with talent, but seemed to lack grit, and never came anywhere near his
potential . Later, he would be called the second-biggest NBA draft bust of the decade and one of the
one hundred worst picks in sports history. After Brown, the second and third picks in the drafts were
also centers, and they fared far better. The second pick was Tyson Chandler, who went on to make the
2012 U.S. Olympic team. The third pick was Pau Gasol, another young center less thanayear and a
half older than Brown. Gasol won the Rooki e of the Year award, and in the coming decade, he would
make four All-Star teams, wintwo NBA championships, and earn the J. Walter Kennedy Citizenship
Award. Both Gasol and Chandler swamped Brownés performance in scoring, rebounding, and
bl ocking shots.

BrownGs di sappointing results appeared to threaten Jordand ego. When Jordan came out of
retirement to play for the Wizards al ongside Brown, he routinely berated and belittled Brown, whose
poor performance was hurting the teamd and making Jordand draft choice ook foolish. In hisfirst
season, Brown put up paltry numbers, averaging less than five points and four rebounds per game. Yet
in his second season, Brown& minutes on the court doubl ed.

Jordan was fired from the Wi zards after that season, but he wasna ready to give up on Brown.
Nearly a decade | ater, in 2010, Brown signed a contract with the Charl otte Bobcats, a team owned by
none other than Michael Jordan. fiMichael was very much a part of this,0 Brown@ agent said. fiHe
wanted this to happen.o

By that point, Brown had played ten seasons for four different teams, averaging under seven
points and six rebounds in more than five hundred games. In his previous season, he was spending
just thirteen minutes on the court. When Brown joined Jordané Bobcats, his playing time was
doubled to twenty-six minutes a game. The Bobcats gave Brown more minutes than he had played in
the prior two seasons combined, yet he continued to struggle, averaging under eight points and seven
rebounds. Jordan fiwanted to give Kwame another opportunity,0 Browné agent said. iiT here® been so
much written about the fact that this was Michael Gs first pick and so much criticismdirected at both of
themwhen it didn& work out.0 A giver might admit the mistake and move on, but Jordan was stil
trying to turn the bad investment around. fil love Michael, but he just has not done a good job,0 says
friend and former Olympic teammate Charles Barkley. il don& think Michael has hired enough people
around himwho will disagree.0 Under Jordanés direction, in 2012, the Bobcats finished with the
worst winning percentage in NBA history.

Conversely, Inmanés teams achieved surprising level s of success. In addition to building the 1977
team that went from last place to the title in just a year with alarge number of unknowns, InmanGs
draft picks made the Blazers a formidable team for years to come. After he | eft the Blazersin 1986,
the team fl ourished under the leadership of Drexler, Porter, and Kersey. The three hidden gems,
discovered by Inman in three consecutive years, |ed the Blazers to the Final s twice. Once again,



Inman rarely received the credit. To the casual fan, it may appear that Inman was afailure, but
basketball insiders regard himas one of the finest tal ent eval uators the sport has ever seen. Inmanés
experience, coupled with research evidence, reveals that givers dond excel only at recognizing and
devel oping tal ent; they&re also surprisingly good at moving on when their bets don@ work ot.

Stu Inman spent the last four years of his life volunteering as an assistant coach for the Lake
Oswego High School basketball teamin Oregon. fiHe had themto a T,0 said Lake Oswego head
coach. Not only did he have them as basketball players, he had their characters, too. He took time
not to prejudge peopl e but to see them as they really are.0 At Lake Oswego, Stu Inman helped to
groom a young player named Kevin Love, who has gone on to pursue the |egacy that Sam Bowie and
LaRue Martin never fulfilled: thrive as a big man who can shoot. Asa 6'10" center, Love has made
the U.S. Olympic team and two All-Star teams in his first four seasons, been named the NBAG most
improved player, and won the three-point shooti ng chamypi onship.

Alf you choose to champion great talent, you will be picking one of the most altruistic things a
person can do,0 writes George Anders. fAln any given year, quick-hit operators may make more money
and win more recognition, at least briefly. Over time, though, that dynamic reverses.o
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The Power of Powerless Communication

How to Be Modest and Influence People

Speak softly, but carry a big stick.
0 Theodore Roosevelt, U.S. president

Dave Walton took a deep breath. He was an employment law expert who specialized in trade secrets
and empl oyee competition cases. As a partner at the firm Cozen O8Connor, Dave was one of the
youngest lawyers to be el ected sharehol der, and he had been named a Pennsylvania Super Lawyerd
Rising Star for several years. But he was about to stand up and give his first closing argument in front
of ajury.

It was 2008, and Dave was representing a company that owned Acme-Hardesty, a Pennsylvania
castor oil distributor that received its supplies from Jayant Oils and Derivatives in Mumbai, India. In
December 2006, the CEO of Acme@ parent company was informed that Jayant was setting up a U.S.
office and sal es organi zation, and would no longer supply Acme with castor oil. During the following
month, Acme executives learned that Jayant was planning to sell castor oil products directly to
customers in the U.S. market, competing with Acme for business.

In the summer of 2006, two Acme empl oyees had jumped ship to Jayant and hel ped them set up
the competi ng company. AcmeG parent company filed suit agai nst Jayant and the two empl oyees,
accusi ng them of stealing trade secrets and confidential information.

Dave prepared diligently and spoke passionately. He presented evidence that in March 2006,
while still working for Acme, the empl oyees agreed to financial terms to help Jayant start the
competing distributor. In June, each of the two received initial payments of $50,000 from Jayant for
consulting services.

The empl oyees gave noti ce that they were leaving and went straight to India without informing
Acme of their new positions. Dave argued that in India, they incorporated knowledge from Acme into




JayantGs busi ness plan. One empl oyee provided Jayant with alist of U.S. customer prospects that he
was paid to develop for Acme, Dave claimed, and the Jayant president admitted that Acmets
documents were used to generate projections for investors. Dave further argued that while the

empl oyees were setting up the plan for Jayant in India, they used false e-mail aliases that gave them
continued access to Acmeés orders.

The defendants were represented by three different prominent law firms, and Daves opponent in
the trial was highly articulate. He had twenty-five years of experience, alaw degree from Columbia
and an undergraduate degree from Cornell, and a slew of awards under his belt, including being
named one of the top one hundred lawyers in Pennsyl vania and the litigator of the week for the entire
country. One source described him as an fiaccomplished, knowledgeabl e, and sophisticated |awyer
who is amazing on his feet in court.0

The defense attorney was el oquent and polished, telling the jury that Jayant engaged in legitimate
competition, asit was entitled to do. Acme did lose some customers, the lawyer admitted, but it
wasn& because the empl oyees did anything wrong. Acme was the middle man di stri buting JayantGs
castor oil products to customers. By cutting out the middleman, Jayant was abl e to sell the products
more cheaply, whichis precisely the point of fair competition. The empl oyees were being treated
poorly at Acme: one described it as a finellhole,0 the worst job of her life. The defense attorney
nailed his key arguments, and he questioned the credibility of Dave® main witnesses. Dave was
impressed with the skill that the defense attorney demonstrated. fiHe was really good. He made better
arguments than we anti ci pated.o

Dave knew the trial could go either way. On the one hand, he had painted a compel ling portrait
that Jayant and the two empl oyees were qguilty. On the other hand, this was a high-pressure, high
profile case. It was Davess first time taking the lead inajury trial; he was by far the youngest |lawyer
there. During one of his examinations, an old foe reared its head: Dave started stammering. This
happened a few more times, and it signal ed that he lacked confidence.

Dave was particularly concerned about the effect on one particular juror. During the tridl, this
juror made it clear that he was in favor of the defendants: he felt that Jayant and the empl oyees had
done nothing wrong. The juror responded enthusi astically to the defense attorney, nodding
appreciatively throughout his arguments and laughing loudly at his jokes. In contrast, when Dave
spoke, the juror avoided eye contact, smirked, and made dismissive gestures. Throughout the trial, the
juror came to court wearing blue jeans. But on the day of the cl osing arguments, the juror arrived
wearing asuit and tie. When Dave watched the juror waltz in, his heart sank. The juror wanted to be
the foreman, and he was obviously vying to turn the jury against Dave®s case.

Dave finished his closing, and the jury went into deliberation. When they came out, the
antagonistic juror walked out first. He had been el ected foreman, and he read the verdict.

Thejury ruled in favor of Daveés client, to the tune of $7 million. Daveés victory set a record for
the largest trade-secret verdict in Pennsylvania. Thered no doubt that Dave presented a brilliant case,
speaking with conviction as atrue expert in his field. But there was another factor that gave himthe
slightest edge.

Thereds something that separates Dave Walton from other distinguished lawyersd and itGs
something that he shares with former GE CEO Jack Wel ch, Vice President Joe Biden, singer Carly
Simon, 20/20 anchor John Stossel, actor James Earl Jones, and Bill Walton of the Portland Trail
Blazers, who is now a basketball announcer.



They all stutter.

Stuttering is a speech disorder that affects about 1 percent of the popul ation. Growing up, Dave
Walton was teased and ridiculed for stuttering. When he graduated from college, he applied for a
salesjob, but was turned down. iThe interviewer told him he would never make it in sal es because
of his stutter,0 his wife Mary says. When Dave decided to apply to law school, many of his friends
and family members raised their eyebrows, hoping he wouldn@ have to do any public speaking. In
law school, it seemed that their fears were prescient. Dave recalls that during his first mock court
argument, the judge started crying. fiShe felt bad for me.o

Most peopl e see stuttering as a disability, and we marvel at people like Jack Welch and James
Earl Jones, whose confident demeanors typically bear little trace of their speech difficulties. But the
truth is far more interesting and complex. Many people who stutter end up becoming quite successful,
and ité not always because they have conquered their stuttering. In the trade secretstrial, when Dave
stammered and tripped over a couple of arguments, something strange happened.

Thejurorsliked him.

At the end of the trial, several jurors approached him. AiThey told me that they really respected me
because they knew that | had a stutter,0 Dave says. T hey stressed that my stutter was minor but that
they noticed it and that they talked about it. The jurors said they admired my courage inbeing atrial
lawyer.0

Dave didn& winthe trial because of his stutter. But it may have created a stronger connection with
the jury, hel ping to tip the balance in his favor. When the jurors commended him, Dave was
fisurprised and alittle embarrassed . . . My first thought was, d dond remember stuttering that much.6
Asthe jurors walked away fromme, | realized that | had something that was natural and genuine. It
was an epiphanyd my stutter could be an advantage.o

Inthis chapter, | want to explore how Dave WaltonG experience reveal s critical but
counterintui tive clues about influencing othersd and how Dave exemplifies what givers do differently
when they seek influence. In To Sell Is Human, Daniel Pink argues that our success depends heavily
on influence skills. To convince others to buy our products, use our services, accept our ideas, and
invest in us, we need to communi cate in ways that persuade and motivate. But the best method for
i nfl uence may not be the one that first comes to mind.

Research suggests that there are two fundamental paths to influence: dominance and prestige.
When we establi sh dominance, we gai n i nfluence because others see us as strong, powerful, and
authoritative. When we earn prestige, we become influential because others respect and admire us.

These two paths to influence are closely tied to our reciprocity styles. Takers are attracted to, and
excel in, gaining dominance. In an effort to claim as much val ue as possible, they strive to be superior
to others. To establish dominance, takers specialize in powerful communication: they speak
forcefully, raise their voices to assert their authority, express certainty to project confidence, promote
their accomplishments, and sell with conviction and pride. They display strength by spreading their
arms in dominant poses, raising their eyebrows in challenge, commanding as much physical space as
possible, and conveying anger and issuing threats when necessary. In the quest for influence, takers
set the tone and control the conversation by sending powerful verbal and nonverbal signals. Asa
result, takers tend to be much more effective than givers in gaining dominance. But i s that the most
sustai nabl e path to influence?

When our audiences are skeptical, the more we try to domi nate them, the more they resist. Even




with a receptive audience, dominance is a zero-sum game: the more power and authority | have, the
less you have. When takers come across someone more dominant, they@re at risk of losing their
influence. Conversely, prestige isnd zero-sum; thered no limit to the amount of respect and
admiration that we can dole out. This means that prestige usually has more lasting value, and it
worth examining how people earnit.

The opposite of ataker & powerful communication style is called powerless communication.
Powerless communi cators tend to speak |ess assertively, expressing plenty of doubt and relying
heavily on advice from others. They talk inways that signal vulnerability, revealing their weaknesses
and making use of disclaimers, hedges, and hesitations. In \Western societies, Susan Cainwritesin
Quiet, peopl e expect us to communi cate powerfully. WeGre told that great | eaders use fipower talko
and fipower wordso to forcefully convey their messages. By using powerless communication, surely
people wind up at a disadvantage when it comes to influence.

Um, well, not quite.

| think.

Inthis chapter, my aimis to challenge traditional assumptions about the importance of
assertiveness and projecting confidence in gaining influence. It turns out this style doesnd always
serve us well, and givers instinctively adopt a powerless communi cation style that proves
surprisingly effective in building prestige. | want to trace how givers devel op prestige in four
domains of influence: presenting, selling, persuading, and negoti ating. Because they val ue the
perspectives and interests of others, givers are more inclined toward asking questi ons than offering
answers, talking tentatively than boldly, admitting their weaknesses than displaying their strengths,
and seeking advice than imposing their views on others. Is it possible that these forms of powerless
communi cation can become powerful ?




Presenting: The Value of Vulnerability

At age twenty-six, two years after finishing my doctorate in organizational psychology, | was asked to
teach senior military leaders how to motivate their troops. The military was trying to transition froma
command-and-control model to a more collaborative approach, and | happened to be doing research
related to the topic. My first assignment was a four-hour class for twenty-three colonelsinthe U.S.
Air Force. They were former fighter pilots, having logged an average of more than 3,500 flight hours
and 300 combat hours. Their aircraft of choice: F-16s carrying rockets and precision-guided
munitions. And just as Top Gun had taught me, they had badass ni cknames.

Striker was in charge of more than 53,000 officers and a $300 million operating budget. Sand
Dune was an aerospace engineer who flew combat missions in operations Desert Storm, Iraqgi
Freedom, and Enduring Freedom. Boomer was running programs that cost more than $15 billion,
including unmanned aircraft that could be flown from New Mexico to Afghanistan by remote control.

The colonels were intheir forties and fiftiesd twice my age. They had spent their careersinan
organi zation that rewarded seniority, and | had none. Although | had some relevant knowledge and a
doctorate, | was way out of my league, and it showed. At the end of the day, the colonel s compl eted
course feedback forms. Two comments were particularly revealing:

e Stealth: iMore quality informati on in audience than on podium.o

e Gunner: nThe instructor was very knowledgeabl e, but not yet experienced
enough . . . slightly missed the needs of the audience. The material was very
academic . . . | gained very little fromthe session. | trust the instructor did
gain useful insight.0

Others were gentler, but the message still came through loud and clear. Bomber said, fiThe
professors get younger every year,0 and Stingray added, il prefer that my professors be older than |
amor | start to believe that | am approaching middle age and we all know that isnot true . . . don&
we?0

| had started my presentati on to the col onel s with powerful communication: | talked confidently
about my credentials. This wasn how | usually opened inthe classroom. Inmy role as a professor,
|6ve always felt a strong sense of responsibility to give to my students, and | tend to be more
concerned about connecti ng with students than establi shing my authority. When | teach
undergraduates, | open my very first class with a story about my biggest failures. With the Air Force
colonels, though, | was worried about credibility, and | only had four hoursd instead of my usual four
monthsd to establishit. Deviating from my typical vulnerable style, | adopted a dominant tone in
describing my qualifications. But the more | tried to dominate, the more the colonel s resisted. | failed
to wintheir respect, and | felt disappointed and embarrassed.

| had another session with Air Force colonels coming up on my schedule, so | decided to try a
different opening. Instead of tal king confidently about my credential's, | opened with a more
powerless, self-deprecating remark:

Al know what some of you are thinking right now:

ANhat can | possibly learn from a professor whoés twel ve years ol d?80



There was a split second of awkward silence, and | held my breath.

Then the room erupted with bursts of laughter. A colonel named Hawk piped up: iiCome on, thatGs
way off base. |Gm pretty sure youdre thirteen.0 Fromthere, | proceeded to deliver anear carbon copy
of my first presentationd after all, the information | had to deliver on motivation hadn& changed. But
afterward, when | looked at the feedback, it differed night and day from my previous session:

e Spoke with personal experience. He was the right age! High energy; clearly
successful already.o

e NAdamwas obviously knowledgeabl e regarding the topic and this transl ated
into his passion and interest. This allowed himto be very effective. One
wordd EXCELLENT!O

e fAlthoughjunior in experience, he dealt with the studies in an interesting
way. Good job. Very energetic and dynamic.0

e fil cand believe Adamisonly twelvel He did agreat job.o

Powerless communi cation had made all the difference. Instead of working to establish my
credentials, | made myself vulnerable, and called out the el ephant in the room. Later, | adopted the
same approach when teaching Army general s and Navy flag officers, and it worked just as well. |
was using my natural communication style, and it hel ped me connect with a skeptical audience.

Takers tend to worry that revealing weaknesses will compromise their dominance and authority.
Givers are much more confortabl e expressing vulnerability: they@e interested in hel ping others, not
gaining power over them, so theyGre not afraid of exposing chinks intheir armor. By making
themsel ves vulnerabl e, givers can actually build prestige.

But thereGs a twist: expressing vulnerability is only effective if the audience receives other signals
establishing the speaker & competence. In a classic experiment led by the psychologist Elliot
Aronson, students listened to one of four tapes of a candidate auditioning for a Quiz Bowl team. Half
of the time, the candidate was an expert, getting 92 percent of questions right. The other half of the
time, the candidate had only average knowledge, getting 30 percent right.

As expected, audiences favored the expert. But an interesting wrinkle emerged when the tape
included a clumsy behavior by the candidate. Dishes crashed, and the candidate said, fiOh, my
goodnessd 16ve spilled coffee al over my new sit.0

When the average candidate was clumsy, audiences liked himevenless.

But when the expert was clumsy, audiences liked him even more.

Psychologists call this the pratfall effect. Spilling a cup of coffee hurt the image of the average
candidate: it was just another reason for the audience to dislike him. But the same blunder hel ped the
expert appear human and approachabled instead of superior and distant.* This explains why Dave
WaltonGs stuttering made a positive impression on the jury. The fact that Dave was willing to make
himself vul nerabl e, putting his stutter out for the world to see, earned their respect and admiration.
The jurors liked and trusted him, and they listened carefully to him. This set the stage for Dave to
convince themwith the substance of his arguments.

Establishing vulnerability is especially important for alawyer like Dave Walton. Dave has a
giver tendency: he spends a great deal of time mentoring junior associates, and he fights passionately
for justice on behalf of his clients. But these arend the first attributes that ajury sees: his appearance




doesn@ exactly ooze warmth. filém a big guy with a military look,0 Dave explains,

and | have an intense streak. Inthe trade secretstrial, | wouldnG say stutteringis
why | won, but it helped my credibility: it made me areal person. It gave theman
insight into my character that they liked. It humanized me: thisis aguy we can
pull for. It made me seem |ess polished, and more credible as an advocate.

Peopl e think you have to be this polished, perfect person. Actually, you don&
want alawyer who istoo slick. Good trial lawyers aimto be an expert and a
regular guy at the same time.

When Dave Walton stands in front of ajury in spite of his stutter, they can see that he cares deeply
about his clientsd he believes in them enough that he@ willing to expose his own vulnerability to
support them. This sends a powerful message to his audience that hel ps win them over by increasing
hi s prestige and softening the dominance in his natural appearance.



Sdling: Separating the Swindlers from the Samaritans

Expressing vulnerability inways that are unrelated to competence may build prestige, but ités only a
starting point for givers to exercise influence. To effectively influence people, we need to convert the
respect that we earn into a reason for our audiences to change their attitudes and behaviors. Nowhere
isthis clearer thanin sales, where the entire job depends on getting peopl e to buyd and buy more. We
often stereotype sal espeopl e as manipulative and Machiavel lian, thinking of great sellers as

| nti midating, confrontational, self-serving, or even sometimes deceitful. Daniel Pink finds that the first
words that come to mind when we think of sal espeopl e are pushy, ugh, and yuck. In one study, people
ranked the forty-four most commonly chosen MBA occupations in terms of how socially responsible
they were. Sal esperson ranked forty-third, barely above stockbroker at the very bottom of the social
responsibility list. This sets up the expectation that top sal espeople must be takers, yet in the opening
chapter, we saw a preview of evidence that many highly productive sal espeople are givers. How do
gvers sell effectively?

Bill Grumbles is a powerful executive, but if you met him, you probably wouldn@ realize it. He
speaks so softly that you might find yourself leaning forward just to hear him. After working his way
up to a vice presidency at HBO, he became the president of worldwide distribution for TBS.
Throughout his career, Grumbles has gone out of his way to help and mentor others. Today, he spends
hi s time coaching busi ness students on | eadership and vol unteering to give them career advice. Early
on, powerless communi cation actually hel ped himrise to the top of HBOGs sal es charts.

Back in 1977, HBO was an unknown brand; most Americans didnd even have cable. Grumbles
was in his late twenties, and he was sent to open an HBO sal es office in Kansas City. He had no sales
experience, so he started doing what he did best as a giver: asking questions. His questions were
sincere, and customers responded. Al would be onasales call, and 1ad look at the walls, around the
office, and see their interests. I&d ask about their grandchildren, or their favorite sports team. | would
ask a question, and customers would talk for twenty minutes.o Other sal espeople were bringingin one
contract a month. Grumbles was four times as productive: he brought in one contract a week.

By asking questions and listening to the answers, Grumbl es showed his customers that he cared
about their interests. This built prestige: customers respected and admired the concern that he
showed. After one of his early sales calls, a customer took himaside to tell him he was a igreat
conversationalist.0 Grumbles laughs: filad hardly said a thing!o

Asking questions opened the door for customers to experience what the psychol ogi st James
Pennebaker calls the joy of talking. Years ago, Pennebaker divided strangers into small groups.

Imagi ne that youdve just joined one of his groups, and you have fifteen minutes to talk with strangers
about a topic of your choice. You might chat about your hometown, where you went to college, or
your career.

After the fifteen minutes are up, you rate how much you like the group. It turns out that the more
you talked, the more you like the group. This isn@ surprising, since people love to talk about
themsel ves. But let me ask you another gquestion: How much did you learn about the group?

Logically, learning about the peopl e around you should depend on listening. The less you talk, the
more you should discover about the group. But Pennebaker found the opposite: the more you talk, the
more you think youdve |earned about the group. By talking like a taker and dominating the




conversation, you believe youdve actually come to know the peopl e around you, even though they
barely spoke. In Opening Up, Pennebaker muses, iMost of us find that communi cating our thoughts is
a supremely enjoyabl e | earning experience.o

[tés the givers, by virtue of their interest in getting to know us, who ask us the questi ons that enabl e
us to experience the joy of learning from ourselves. And by giving us the floor, givers are actually
|earning about us and from us, which hel ps them figure out how to sell us things we already val ue.

To shed further light on how givers sell successfully, | warnt to take you on ajourney to Raleigh,
North Carolina, where 1Gm posing as a mystery shopper. 1&m working with an innovative optometry
company called Eye Care Associates, with the goal of figuring out what distinguishes star sellers
fromthe rest of the pack. Every employee in the company has filled out a survey about whether
theyGre givers, takers, or matchers, and now itGs time for me to see themin action.

| enter an eye care office and express an interest inreplacing apair of broken sunglass frames that
| purchased at LensCrafters. | walk over to adisplay case, and 1Gm approached by my very first
salesman. He shows me a snazzy pair of glasses, and swiftly launches into a compelling pitch with
powerful communication. The lenses are tailor-made for driving. The contours of the frames
accentuate the shape of my face. The color matches my skin tone. 16ve never been mistaken for cool,
but | briefly flirt with the fantasy that these shades could transform me into James Bondd or at least
James Woods. When | express concerns about the price, the sal esman confidently assures me that
theyGre worth it. They fit me so perfectly, he says, that the designers must have had a winning face like
mine in mind when they created these shades. | devel op a sneaking suspicion that heds fl attering me to
make the sale. Taker?

At another office, the sal esperson offers to do me afavor. Hedl replace my frames for free, if |
switch over to his office for eye exams. Matcher . . . and | have the survey data to back it up.

Whods the more successful seller: the taker or the matcher?

Neither. Both are right in the middle of the pack.

At athird office in Knightdale, North Carolina, | meet Kildare Escoto. Kildare is animposing
figure, with thick eyebrows and a thin goatee. He a serious weightlifter, and if you asked himright
now, he could drop and do a hundred push-ups without breaking a sweat. His parents are fromthe
Dominican Republic, and he grew up in rough-and-tumble New York City. He has the same title as the
two salespeople | met at other offices, but his style couldn& be more different.

Wedre the exact same age, but Kildare calls me fisir,0 and | sense that he means it. He speaks
softly and asks me some basi ¢ questions before he even pulls out a single tray of sunglasses fromthe
case. Have | ever been here before? Do | have a prescription to fill? WhatG my lifestyle liked do |
play sports? He listens carefully to my answers and gives me some space to contempl ate.

| have 20/20 vision, but Kildare is so good that | suddenly feel the urge to buy apair of shades. |
blow my cover. | tell him 1&m studying the techniques of outstanding sal espeopled is hewillingto
discuss his approach? Kildare objects. fil don& look at it as selling,0 he explains. fil see myself asan
optician. Wedre inthe medical field first, retail second, sales maybe third. My job is to take the
pati ent, ask the pati ent questions, and see what the pati ent needs. My mind-setisnot to sell. My jobis
to help. My main purpose is to educate and i nform pati ents on whaté i mportant. My true concernin
the long runis that the patient can see.0

The data reveal two striking facts about Kildare Escoto. First, in my survey, he had the single
highest giver score of any employee inthe company. Second, he was al so the top-selling opticianin



the entire company, bringing in more than doubl e the average sal es revenue.

[t& not a coincidence. The second-highest seller also more than doubled the average, and shets a
giver too. Her name is Nancy Phel ps, and she has the same philosophy as Kildare. fil get involved
with patients, ask where they work, what their hobbies are, what they like to do on vacations. 1tGs
about the patients and their needs.o It reveal ing that when patients walk in the door, they ask for
Nancy. ilGmareal believer ingiving patients their new fresh eyes that theyGre going to see their best
in,0 she says.

To see whether Kildare and Nancy are exceptions to the rule, Dane Barnes and | asked hundreds
of opticians to compl ete a survey measuring whether they were takers, matchers, or givers. We also
gave them an intelligence test, assessing their ability to solve complex problems. Then we tracked
their sales revenue over the course of an entire year.

Even after controlling for intelligence, the givers outsold the matchers and takers. The average
giver brought in over 30 percent more annual revenue than matchers and 68 percent more than takers.
Even though matchers and takers together represented over 70 percent of the sellers, half of the top
sellerswere givers. If all opticians were givers, the average company annual revenue would spike
from approximately $11.5 million to more than $15.1 million. Givers are the top sellers, and a key
reason i s powerless communication.

Asking questions is a form of powerless communi cation that givers adopt naturally. Questions
work especially well when the audience is already skeptical of your influence, such as when you lack
credibility or status, or when youdre in a highly competitive negotiation situation. Neil Rackham spent
nine years studying expert and average negotiators. He identified expert negotiators as those who
were rated as highly effective by both sides, and had a strong track record of success with few
failures. He recorded more than one hundred negoti ations and combed through them to see how the
experts differed from average negotiators. The expert negotiators spent much more time trying to
understand the other sides perspective: questions made up over 21 percent of the expertsbcomments
but | ess than 10 percent of the average negoti atorsbcomments.

If Kildare were ataker, hedd be more interested in leading with his own answers than asking
guestions. But instead of telling patients what they want, he asks them what they want. One day, Mrs.
Jones comes out of an eye exam, and Kildare approaches her to find out if sheds interested ina new
pair of glasses. In one eye, shels nearsighted. In the other eye, shes farsighted. Her doctor has
prescribed a multifocal lens, but sheds clearly skeptical. Shes there to get her eyes examined, and has
no intention of making an expensive purchase. She tells Kildare she doesn wart to try the new lens.

Instead of delivering an assertive pitch, Kildare starts asking her questions. iiWhat kind of work
do you do?0 He learns that she works at a computer, and he notices that when sheds trying to read, she
turns her head to privilege her nearsighted eye. When sheGs | ooking at something in the distance, as
when driving, she turns her head the other way to rely on her farsighted eye. Kildare asks why the
doctor has prescribed a new lens, and she mentions that sheés struggling with distance, computer
work, and reading. He sees that shes getting frustrated and reassures her: filf you feel you dond need
corrective lenses, 1Gm not going to waste your time. Let me just ask you one more question: when will
you wear these glasses?0 She says they would really only be useful at work, and they&e awfully
expensive if she can only wear them part of the day.

As he listens to her answer, Kildare realizes that his customer has a mi sconcepti on about how
multifocal |enses can be used. He gently explains that she can use multifocal |enses not only at work,




but also inthe car and at home. SheGs intrigued, and she tries them on. A few minutes later, she
decides to get fitted for her very first pair of multifocal glasses, spending $725. A taker might have
|ost the sale. By asking questions, Kildare was able to understand her concerns and address them.

But maybe wedre stacking the deck in favor of givers. After al, opticians are selling inthe health
care industry, where ité easy to believe in the product and care about patients in need. Can givers
succeed in sales jobs where customers are more skeptical, like insurance? In one study, managers
rated the giving behaviors of more than a thousand insurance salespeople. Evenininsurance, the
higher the sal espersoné giver score, the greater that sal espersonés revenue, policies sold,
applications, sales quotas met, and commissions earned.

By asking questions and getting to know their customers, givers build trust and gain knowl edge
about their customersdneeds. Over time, this makes them better and better at selling. In one study,
pharmaceuti cal salespeople were assigned to a new product with no existing client base. Each
guarter, even though the sal espeopl e were paid commission, the givers pulled further ahead of the
others.* Moreover, giving was the only characteristic to predict performance: it didn& matter whether
the sal espeopl e were conscientious or carefree, extroverted or introverted, emotionally stable or
anxious, and open-minded or traditional . The defining quality of a top pharmaceutical salesperson
was being agiver. And powerless communication, marked by questions, is the defining quality of
how givers sell.

Out of curiosity, are you planning to vote inthe next presidential election?

By asking you that one question, 16ve just increased the odds that you will actually vote by 41
percern.

That® another benefit of powerless communi cation. Many peopl e assume that the key to
persuasive skill isto deliver a confident, assertive pitch. But indaily life, weGre bombarded by
advertisers, telemarketers, sal espeople, fund-raisers, and politicians trying to convince us that we
want to buy their products, use their services, and support their causes. When we hear a powerful
persuasi ve message, we get suspicious. In some cases, wedre concerned about being tricked, duped,
or mani pul ated by a taker. In other situations, we just want to make our own free choices, rather than
having our decisions controlled by someone else. So if | tell you to go out and vote, you might resist.
But when | ask if youére planning to vote, you don& feel like IGmtrying to influence you. Ités an
innocent query, and instead of resisting my influence, you reflect onit. MMell, | do care about being a
good citizen, and | want to support my candidate.0 This doesnd feel like 1Gm persuading you. As
Aronson explains, youdve been convinced by someone you already like and trust:

Yourself.

Dave Walton knows why questions are effective persuasive devices. He sees great lawyers as
sal espeopl e, and ités important that they don& sell their arguments too assertively, like takers. fiThe
art of advocacy isto lead you to my conclusion on your terms. | want you to form your own
conclusions: youd! hold on to them more strongly. | try to walk jurors up to that line, drop them off,
and let them make up their own minds.0 Thoughtful questions pave the way for jurors to persuade
themselves. According to Aronson, fiin direct persuasi on, the audience is constantly aware of the fact
that they have been persuaded by another. Where sel f-persuasi on occurs, peopl e are convinced that
the motivation for change has come fromwithin.o

By asking peopl e questions about their plans and intentions, we increase the likelihood that they
actual ly act on these plans and intentions. Research shows that if | ask you whether youde planning to




buy a new computer in the next six months, youd! be 18 percent more likely to go out and get one. But
it only works if you already feel good about the intention that the questi on targets. Studies show that
asking questions about your plans to floss your teeth and avoid fatty foods significantly enhances the
odds that you will actually floss and eat healthy. These are desirabl e actions, so questions open the
door for you to persuade yourself to engage inthem* But if | ask about your plans to do something
undesirabl e, questions dond work. For example, are you planning to eat some chocol ate-covered
grasshoppers this month?

After thinking about it, youdre probably evenless likely to do it. In the exampl es that wedve
covered so far, the givers were selling desirabl e products to interested customers. When Bill
Grumbles was selling HBO, he had customers who were open to a better cable product. When
Kildare Escoto and Nancy Phelps sell glasses, they have pati ents who need new frames or | enses.
How do givers change the minds of audiences who arend so receptive?



Persuading: The Technique of Tentative Talk

In 2004, Volkswagenés retail theme was fiDriveit. Youdl get it.0 Consumers connected with the
double meaning. The line conveyed that to fully appreciate a Vol kswagenG performance features, you
had to sit behind the wheel. It also carried another message: if you take the car for atest drive, youd|
love it so much that youdl end up buyingit. It was just one of a string of memorable campai gns from
Arnold Worldwide, Vol kswagens adverti sing agency. But Don Lane, the man who generated the
clever ADriveit. Youd! get ito theme, never appeared inthe credits.

Lane was a senior account executive, not a member of the creative department. His job was to
package and sell the creative team@ ideas. One day, while stuck on a strategic brief for the creative
team, an idea popped into his head. Instead of writing the strategy, he wrote a sampl e script that
ended withthe line, fiDriveit. Youdl getit.0

It wasn& standard practice for an account person to come to the creative team with a sol ution,
instead of a problemto solve. Infact, it was forbidden for an account guy to contribute to the creative
process. So Lane had a dilemma: how could he get the creative teamto listen? If he were a taker, he
might have stormed into the creative director & office to pitch the line, lobby powerfully for it, and
demand full credit. If he were a matcher, he might have offered a favor to the creative team and hoped
for reciprocity, or called inafavor owed. But Lane leaned inthe giver direction. He wasnd
concerned about the credit; he just wanted to help the creative team and see a good line get
implemented. filn our business, creative people are gifted and deserve to get most of, if not all of, the
credit. Some account management peopl e resent that,0 Lane says. fill knew that my job was to help
creative people and provide space for themto come up withideas. | didnd really care if anyone knew
it was my idea. It didnd matter where the idea came from. If it worked, we would all share inthe
success.0

Lane walked into the creative director & office. Instead of using powerful communicationd il
have a great line, you should use itdd he went with a softer approach. He presented a sample radio
script to show how it would work. Then he said to the creative director, il know thisis against the
rules, but | wart to give you a sense of what |ém talking about. What do you think of thisline? @rive
it, youd| get it.Gd

The creative director got it. He looked up at Lane, smiled, and said, fiThat our campaign.o The
campai gn sold many cars and won several advertising awards.

Alison Fragale, a professor at the University of North Carolina, is an expert on the form of
powerless communi cation that Don Lane used effectively. Fragal e finds that speech styles send
signals about who(s a giver and whoGs a taker. Takers tend to use powerful speech: they&re assertive
and direct. Giverstend to use more powerless speech, talking with tentative markers like these:

e Hesitations: fiwell,0 fium,0 fiuh,0 fiyou knowo

Hedges: fikinda,0 fisorta,0 fimaybe,0 fiprobably,o fil thinko

Disclaimers: fithis may be a bad idea, buto

Tag questions: fithat® interesting, isnd it?0 or fithaté a good idea, right?0
Intensifiers: fireally,o fivery,0 fquited



These markers send a clear message to the audience: the speaker | acks confidence and authority.
Lacking confidence is a bad thing, right?

If we break down how Don Lane pitched his idea, we can see two markers of powerless speech:
adisclaimer and a tag question. His disclaimer was fil know thisis against the rules, but,0 and his tag
guestion was fiWhat do you think?0 Fragal e shows that when peopl e have to work closely together,
such as inteams and service rel ationships, powerless speech is actually more influential than
powerful speech.

To illustrate one of her studies, imagine that your plane has just crash-landed in the desert. Youdre
with your coworker, Jamie. You have to prioritize twelve items, including aflashlight and amap, in
order of importance for survival. You share your rankings with Jamie, who disagrees. Youdre not a
fan of the flashlight. But Jamie thinks it critical, and decides to deliver a forceful message:

The flashlight needs to be rated higher. It isthe only reliable night signaling
device; also, the reflector and lens could be used to start afire, whichis another
way to signal for help. Put it higher.

Jamie sounds like atakerd and probably is, since takers are inclined to give orderslike this. Are
you willing to listen to Jamie?

If youdre like most people, the answer is no. Youdre supposed to be collaborating, and you dond
want to be told what to do, so you resist JamieGs i nfluence. In trying to establish dominance, Jamie
has lost prestige. But what if Jamie makes the same suggestion, talking more tentatively, and adding
some questions and hedges?

Do you think the flashlight should maybe be rated higher? It may be a pretty
reliable night signaling device. Also, maybe the reflector and lens could be used
to start afire, which could possibly be another way to signal for help.

In Fragal eGs study, people were much more receptive to this version. Powerless speech signals
that Jamieis a giver. By talking tentatively, Jamie shows awillingness to defer to you, or at |east take
your opinion into consideration. Fragal e finds that even when Jamie delivers the exact same message
In the exact same tone both times, adding markers of tentative talk such as hedges, tag questions, and
intensifiers earns greater respect and influence. Thisiswhy the creative director was so opento Don
Laned idea: Lane signaled that he wasn& trying to threaten the director Gs authority. It was clear to the
creative director that Lane was just trying to share a good idea, and the director knew a good idea
when he saw it.*

Over time, talking tentatively paid off for Lane. He brought ideas up gently and didn& ask for
credit. ACreative peopl e responded to this approach, and it gave me credibility when | had a creative
idea worth sharing,0 Lane explains. Whereas many of his peers had conflicts with creative people,
Lane devel oped a reputation for being a rare account guy with whom creative peopl e enjoyed
working. Instead of seeing him as an outsider stepping ontheir toes, they saw him as a hel pful
contributor. They frequently requested him on projects, often saying, iHed helping us. Hed not a
typical account guy. Letd keep himinvolved and give him more opportunities.o Knowing that he was




generous and open, creative teams were willing to share ideas with himand welcome his input, rather
than guarding their turf more closely.

Laneds ability to contribute to creative teams attracted the attention of senior management. At an
unusually early stage in his career, Lane was invited to play a key role in the world-renowned
ADrivers wantedo campaign for Volkswagen. iGivers fear that theydl become invisible,0 Lane says.
fBut 16ve seen givers thrive because peopl e like working with and trust them. Realizing thiswas a
mgj or turbo boost early in my career.0 Lane was promoted more quickly than many of his peers, and
he is now an executive vice president and executive director at Arnold. In the words of one creative
vice president, fiDon is a complete teamplayer . . . If | have another opportunity to work with Dond |
would jump at the chance.o

Ananalysis of tentative talk points to another reason why Dave WaltonG stutter might have hel ped
him connect with the jury inthe trade secrets trial . Hesitati ons, hedges, and intensifiers are built-in
features of stuttering. When ajury hears Dave Walton stutter, he no longer sounds domi nant and
imposing. They dond feel that hes trying to convince them, so they lower their resistance. They
become just a bit more open to being persuaded by him.

When givers use powerless speech, they show us that they have our best interests at heart. But
thereG one role in which people tend to avoid talking tentatively: |eadership. Not long ago, a
marketing manager named Barton Hill found out why. He was leading a business unit at a financial
services firm, and he was invited to interview for a major promotion to a higher-level position,
where he would lead multiple business units. The interviewer opened with a softball question: tell us
about your successes. Hill started talking about his team& accomplishments, which were quite
impressive.

Although Hill was the front-runner for the position, he didn& get it. The interviewer told him he
didn& sound like a leader. fil kept using words like we and us,0 Hill says. fil didn& use enough first-
person singular pronouns, like I and me. | found out | ater that it didnd seemlike | was aleader. He
thought | didnd drive the teamés success, and wanted someone who could.0 The interviewer expected
Hill to speak more assertively, and powerless communi cation cost himthe job.

By speaking with greater speed, volume, assertiveness, and certainty, takers convince us that they
know what they@re tal king about. In one study conducted by psychol ogists in California, takers were
judged by group members as more competent, but in reality, they weren@ more competent. Takers, the
study@ authors report, fiattai n i nfluence because they behave in ways that make them appear
competentd even when they actually lack competence.o

By failing to use powerful speechin hisinterview, Barton Hill failed to create the impression of
dominance. Yet the same powerless communi cation that cost him the promotion ended up earning
prestige, making his teams successful. Whereas powerful communi cation might be effective in a one-
shot job interview, inateamor a service relationship, it loses the respect and admiration of others.
Psychol ogi sts in Amsterdam have shown that al though group members perceive takers as highly
effective | eaders, takers actually undermine group performance. Speaking dominantly convinces
group members that takers are powerful, but it stifles i nformeati on sharing, preventing members from
communi cating good ideas. fiTeams love it when their |eader presents awork product as a
collaborative effort. That@® what inspires them to contribute,0 Hill reflects. iiThe paradox comes from
peopl e thinking an inclusive leader isn@ strong enough to |ead a team, when infact that leader is
stronger, because he engenders the support of the team. People bond to givers, like




el ectromagnetism.o Eventual ly, Hill left for another company, and three of his former empl oyees
approached him about joining his team. This type of loyalty has paid off inthe long run: Hill& teams
have been wildly successful. He is now a managing director and global head of marketing at Citi
Transaction Services, a division of more than twenty thousand peopl e.

Of course, therets atime and a place for leaders to use powerful speech. Ina study of pizza
franchi ses, colleagues Francesca Gino, Dave Hofmann, and | found that when most employeesina
store are dutiful followers, managers are well served to speak powerfully. But when most empl oyees
are proactive, generating new ideas for cooking and delivering pizzas more efficiently, powerful
speech backfires. When empl oyees were proactive, managers who talked forcefully led their stores to
14 percent lower profits than managers who talked | ess assertively and more tentatively. By
conveying dominance, the powerful speakers discouraged their proactive employees from
contributing. When peopl e use powerful communi cation, others perceive them as fpreferring and
pursuing individual accomplishments,0 Fragal e writes, fiat the expense of group accomplishments.o
Through tal king tentatively, the powerless speakers earned prestige: they showed openness to
proactive ideas that would benefit the group.

To seeif this effect would hold up in amore controlled setting, my colleagues and | brought teams
of people together to fold T-shirts. We instructed half of the team | eaders to talk forcefully, and asked
the other half to talk more tentatively. Once again, when team members were passive followers, the
powerful speakersdid just fine. But when team members were highly proactive, taking initiative to
come up with a faster way to fold T-shirts, the powerless speakers were much more effective.
Proactive teams had 22 percent higher average output under |eaders who spoke powerlessly than
powerfully. Team members saw the powerful speakers as threatened by ideas, viewing the powerless
speakers as more receptive to suggestions. Talking tentatively didn@& establish dominance, but it
earned plenty of prestige. Team members worked more productively when the tentative talkers
showed that they were open to advice.

To ataker, this receptivity to advice may sound like aweakness. By listening to other peoplets
suggestions, givers might end up being unduly influenced by their colleagues. But what if seeking
adviceis actually a strategy for influencing other people? When givers sit down at the bargaining
tabl e, they benefit from advice in unexpected ways.



Negotiating: Seeking Advice in the Shadow of a Doubt

In 2007, a Fortune 500 company closed a plant in the Midwest United States. One of the people to
lose her position was an effervescent research scientist named Annie. The company offered Annie a
transfer to the East Coast, but it would require her to give up on her education. While working full
time, Annie was enrolled in a nighttime MBA program. She couldn& afford to quit her job, and if she
did, the company would no longer pay for her degree. Yet if she accepted the transfer, she wouldn&
be able to conti nue studying. She was inabind, withlittle time and few options.

Two weeks later, something extraordinary happened: she was offered a seat on the company®
private jet, which was normally available only to top executives, with unlimited access until she
finished her MBA. She accepted the transfer and spent the next nine months riding the corporate j et
back and forth, twice aweek, until she finished her degree. The company also paid for her rental car
every week and commercial plane tickets when the corporate jet wasn@ running. How did she get the
company to make such a big investment in her?

Annie landed all of these perks without ever negotiating. Instead, she used a form of powerless
communi cation thatGs quite familiar to givers.

Entering negoti ations, takers typically work to establish a dominant position. Had Annie been a
taker, she might have compiled alist of all of her merits and attracted counteroffers fromrival
compani es to strengthen her position. Matchers are more inclined to see negoti ating as an opportunity
for quid pro quo. If Annie were a matcher, she would have gone to a senior |eader who owed her a
favor and asked for reciprocity. But Annieis a giver: she mentors dozens of colleagues, volunteers
for the United Way, and visits elementary school classes to interest students in science. When her
coll eagues make a mistake, sheGs regularly the one to take responsibility, shielding them fromthe
blame at the expense of her own performance. She once withdrew ajob application when she | earned
that a friend was applying for the same position.

Asagiver, Annie wasnd comfortabl e bargaining like a taker or a matcher, so she chose an
entirely different strategy. She reached out to a human resources manager and asked for advice. filf
you were in my shoes, what would you do?0

The manager became AnnieG advocate. She reached out to the heads of Annied department and
sSite, and started to lobby on AnnieG behalf. The department head, inturn, called Annie and asked
what he could do to keep her. Annie mentioned that she wanted to finish her MBA, but couldn& afford
to fly back and forth. In response, the department head offered her a seat on the jet.

New research shows that advice seekingis a surprisingly effective strategy for exercising
| nfluence when we lack authority. In one experiment, researcher Katie Liljenquist had people
negoti ate the possible sale of commercial property. When the sellers focused on their goal of getting
the highest possible price, only 8 percent reached a successful agreement. When the sellers asked the
buyers for advice on how to meet their goals, 42 percent reached a successful agreement. Asking for
advice encouraged greater cooperation and i nformati on sharing, turning a potentially contenti ous
negotiation into awin-win deal . Studies demonstrate that across the manufacturing, financial services,
Insurance, and pharmaceuti cal s i ndustries, seeking advice is among the most effective ways to
| nfl uence peers, superiors, and subordinates. Advice seeking tends to be significantly more
persuasi ve than the taker & preferred tactics of pressuring subordinates and i ngrati ati ng superiors.




Advice seeking is also consistently more influential than the matcher G default approach of trading
favors.

Thisistrue eveninthe upper echelons of major corporations. Recently, strategy professors Ithai
Stern and James Westphal studied executives at 350 large U.S. industrial and service firms, hoping to
find out how executives land seats on boards of directors. Board seats are coveted by executives, as
they often pay six-figure salaries, send clear status signals, and enrich networks by granting access to
the corporate elite.

Takers assume that the best path to a board seat i s ingratiation. They flatter a director with
compliments, or track down his friends to praise himindirectly. Yet Stern and Westphal found that
flattery only worked when it was coupled with advice seeking. Instead of just complimenting a
director, executives who got board seats were more likely to seek advice along with the compliment.
When praising a director & skill, the advice-seeking executives asked how she mastered it. When
extol ling a director G success in a task, these executives asked for recommendati ons about how to
replicate his success. When executives asked a director for advice in this manner, that director was
significantly more likely to recommend them for a board appointmentd and they |anded more board
seats as a resullt.

Advice seeking is aformof powerless communication that combines expressing vul nerability,
asking questions, and tal king tentatively. When we ask others for advice, weGre posing a question that
conveys uncertai nty and makes us vulnerable. Instead of confidently projecting that we have all the
answers, wefre admitting that others might have superior knowledge. As aresult, takers and matchers
tend to shy away from advice seeking. From a taker G perspective, asking for advice means
acknowl edging that you don& have all the answers. Takers may fear that seeking advice might make
them look weak, dependent, or incompetent. Theyére wrong: research shows that people who
regularly seek advice and help from knowledgeabl e coll eagues are actually rated more favorably by
supervisors than those who never seek advice and help.

Appearing vul nerabl e doesnd bother givers, who worry far |ess about protecting their egos and
proj ecting certainty. When givers ask for advice, ités because they@re genuinely interested inlearning
from others. Matchers hold back on advice seeking for a different reason: they might owe something
inreturn.

According to Liljenquist, advice seeking has four benefits: |earning, perspective taking,
commitment, and flattery. When Annie asked for advice, she discovered something she didn& know
before: the companyGs jet had extra seats, and it travel ed back and forth between her two key
|ocations. Had she |obbied more assertively instead of seeking advice, she might never have gained
this information. In fact, Annie had several previous conversations inwhich no one mentioned the jet.

This brings us to the second benefit of advice seeking: encouraging others to take our
perspectives. In Annied previous conversations, where she didn& ask for advice, the department
head focused on the companyés interest in transferring her while saving as much money as possible.
The advice request changed the conversation. When we ask for advice, inorder to give usa
recommendation, advisers have to ook at the problem or dilemma from our point of view. It was only
when Annie sought gui dance that the department head ended up considering the problem from her
perspective, at which point the corporate jet dawned on him as a sol ution.

Once the department head proposed this sol ution, the third benefit of advice seeking kicked in:
commitment. The department head played a key role in generating the jet solution. Sinceit was his




idea and he had already invested some time and energy intrying to help Annie, he was highly
motivated to help her further. He ended up paying for the rental car that she used in the Midwest and
agreeing to fund commercial flights if the corporate jet was not running.

There® no doubt that Annie earned these privileges through a combination of hard work, tal ent,
and generosity. But a clever study sheds further light on why the department head was so motivated to
offer Annie more than just the corporate jet. Half a century ago, the psychol ogi sts Jon Jecker and
David Landy paid people for succeeding on a geometry task. In the control group, the parti cipants
kept the money, and visited the department secretary to fill out afinal questionnaire. But when another
group of parti cipants started to leave, the researcher asked themfor help. il was wondering if you
would do me afavor. The funds for this experiment have run out and | am using my own money to
fini sh the experiment. As afavor to me, would you mind returning the money you won?0

Nearly all of the participants gave the money back. When questi oned about how much they liked
the researcher, the people who had done him the favor liked him substantially more than the people
who didna. Why?

Whenwe give our time, energy, knowledge, or resources to help others, we strive to maintain a
belief that they&e worthy and deserving of our help. Seeking advice is a subtle way to invite someone
to make a commitment to us. Once the department head took the time to offer advice to Annie, he
became more invested in her. Hel ping Annie generate a sol ution reinforced his commitment to her:
she must be worthy of histime. If she wasn& important to him, why would he have bothered to help
her? As Benjamin Franklin wrote in his autobi ography, fiHe that has once done you a kindness will be
more ready to do you another than he whom you yourself have obliged.o

When we ask people for advice, we grant them prestige, showing that we respect and admire their
insights and expertise. Since most people are matchers, they tend to respond favorably and feel
motivated to support us in return. When Annie approached the human resources manager for advice,
the manager stepped up and went to bat for her. According to biographer Walter Isaacson, Benjamin
Franklin saw advice seeking as a form of flattery. Franklin fihad a fundamental rule for winning
friends,0 Isaacson writes: appeal to fitheir pride and vanity by constantly seeking their opinion and
advice, and they will admire you for your judgment and wisdom.o

Regardless of their reciprocity styles, people love to be asked for advice. Giving advice makes
takers feel important, and it makes givers feel helpful. Matchers often enjoy giving advice for a
different reason: it& alow-cost way of racking up credits that they can cashinlater. Asaresult, when
we ask people for advice, they tend to respond positively to us.

But hereds the catch: advice seeking only works if it genuine. In her research on advice seeking,
Liljenquist finds that success fidepends on the target perceiving it as a sincere and authentic gesture.o
When she directly encouraged peopl e to seek advice as an influence strategy, it fell flat. Their
counterparts recogni zed them as fakers: they could tell that the advice seekers were ingratiating based
on ulterior motives. nPeople who are suspected of strategically managing impressions are more likely
to be seen as selfish, cold, manipulative, and untrustworthy,0 Liljenquist writes. Advice seeking was
only effective when people did it spontaneously. Since givers are more willing to seek advice than
takers and matchers, ités likely that many of the spontaneous advice seekersin her studies were
givers. They were actually interested in other peopl e perspectives and recommendations, and they
were rated as better listeners.

| believe this applies more generally to powerless communication: it works for givers because




they establish a sincere intent to act in the best interests of others. When presenting, givers make it
clear that they@re expressing vul nerability not only to earn prestige but al so to make a genuine
connection with the audience. When selling, givers ask questions in a way that conveys the desire to
help customers, not take advantage of them. When persuading and negoti ating, givers speak tentatively
and seek advice because they truly val ue the ideas and viewpoints of others.

Powerless communication is the natural language of many givers, and one of the great engines
behind their success. Expressing vulnerability, asking questions, talking tentatively, and seeking
advice can open doors to gai ning influence, but the way we direct that influence will reverberate
throughout our work lives, including some webve already discussed, like building networks and
collaborating with colleagues. As youd| see later, not every giver uses powerless communication, but
those who do often find that itGs useful in situations where we need to build rapport and trust. It can
easily be faked, but if you fake it long enough, it might become more real than you expected. And as
Dave Walton discovered, powerless communi cation can be far more powerful and effective than
meets the ear.
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TheArt of M otivation M aintenance

Why Some Givers Burn Out but Others Are On Fire

The intelligent altruists, though less altruistic than the unintelligent altruists, will be fitter than both
unintelligent altruists and selfish individuals.
0 Herbert Smon, Nobel Prize winner in economics

Up to this point, wedre been focusing on how givers climb to the top of the success ladder through the
unique ways that they build networks, collaborate, communi cate, i nfluence, and help others achieve
their potential. But as you saw in the opening chapter, givers are also more likely to end up at the
bottom of the success ladder. Success involves more than just capitalizing on the strengths of giving; it
also requires avoiding the pitfalls. If people give too much time, they end up making sacrifices for
their collaborators and network ties, at the expense of their own energy. If people give away too much
credit and engage in too much powerless communication, ités all too easy for them to become
pushovers and doormats, failing to advance their own interests. The consequence: givers end up
exhausted and unproductive.

Since the strategi es that catapult givers to the top are distinct from those that sink giversto the
bottom, itGs critical to understand what differentiates successful givers fromfailed givers. The next
three chapters examine why some givers burn out while others are on fire; how givers avoid being
exploited by takers; and what individual s, groups, and organi zations can do to protect givers and
spread their success.

Recently, the Canadian psychol ogists Jeremy Frimer and Larry Walker |ed an ambitious effort to
figure out what motivates highly successful givers. The participants were winners of the Caring
Canadian Award, the countryé highest honor for giving, recogni zing people who have devoted many
years of their lives to help their communities or advance a humanitarian cause. Many winners of this
award have sustai ned extraordinary giving efforts for decades in order to make a difference.

To reveal what drove them, all of the participants filled out a questionnaire asking themto list ten




goasinresponseto fil typically try to . . .0 Then, Walker conducted in-depth interviews with twenty-
five Caring Canadian winners and a comparison group of twenty-five people who matched the
winners in gender, age, ethnicity, and education, but had not sustai ned the same level or duration of
giving. Walker spent a hundred hours interviewing all fifty people about their lives, covering key
periods and critical events in childhood, adol escence, and adulthood. From there, independent raters
read the goal lists, listened to the interview tapes, and rated the degree to which the participants
expressed two key motivations. self-interest and other-interest. Self-interest invol ved pursuing power
and achievement, whereas other-interest focused on being generous and hel pful. Onwhich set of
motivations did the Caring Canadian winners score higher than the compari son group?

The intuitive answer is other-interest, and itGs correct. Intheir life stories, the Caring Canadians
mentioned giving and hel ping more than three times as often as the comparison group. When they
listed their goals, the Caring Canadians listed nearly twice as many goals related to other-interest as
the comparison group. The Caring Canadians highlighted goal s like fiserve as a positive role model to
young peopl ed and fiadvocate for women from a low-income bracket.0 The comparison parti ci pants
were more likely to mention goal s like figet my golf handicap to a single digit,0 fibe attractive to
others,0 and finunt the biggest deer and catch big fish.0

But hereés the surprise: the Caring Canadians also scored higher on self-interest. Intheir life
stories, these highly successful givers mentioned a quest for power and achievement almost twice as
often as the comparison group. Intheir goals, the Caring Canadians had roughly 20 percent more
obj ectives rel ated to gaining i nfluence, earning recognition, and attaining individual excellence. The
successful givers werend just more other-oriented than their peers; they were al so more self-
Interested. Successful givers, it turns out, are just as ambitious as takers and matchers.

These results have fascinating implications for our understanding of why some givers succeed but
othersfail. Up until this point, webve |ooked at reciprocity styles on a continuum from taking to
giving: isyour primary concernfor your own interests or othersointerests? Now | warnt to complicate
that understanding by looking at the interplay of self-interest and other-interest. Takers score highin
self-interest and low in other-interest: they aimto maximize their own success without much concern
for other people. By contrast, givers always score high on other-interest, but they vary in self-interest.
There are two types of givers, and they have dramatically different success rates.

Selfless givers are people with high other-interest and low self-interest. They give their time and
energy without regard for their own needs, and they pay a price for it. Selfless givingis aform of
pathol ogical altruism, whichis defined by researcher Barbara Oakley as fian unheal thy focus on
others to the detriment of oneG own needs,0 such that in the process of trying to help others, givers
end up harming themsel ves. In one study, college students who scored high on selfless giving declined
in grades over the course of the semester. These selfless givers admitted imissing class and failing to
study because they were attending to friendsbproblens.o

Most peopl e assume that sel f-interest and other-interest are opposite ends of one continuum. Yet
in my studies of what drives people at work, 16ve consistently found that self-interest and other-
Interest are compl etely i ndependent moti vati ons: you can have both of them at the same time. As Bill
Gates argued at the World Economic Forum, fithere are two great forces of human nature: self-
interest, and caring for others,0 and peopl e are most successful when they are driven by a iihybrid
engineo of the two. If takers are selfish and failed givers are selfless, successful givers are otherish:
they care about benefiting others, but they al so have ambitious goal s for advancing their own
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Selfless giving, in the absence of self-preservation instincts, easily becomes overwhel ming.
Being otherish means being willing to give more than you receive, but still keeping your own interests
in sight, using them as a guide for choosing when, where, how, and to whom you give. Instead of
seei ng self-interest and other-interest as competing, the Caring Canadians found ways to integrate
them, so that they could do well by doing good. As youdl see, when concernfor othersis coupled
with a healthy dose of concernfor the self, givers are less prone to burning out and getti ng burnedd
and theyGre better positioned to flourish.

*k*

Aln West Philadel phia, born and raised, on the playground is where | spent most of my days. . . |
got in one little fight and my momgot scared . . .0

When Will Smith wrote these famous lyrics for the theme song of The Fresh Prince of Bel-Air,
the hit sitcom that launched his career, he had just graduated from Overbrook High School in
Philadel phia. Overbrook has a majestic fa- ade, its five-story building resembling a castl e perched
atop a hill. During histime in the castle, Smith was treated like royalty, earning the nickname
fPrinceo from teachers for his ability to charmhis way out of trouble. Years | ater, when he started a
production company, he named it Overbrook Entertainment. Smith is not the only accomplished
person to attend Overbrook, whose alumni include astronaut Guion Bluford Jr., the first African
American in space, and Jon Drummond, an Olympic gold medalist in track. Overbrook is one of just
six high school s inthe entire United States that has seen more than ten students go onto play in the
National Basketball Association, one of whomwas the legendary Wilt Chamberlain.

But for most students, Overbrook is no fairy tale.

Located at the corner of Fifty-ninth and Lancaster in the heart of West Philadel phia, Overbrook is
just afew blocks from one of the top ten drug corners in the country. Take a stroll past the school, and
113 not uncommon to see the drivers of passing cars rolling up their windows and locking their doors.
In 2006, Overbrook was one of twenty-eight school s in the United States that was identified as
fpersistently dangerouso based on crime statistics. As of 2011, there were roughly 1,200 students



enrolled at Overbrook, and nearly 500 were suspended at some point during the school year, racking
up nearly fifty assaults and twenty weapons or drugs charges. The educational prospects for students
are similarly dismal. On the SAT, Overbrook average hovers more than three hundred points bel ow
the national average, with more than three quarters of students in the bottom 25 percent in the country.
Nearly half of all students who start high school at Overbrook will never finish: the graduationrate is
just 54 percent.

In the hopes of turning this tragic situation around, a corps of tal ented, passi onate young educators
has arrived at Overbrook from Teach For America (TFA), the renowned nonprofit organi zati on that
sends coll ege graduates to spend two years fighting educational inequity as teachers in some of the
most disadvantaged school s in the country. TFA isfilled with givers: research shows that the vast
maj ority of teachers join to make a difference in studentsdlives. Many come from privileged
backgrounds, and they@e determined to hel p students who are less fortunate. As one anonymous
teacher put it:

| knew throughout my life that | wanted to do something where | help . . . Social
justice issues burn within me and the fact that so many students have been so
viciously failed by the school systemsinthis country is infuriating and
invigorating. | want every child to grow up able to make choices. . . education
canbeanequalizer .. . it ajusticeissue, and by joining TFA | saw away to
help make it my issue too.

In the past twenty years, more than twenty thousand teachers have worked for TFA, making
tremendous strides toward promoting educational equity. But sheltered lives in suburbs and sororities
|eave many teachers drametically unprepared for the trials and tribul ations of inner-city schools.

In the Overbrook hallways, the school & massive difficulties fell hard on the shoulders of a
twenty-four-year-old TFA neophyte named Conrey Callahan. With white skin and blond hair, Conrey
stood out in the hall s like a sore thumb: 97 percent of Overbrooka students are African American.
Conreyd adog lover who lives with Louie, the mutt she rescuedd grew up inacozy Maryland
suburb, attending a high school that was named one of the best in the country. Calling her aball of
energy would be an understatement: she runs hal f-marathons, captained her high school soccer and
|acrosse teams, and competed for six years in jump rope competitions, making the junior Olympics.
Although her intellectual prowess led her Vanderbilt professors to encourage her to pursue history,
Conrey set her sights on more practical matters: fil set out to make a difference, improving education
and opportunities for kids inlow-income communities.o

But ConreyGs idealistic dreams of inspiring the next generation of students were quickly crushed
by the harsh realities of arriving at school at 6:45 A.M., staying up until 1:00 A.Mm. to finish grading and
lesson plans for her Spanish classes, and days marked by breaking up fights, battling crime, and trying
to track down truant students who only showed up for two days of class in an entire year. One of
Conrey® most promising students was living in afoster home, and had to drop out of school after
giving birth to a child with devel opmental problems.

Conrey was constantly complaining to one of her closest friends, an investment banker who
worked a hundred hours a week and couldn& grasp why teaching at Overbrook was so stressful. Inan
act of desperation, Conrey invited the friend to join her on a school field trip. The friend finally




understood: fishe couldn& believe the sheer exhaustion that she felt at the end of the day,0 Conrey
recalls. Finally, Conrey hit rock bottom. filt was awful. | was burned out, overwhelmed, and ready to
give up. | never wanted to set foot in a school again. | was disgusted with the school, the students, and
myself.0

Conrey was displaying the classic symptoms of burnout, and she wasn@& al one. Berkeley
psychol ogi st Christina Maslach, the pioneer of research onjob burnout, reports that across
occupational sectors, teaching has the highest rates of emotional exhaustion. One TFA teacher admires
the organi zation but says it is fifocused on hard work and dedication almost to afault . . . youleave
trai ning with the mindset that unless you pour every waking hour of your life into the job then youare
doing adisservice to your kids.0 Of all TFA teachers, more than half |eave after their two-year
contract is up, and more than 80 percent are gone after three years. About athird of all TFA alumni
walk away from education al together.

Since givers tend to put othersdinterests ahead of their own, they often help others at the expense
of their own well-being, placing themselves at risk for burnout. Four decades of extensive research
shows that when peopl e become burned out, their job performance suffers. Exhausted empl oyees
struggle to focus their attention and lack the energy to work their hardest, longest, and smartest, so the
quality and quantity of their work takes a nosedive. They also suffer from poorer emotional and
physical health. Strong evidence reveal s that burned-out empl oyees are at hei ghtened risk for
depression, physical fatigue, sleep disruptions, impaired immune systems, alcohol abuse, and even
cardiovascul ar disease.

When Conrey hit rock bottom at Overbrook High School, she felt that she was giving too much.
She was arriving at work early, staying up late, and working weekends, and she could hardly keep up.
Inthis situation, it seems that the natural way to recover and recharge would be to reduce her giving.
But that wasn@ what she did. Instead, Conrey gave more.

While maintai ning her overwhel ming teaching workl oad, Conrey began volunteering her time as a
TFA alumni mentor. As a content support specialist, every other week she hel ped ten different
teachers create tests and design new lesson plans. Then, in her limited spare time, she founded a
mentoring program. With two friends, she created a Philadel phia chapter of Minds Matter, a national
nonprofit organization that hel ps high-achieving, low-income students prepare for college. Conrey
spent her nights and weekends filing for nonprofit status, finding a pro-bono law firm and accountart,
and applying for national approval. Finally, after a year, she was able to start recruiting students and
mentors, and she created the plans for weekly sessions. From then on, Conrey added five hours a
week mentoring high school students.

All told, Conrey was spending more than ten extra hours per week giving. This meant even less
roomin her schedul e for relaxation or restorative downtime, and even more responsibility to others.
And yet, when she started giving more, ConreyG burnout faded, and her energy returned. Suddenly, in
fact, she seemed to be a renewed bundle of energy at Overbrook, finding the strength to serve asthe
coordinator for gifted students and create a Spani sh 3 program from scratch. Unlike many of her
peers, she didn& quit. Of the five teachers who joined Overbrook from TFA with her, Conrey was the
only one still teaching there after four years. Of the dozen teachers who arrived in the same three-year
window as her, Conrey was one of just two |eft. She became one of the rare TFA teachers who
conti nued teaching for at least four years, and she was nominated for a national teaching award. How
IS it possible that giving more revitalized her, instead of draining her?



The Impact Vacuum: Givers Without a Cause

A decade ago, Howard Heevner, adynamic director of a university call center, invited meto help him
figure out how to maintain the motivation of his callers. The callers were charged with contacting
university alumni and asking them to donate money. They were required to ask for donations three
times before hanging up, and still faced a rejection rate exceeding 90 percent. Even the most seasoned
and successful callers were burning out. As one experienced caller put it: il found the calls | was
making to be extremely difficult. Many of the prospects cut me off in my first couple of sentences and
told me they were not interested in giving.o

| assumed that the takers were dropping like flies: they wouldn@ be as committed as the givers.
So during training, | measured whether each caller was a giver, matcher, or taker. Intheir first month
on the job, the takers were bringing in an average of more than thirty donations aweek. Contrary to
My expectation, the givers were much less productive: they were struggling to maintain their
motivation, making fewer calls and bringing in under ten donations a week. | was mystified: why
were the callers who wanted to make a difference actually making the least difference?

| got my answer one day when | paid avisit to the call center, and noticed a sign one of the callers
had posted above his desk:

DOING A GOOD JOB HERE
IsLike Wetting Your Pantsin a Dark Suit
YOU GET AWARM FEELING BUT NO ONE ELSE NOTICES

According to my data, the caller who proudly displayed this sign was a strong giver. Why would
agiver feel unappreciated? In reflecting onthis sign, | began to think that my initial assumption was
correct after all: based on the motivational structure of the job, the givers should be outpacing the
takers. The problem was that the givers were being deprived of the rewards they find most
energizing.

The takers were motivated by the fact that they were working at the highest-paying job on campus.
But the givers lacked the rewards that mattered most to them. Whereas takers tend to care most about
benefiting personally fromtheir jobs, givers care deeply about doing jobs that benefit other people.
When the callers brought in donations, most of the money went directly to student schol arships, but
the callers were | eft in the dark: they had no idea who was receiving the money, and how it affected
their lives.

At the next training session, | invited new callers to read | etters from students whose scholarships
had been funded by the callersbwork. One scholarship student named Will wrote:

When it came down to making the decision, | discovered that the out-of-state
tuition was quite expensive. But this university isin my blood. My grandparents
met here. My dad and his four brothers all went here. | even owe my younger



brother to this schoold he was conceived the night we won the NCAA basketbal |
tournament. All my life | have dreamed of coming here. | was ecstatic to receive
the scholarship, and | came to school ready to take full advantage of the
opportunities it afforded me. The scholarship has improved my life in many
ways. . .

After reading the letters, it took the givers just aweek to catch up to the takers. The takers did
show some improvement, but the givers responded most powerfully, nearly tripling in weekly calls
and donations. Now, they had a stronger emotional grasp of their impact: if they brought in more
money, they could help more scholarship students like Will. By spending just five minutes reading
about how the job hel ped other people, the givers were motivated to achieve the same level of
productivity as the takers.

But the givers still weren@ seeing the full impact of their jobs. Instead of reading | etters, what if
they actually met a schol arship recipient face-to-face? When call ers interacted with one scholarship
reci pient in person, they were even more energized. The average caller doubled in calls per hour and
mi nutes on the phone per week. By working harder, the callers reached more alurni, resultingin 144
percent more alumni donati ng each week. Even more strikingly, revenue quintupled: callers averaged
$412 before meeting the schol arshi p recipient and more than $2,000 afterward. One caller soared
from averages of five calls and $100 per shift to nineteen calls and $2,615 per shift. Several control
groups of callers, who didn& meet a scholarship reci pient, showed no changes in calls, phone time,
donations, or revenue. Overall, just five minutes interacting with one schol arship recipient motivated
twenty-three call ers to raise an extra $38,451 for the university in a single week.* Although the
givers, takers, and matchers were all motivated by meeting the scholarship recipient, the gainsin
effort and revenue were especially pronounced among the givers.

The turnaround highlights a remarkabl e principle of giver burnout: it has less to do with the
amount of giving and more with the amount of feedback about the i mpact of that giving. Researchers
have drawn the same conclusion in health care, where burnout is often described as compassion
fatigue, fithe stress, strain, and weariness of caring for others.o Originally, experts believed that
compassi on fati gue was caused by expressing too much compassion. But new research has challenged
this conclusion. As researchers Olga Klimecki and Tania Singer summarize, iiMore than all other
factors, including . . . the time spent caregiving, it is the perceived suffering that | eads to depressive
symptoms in the caregiver.o0 Givers don& burn out when they devote too much time and energy to
giving. They burn out when they&e working with people in need but are unabl e to hel p effectively.

Teachers are vulnerabl e to giver burnout because of the unique temporal experience that defines
education. Even though teachers interact with their students onadaily basis, it can take many years
for their impact to sink in. By then, students have moved on, and teachers are left wondering: did my
work actual ly matter? With no clear affirmation of the benefits of their giving, the effort becomes
more exhausting and harder to sustain. These challenges are pervasive in a setting like Overbrook,
where teachers must fight many distractions and di sadvantages to sti mul ate the attentiond let alone
attendanced of students. When Conrey Callahan was emotionally exhausted, it wasnd because she
was giving too much. It was because she didnG feel her giving was making a difference. filn teaching,
do | have animpact? ItGs kind of dicey,0 Conrey told me. fil often feel like 1Gm not doing anything
effective, that |Gm wasting my time and |Gm not making a difference.o



When Conrey |aunched Minds Matter Philadel phia, she may have been bulking up her schedule,
but the net effect was to fill the impact vacuum that she experienced in her teaching job at Overbrook.
AWith my mentoring program, there no doubt; | know that | have a more direct impact,0 she says. By
mentoring | ow-income students who were high achievers, she felt able to make more of a difference
than in her Overbrook classroom, where each student presented specific challenges. When she
mentored high-achieving students, the positive feedback came more rapidly and validated her effort.
She watched one mentee, David, blossom from a shy, reserved |oner into an outspoken young man
with a close group of friends. As with the fund-raising callers meeting a scholarship student who
benefited fromtheir work, seeing the impact of her program had an energizing effect.

But that effect wasnd limited to the mentoring program. Thanks to the energy boost, Conrey
devel oped renewed hope that she could have an impact in her job at Overbrook. Observing the
progress of her high-achieving mentees instilled confidence that she could hel p the students struggling
in her own classroom. Al know what |6ve started is really making a difference with these kids. What
|6ve seeninthree months is a big change for them, and they make me realize how great kids can be.0
As she spent more time mentoring students at Minds Matter, she walked into her Overbrook
classroomwith greater enthusiasm, fueled by a revitalized sense of purpose.

In research with two colleagues, |6ve discovered that the perception of impact serves as a buffer
agai nst stress, enabling empl oyees to avoid burnout and mai ntai n their moti vation and performance. In
one study, a student and | found that high school teachers who perceived their jobs as stressful and
demanding reported significantly greater burnout. But upon closer inspection, job stress was only
linked to higher burnout for teachers who felt they didn& make a difference. A sense of lasting impact
protected agai nst stress, preventing exhausti on.

In the classroom, it someti mes takes years for ateacher & lesson to hit home with students. By that
time, many teachers have lost contact with their students. But at |east for awhile, teachers have the
opportunity to see their short-termimpact as they interact face-to-face with their students. Many other
jobs provide no contact at all with the people who benefit from our work. In health care, for example,
many medical professionals provide critical diagnoses without ever meeting the pati ents on the other
end of thelir test results. InIsrael, a group of radiol ogists eval uated nearly a hundred computed
tomography (CT) exams from patients. After three months passed, the radiol ogi sts had forgotten the
original CT exams, and they eval uated them agai n. Some of the radiol ogists got better, showing 53
percent i mprovement in detecting abnormalities unrel ated to the primary reason for the exams. But
other radiologists got worse: their accuracy dropped by 28 percentd on the exact same CT exants, in
just three months. Why did some radiol ogi sts get better while others got worse?

Their patients had been photographed before their exams. Half of the radiol ogists compl eted their
first CT exams without a pati entGs photo. When they did their second CT exams three months | ater,
they saw the photo. These were the radiol ogists who improved by 53 percent. The other half of the
radiol ogists saw the patient photo intheir first CT exams, and then compl eted their second CT exams
three months later with no photo. These were the radiol ogists who deteriorated by 28 percent.

Attaching a single patient@ photo to a CT examincreased diagnostic accuracy by 46 percent. And
roughly 80 percent of the key diagnostic findings came only when the radiol ogists saw the patient®
photo. The radiol ogi sts missed these i mportant findings when the photo was absentd evenif they
caught them three months earlier. When the radiol ogi sts saw the patientG photo, they felt more
empathy. By encouraging empathy, the photos motivated the radiol ogists to conduct their diagnoses



more carefully. Their reports were 29 percent longer when the CT exams included patient photos.
When the radiol ogists saw a photo of a patient, they felt a stronger connection to the human i mpact of
their work. A patient photo fimakes each CT scan unique,0 said one radiol ogist.

In arecent study, researcher Nicola Bell®found similar patterns in a study of ninety Italian nurses
who were invited to assemble surgical kits. After being randomly assigned to meet health-care
practitioners who would use the kits, nurses were significantly more productive and more accurate.
This effect was particularly pronounced among nurses who had reported strong giver tendenciesina
survey. Interestingly, a week after meeting the health-care practitioners who benefited fromthe
surgical kits, all of the nurses actually felt more inclined toward giving. Along with reducing burnout
among givers, afirsthand connection to impact cantilt people of all reciprocity stylesinthe giver
direction. When peopl e know how their work makes a difference, they feel energized to contribute
more.

Building on thisidea that seeing impact can reduce the burnout of givers and motivate others to
give, some organi zations have designed initiatives to connect empl oyees to the impact of their
products and services. At Wells Fargo, a vice president named Ben Soccorsy created videos of
customers tal king about how the company@ |ow-interest | oans hel ped them reduce and eliminate thelir
unwanted debt. filn many cases, customers felt like they had a massive weight lifted off their
shoulders: they now had a planfor paying down their debt,0 Soccorsy says. When bankers watched
the videos, fit was like alight switch turned on. Bankers realized the impact their work could haved
that this loan can really make a difference in customersolives. It was areally compel ling motivator.o
At Medtronic, employees across the companyd from engineers to salespeopled pay visitsto
hospital s to see their medical technol ogies benefiting patients. fiWhen theyde exhausted, o former
Medtronic CEO Bill George told me, fiitGs very important that they get out there and see procedures.
They can see their impact on patients, which reminds them that theyGre here to restore peopl e to full
life and health.0 Medtronic a so holds an annual party for the entire company, more than thirty
thousand empl oyees, at which six patients are invited to share their stories about how the company&
products have changed their lives. When they see for the first time how much their work can matter,
many empl oyees break down into tears.

Having a greater impact is one of the reasons why, counterintuitive as it might seem, giving more
can actually help givers avoid burnout. But itGs not the whol e story. Therefs a second reason why
Conrey® extra giving was energizing, and it has to do with where and to whom she gave. Nearly a
century ago, the psychol ogist Anitra Karsten invited people to work on repetitive tasks for as long as
they enjoyed them, but to stop when they were tired. For long periods of time, the participants toiled
away at tasks like drawing pictures and reading poems aloud, until they couldn@ handle it any longer.
One manGs task was to write ababab over and over. As the Harvard psychologist Ellen Langer retells
it, iHe went on until he was mentally and physically exhausted. His hand felt numb, as though it
couldn@ move to make even one more mark. At that moment the investigator asked himto signhis
name and address for a different purpose. He did so quite easily.o

The same strange thing happened to other participants. One woman said she was so drained that
she couldn@ lift her armto make another mark. But she then lifted her armto adjust her hair,
apparently without any difficulty or discomfort. And when participants read poems aloud until thelir
voices were hoarse, they had no trouble complaining about the taskd and when they complained, they
didn& sound hoarse anymore. According to Langer, they werend faking it. Rather, fithe change of




context brought renewed energy.o

When Conrey volunteered as a mentor to TFA teachers, it created a change of context that made
giving feel fresh. iWorking with adults, doing something thet is kind of teaching, that doesn& burn me
out. That invigorates me,0 Conrey says. Giving more can be exhausting if itGs in the same domain.
Instead of giving more in the same way, over and over, she expanded her contributions to a different
group of people. The same thing happened when she started mentoring high school students at Minds
Matter: she had a new setting and a new group of people to help. Instead of teaching them Spanish,
she was getting them ready for college. By shifting her giving to a novel domain, she was able to
recharge her energy.



Otherish Choices. Chunking, Sprinkling, and the 100-Hour Rule of \Wolunteering

We discussed otherish behavior at the beginning of this chapter, and in both Conrey& example and
that of the fund-raising callers, the distinction between selfless givers and otherish givers begins to
come into play. In these contexts, decisions about how, where, and how much to give clearly make a
difference when it comes to burning out or firing up. It might seemthat by giving more, Conrey was
being selfless. But what she actually did was create an opportunity for giving that was also personally
rewarding, drawing energy fromthe visible impact of her contributions. To be more selfless, inthis
case, would have meant giving even more at school, where endl ess help was needed, but where she
felt limited in her ability to make a difference. Instead, Conrey thought more about her ownwell-
being and found away to improve it by giving inanew way.

That choice has real consequences for givers. In numerous studies, Carnegie Mellon psychol ogi st
Vicki Hel geson has found that when peopl e give continually without concern for their own well-
being, theyGe at risk for poor mental and physical health.* Yet when they give inamore otherish
fashion, demonstrating substantial concern for themselves as well as others, they no longer experience
heal th costs. In one study, people who maintained equilibrium between benefiting themsel ves and
others even achieved significant increases in happiness and |ife sati sfaction over a six-month period.*

To gain a deeper understanding of otherish and selfless givers, ité&s worth looking more closely at
the deci sions they make about when and how much to give. It turns out that Conrey@ giving hel ped her
avoid burnout not only due to the variety but al so because of how she planned it.

Imagi ne that youdre going to perform five random acts of kindness this week. Youd| be doing
things like hel ping a friend with a project, writing a thank-you note to a former teacher, donating
blood, and visiting an elderly relative. You can choose one of two different ways to organi ze your
giving: chunking or sprinkling. If youGre a chunker, youd| pack all five acts of giving into a single day
each week. If youGre a sprinkler, youdl distribute your giving evenly across five different days, so
that you give alittle bit each day. Which do you think would make you happier: chunking or
sprinkling?

Inthis study, led by the psychol ogist Sonja Lyubomirsky, people performed five random acts of
kindness every week for six weeks. They were randomly divided into two groups:. half chunked their
giving into asingle day each week, and the other half sprinkled it across all five days each week. At
the end of the six weeks, despite performing the same number of hel ping acts, only one group felt
significantly happier.

The chunkers achieved gains in happiness; the sprinklers didna. Happiness increased when
peopl e performed all five giving acts inasingle day, rather than doing one a day. Lyubomirsky and
coll eagues specul ate that fispreadi ng them over the course of a week might have diminished their
salience and power or made them | ess di sti ngui shabl e from parti ci pantsdhabitual kind behavior.o

Like the partici pants who became happier, Conrey was a chunker. At Minds Matter, Conrey
packed her volunteering into one day aweek, giving all five weekly hours of mentoring high school
students on Saturdays. By chunking her giving into weekly blocks, she was able to experience her
impact more vividly, leading her efforts to feel like fimore than a drop in the bucket.o

Chunking giving is an otherish strategy. Instead of mentoring students after school, when she was
aready exhausted, Conrey reserved it for the weekend, when her energy was recharged and it was




more corvenient in her schedule. In contrast, selfless givers are more inclined to sprinkle their giving
throughout their days, hel ping whenever peopl e need them. This can become highly distracting and
exhausting, robbing selfless givers of the attention and energy necessary to compl ete their own work.

One September, seventeen software engineers at a Fortune 500 company were charged with
devel oping code for amajor new product. It was a color laser printer that would sell for 10 percent
of the cost of other products on the market. If it succeeded, the company would be a dominant player
in the market and could release an entire family of products to follow the printer. The division was
|osing money rapidly, and if the printer wasn@ ready on time, the division would fold. To finish the
project, the engineers were working nights and weekends, but they were still behind schedule. The
odds were against them: only once in the division history had a product been launched ontime.
They were fistressedo and fiexhausted,0 writes Harvard professor Leslie Perlow, with fii nsufficient
time to meet all the demands onthem.o

The engineers had falleninto a pattern of selfless giving: they were constantly hel ping their
coll eagues solve problems. One engineer reported that AThe biggest frustration of my job is aways
having to help others and not getting my own work doneo; another lamented that AiThe problem with
my work style is that responsiveness breeds more need for responsiveness, and | am so busy
responding, | cannot get my ownwork done.0 On atypical day, an engineer named Andy worked from
8:00 A.M. until 8:15 pm. It wasnd until after 5:00 p.m. that Andy found a block of time longer than
twenty minutes to work on his core task. In the hopes of carving out time to get their ownwork done,
engineers like Andy began arriving at work early in the morning and staying late at night. Thiswas a
short-lived sol ution: as more engineers burned the midnight oil, the interruptions occurred around the
clock. The engineers were giving more time without making more progress, and it was exhausting.

Perlow had anidea for turning these selfless givers into otherish givers. She proposed that instead
of sprinkling their giving, they could chunk it. She worked with the engineers to create dedicated
windows for quiet time and interaction time. After experimenting with several different schedul es,
Perlow settled on holding quiet time three days a week, starting in the morning and lasting until noon.
During qui et time, the engineers worked alone, and their colleagues knew to avoid interrupti ng them.
The rest of the time, colleagues were free to seek help and advice.

When Perlow polled the engineers about quiet time, two thirds reported above-average
productivity. When Perlow stepped back and | eft it to the engineers to manage their own quiet time
for afull month, 47 percent maintai ned above-average productivity. By chunking their hel ping time,
the engineers were abl e to conserve time and energy to compl ete their own work, making a transition
from selfless to otherish giving. Inthe words of one engineer, quiet time enabled fime to do some of
the activities during the day which | would have normally deferred to late evening.o After three
months, the engineers launched the laser printer on time, for only the second time in division history.
The vice president of the division chal ked the success up to the giving boundaries created by quiet
time: Al do not think we could have made the deadline without this project.0

Since the engineers were facing an urgent need to finish their product on time, they had a strong
justification for making their giving more otherish. But in many situati ons, the appropriate boundaries
for giving time are much murkier. Sean Hagerty is a principal ininvestment management at VVanguard,
afinancial services company that specializes in mutual funds. Seanis a dedicated mentor with along-
standing passion for education, and he has made a habit of volunteering his time at |east a week each
year to teach empl oyees at Vanguarda corporate university. When Vanguardd chi ef |earning officer




counted his hours, she noticed that Sean was spending alarge amount of time in the classroom. She
was worried that he would burn out, and Sean recognized that he might be at risk: Altés a pretty
significant commitment given that | have a day job.o0 But instead of scaling back his hours, Sean asked
for more: Altés among the most val uabl e things that | do.6 The more hours he volunteered teaching, the
more energized he felt, until he approached two weeks and cleared one hundred hours of annual
volunteering on educational initiatives.

One hundred seems to be a magic number when it comes to giving. In a study of more than two
thousand Australian adults intheir mid-sixties, those who vol unteered between one hundred and eight
hundred hours per year were happier and more satisfied with their lives than those who vol unteered
fewer than one hundred or more than el ght hundred hours annual ly. In another study, American adults
who volunteered at |east one hundred hours in 1998 were more likely to be alive in 2000. There were
no benefits of vol unteering more than one hundred hours. Thisis the 100-hour rule of volunteering. It
appears to be the range where giving is maximally energizing and minimally drai ning.

A hundred hours a year breaks down to just two hours a week. Research shows that if people start
volunteering two hours a week, their happi ness, satisfaction, and self-esteem go up ayear later. Two
hours a week in a fresh domain appears to be the sweet spot where peopl e make a meani ngful
difference without being overwhelmed or sacrificing other priorities. 1tGs al so the range in which
volunteering is most likely to strike a healthy balance, offering benefits to the volunteer as well asthe
recipients.* Inanational study, severa thousand Canadians reported the number of hours that they
volunteered per year, and whether they gained new technical, social, or organi zational knowledge and
skills fromvol unteering. For the first few hours a week, volunteers gained knowledge and skills at a
consistent rate. By five hours a week, volunteering had diminishing returns: people were learning less
and less with each additional hour. After eleven hours aweek, additional time volunteered no |onger
added new knowledge and skills.

When Conrey started volunteering as an alumni mentor for TFA, she was giving about seventy-
five hours a year. When she launched Minds Matter, the nonprofit mentoring program for high school
students, she sailed over the 100-hour mark. Perhaps ité not a coincidence that her energy was
restored right around that point. But it wasnd just the amount of time that mattered; thereG another
form of chunking in ConreyGs giving that® al so apparent in Sean HagertyGs giving, and it reveals a key
contrast between selfless and otherish giving.

As Sean Hagerty spent more time teaching in the Vanguard classroom, he began to crave more
opportunities for giving. fil want to leave the place better than | entered it in my small way,0 he says,
and he began asking himself how he could have an impact on the world. As he reflected on different
ways of giving, he noticed a pattern in how he was spending his free time. il found myself reading
more and more about education. | had a natural passion for it.0 Sean decided to lead and launch two
new programs around education. One programis called The Classroom Economy, and it has a
national focus. Sean and his colleagues teach the basics of money management to kindergartners
around the United States. The other program, Team Vanguard, is local: Sean has partnered witha
charter school in Philadel phiato administer afour-year mentoring program, where employees
volunteer their time on evenings, weekends, and lunch breaks. Despite the substantial time
commitment, Sean found that both programs fihave a tremendously positive impact on my energy. 1tGs
the selling point | have with senior staff who worry about volunteer hours, which take time out of the
day. It does sometimes, but my point of view isthat it creates a much more highly engaged empl oyee,




including me. | love that work is giving me an outl et for philanthropic interests.o

If Sean were a purely selfless giver, he might sprinkle his energy across many different causes out
of a sense of duty and obligation, regardless of his own level of interest and enthusiasm for them.
Instead, he adopts an otheri sh approach, choosing to chunk his giving to focus on education, a cause
about which heds passionate. fil get incredible personal satisfaction out of giving back to the
community in this way,0 Sean says.

Psychol ogi sts Netta \Wei nstein and Richard Ryan have demonstrated that giving has an energizing
effect only if itGs an enjoyable, meaningful choice rather than undertaken out of duty and obligation. In
one study, people reported their giving every day for two weeks, indicating whether they had hel ped
someone or done something for a good cause. On days when they gave, they rated why they gave. On
some days, peopl e gave due to enjoyment and meaningd they thought it was important, cared about
the other person, and felt they might enjoy it. On other days, they gave out of duty and obligationd
they felt they had to and would feel like a bad person if they didnd. Each day, they reported how
energi zed they felt.

Wei nstei n and Ryan measured changes in energy fromday to day. Giving itself didn& affect
energy: people werend substantially happier on days when they hel ped others than on days that they
didn&. But the reasons for giving mattered immensely: on days that peopl e hel ped others out of a
sense of enjoyment and purpose, they experienced significant gainsinenergy.* Giving for these
reasons conferred a greater sense of autonomy, mastery, and connection to others, and it boosted their
energy. When | studied firefighters and fund-raising callers, | found the same pattern: they were able
to work much harder and longer when they gave their energy and time due to a sense of enjoyment and
purpose, rather than duty and obligation.

For Conrey, thisis amajor difference between teaching at Overbrook and vol unteering with
Minds Matter and TFA. In the Overbrook classroom, giving is an obligation. Her job requires her to
break up fights and maintain order, tasks thatd although importantd dond align with the passion that
drew her into teaching. In her volunteer work, giving is an enjoyable choice: she loves hel ping high-
achieving underprivileged students and mentoring | ess experienced TFA teachers. Thisis another way
giving can be otherish: Conrey focused on benefiting students and teachers, but doing so in away that
connects to her core values and fuels her enthusiasm. The energy carried over to her classroom,
hel ping her mai ntai n her motivation.

But at Overbrook, Conrey couldnd avoid the obligation to give to her students in ways that she
didn& find naturally exciting or energizing. What did she do to stay energized despite the sense of
duty”?

During one particularly stressful week, Conrey was struggling to get through to her students. fil
was feeling miserable, and the kids were being awful .0 She approached a teacher named Sarah for
help. Sarah recommended an activity that was a hit in her classroom: they got to design their own
monsters that were on the loose in Philadel phia. They drew a picture of a monster, wrote a story
about it, and created a fiwantedo ad so peopl e would be on the lookout. It was exactly the inspiration
that Conrey needed. iOur ten-minute chat hel ped me get excited about the lesson. | had fun with the
kids, and it made me more invested in the curriculum| was teaching.o

Although Conrey& decision to ask another teacher for help may not sound unusual, research
shows that ités quite rare among selfless givers. Selfless givers fifeel uncomfortable receiving
support,0 write Helgeson and colleague Heidi Fritz. Selfless givers are determined to be in the hel per




role, so they@re rel uctant to burden or inconvenience others. Helgeson and Fritz find that selfless
giversreceive far less support than otherish givers, which proves psychol ogically and physically
costly. As burnout expert Christina Maslach and colleagues conclude, fithere is now a consistent and
strong body of evidence that a lack of social support is linked to burnout.0

In contrast, otherish givers recogni ze the importance of protecting their own well-being. When
theyGre on the brink of burnout, otherish givers seek help, which enabl es them to marshal the advice,
assi stance, and resources necessary to maintain their motivation and energy. Three decades of
research show that recelving support from colleagues is a robust antidote to burnout. fiHaving a
support network of teachers is huge,0 Conrey affirms.

But Overbrook didn@ have aformal support network of teachers, so where did Conrey get her
support network? She built one at Overbrook through the act of giving help.

For many years, experts believed that the stress response involved a choice: fight or flight. Since
burnout means we |l ack the energy to fight, itGs natural to choose flight, coping by avoiding the source
of stress. Burnout experts Jonathon Hal besl eben and Matthew Bowler studied professional
firefighters over atwo-year period. Sure enough, when the firefighters started to burn out, their
performance ratings dropped. Burnout made them | ess concerned about achievement and status.
Consequently, they invested less effort intheir work, and their effectiveness suffered.

But surprisingly, inthis study, burnout didnG decrease effort across the board. There was one
place where firefighters actually increased their effort when they felt burned out: helping others.
When the firefighters experienced signs of burnout, they were more likely to go out of their way to
help colleagues with heavy workl oads, share new knowledge with supervisors, give advice to newer
colleagues, and even listen to coll eaguesdproblems. Why would burnout increase their giving?

UCLA psychol ogist Shelley Taylor has discovered a stress response that differs fromfight or
flight. She calls it tend and befriend. nOne of the most striking aspects of the human stress response
Is the tendency to affiliated that is, to come together in groups to provide and receive joint protection
in threatening times.o Tayl or G neuroscience research reveal s that when we feel stressed, the brainG
natural responseis to release chemicals that drive us to bond. Thisis what the firefighters did: when
they started to feel exhausted, they invested their limited energy in helping their colleagues.
Intuitively, they recognized that giving would strengthen their rel ationships and build support (at |east
from matchers and givers). Although most givers are aware of this opportunity, it appears that only
otherish givers actually take advantage of it.

Conrey Callahan built her support network by tending and befriending under stress. When she was
at the pinnacle of exhaustion, she started mentoring TFA teachers and several of the younger teachers
in her own school. One of the teachers Conrey mentored was Sarah. In the course of mentoring, one of
the exercises that Conrey taught Sarah was the monster activity. Conrey had forgotten about it, and
when she reached out for help, Sarah reminded her about it. The advice itself was helpful, but it also
strengthened Conrey@ sense of impact: she had given Sarah an activity that was a big hit with her
own students.

Otherish givers build up a support network that they can access for help when they need it. This,
along with chunking giving so that ités energizing, is what makes otherish giversless vulnerable to
burnout than selfless givers. But how do otherish givers stack up against takers and matchers?




The Myth of Giver Burnout

Years ago, Dutch psychol ogi sts studied hundreds of health professionals. They tracked the amount of
time and energy that the health professional s gave to patients, and asked themto report how burned
out they felt. A year |ater, the psychol ogists measured giving and burnout again. Sure enough, the more
the heal th professional s gave, the more burned out they became in the following year. Those who gave
selflessly had the highest burnout rates: they contributed far more than they got, and it exhausted them.
Those who acted like matchers and takers were far | ess burned ott.

But strangely, in another study, the Dutch psychol ogi sts found evidence that some health care
professional s seemed i mmune to burnout. Even when they gave a great deal of time and energy, they
didn& exhaust themsel ves. These resilient heal th care professionals were otherish givers: they
reported that they enjoyed hel ping other people and often went out of their way to do so, but werend
afraid to seek help when they needed it. The otherish givers had significantly lower burnout rates than
the matchers and takers, who lacked the stamina to keep contributing. This study pointed to an
unexpected possibility: although matchers and takers appear to be |ess vul nerabl e to burnout than
selfless givers, the greatest resilience may belong to otherish givers.

Part of the reason for thisisilluminated in fascinating work by Northwestern University
psychol ogists Elizabeth Seeley and Wendi Gardner, who asked peopl e to work on a difficult task that
sapped their willpower. For example, imagine that youdre very hungry, and youdre staring at a plate of
delicious chocol ate chip cookies, but you have to resist the temptation to eat them. After using up their
willpower inatask like this, participants squeezed a handgrip as long as they could. The typical
parti cipant was able to hold on for twenty-five seconds. But there was a group of people who were
able to hold on 40 percent longer, lasting for thirty-five seconds.

The parti ci pants with unusual ly high stamina scored high on a questi onnai re measuring fiother-
directedness.0 These other-directed people operated like givers. By consistently overriding their
selfish impulses in order to help others, they had strengthened their psychol ogical muscles, to the
point where using willpower for painful tasks was no longer exhausting. In support of this idea, other
studies have shown that givers accrue an advantage in controlling their thoughts, emotions, and
behaviors. Over time, giving may build willpower like weight lifting builds muscles. Of course, we
all know that when muscles are overused, they fati gue and sometimes eventeard thisis what happens
to selfless givers.

In Utah, a seventy-five-year-old man understands the resilience of otherish givers. Hisnameis
Jon Huntsman Sr., and his tiny photo from his company& annual report appeared in chapter 2, in
juxtaposition with the full-si ze photo of Kenneth Lay (you might al so recognize him as the father of
former Utah governor and 2012 Republican presidential candidate Jon Huntsman Jr.). Back in 1990,
the elder Huntsman was negoti ati ng an acqui sition with Charles Miller Smith, who was the presi dent
and CEO of a chemical company. During the negoti ations, Smithd wife died. Huntsman empathi zed
with Smith, so he decided not to push any further: il decided the fine points of the last 20 percent of
the deal would stand as they were proposed. | probably could have clawed another $200 million out
of the deal, but it would have come at the expense of Charlesbemotional state. The agreement as it
stood was good enough.o

Was a CEOG emotional state really worth $200 million to Huntsman? Believe it or not, this




wasn@ the first time Huntsman gave away a fortune during a negotiation. Just four years earlier, in
1986, he made a verbal agreement with a CEO named Emerson Kampen. Huntsman would sell 40
percent of adivision of his company to Kampend for $54 million. Due to legal delays, the contract
wasn& written until six months later. By that time, Huntsmands profits had skyrocketed: that 40 percent
of the division was now worth $250 million. Kampen called with a matcher Gs offer to split the
difference, proposing to pay $152 millioninstead of the original $54 million. Huntsman was poi sed
to bringin nearly triple the original agreement. But he said no. The $54 million was good enough.
Kampen was incredul ous: fiThaté not fair to you.o

Huntsman believed in honoring his commitment to Kampen. Even though the lawyers hadnd
drafted the original purchase agreement, he had shaken hands six months earlier on a verbal
agreement. He signed for the $54 million, walking away from an extra $98 million. What type of
busi nessman would make such irrational decisions?

In 1970, Huntsman started a chemical company that reigns today as the worl dé largest. He has
been named Entrepreneur of the Year and earned more than a dozen honorary doctorates from
universities around the world. He a billionaire, one of the Forbes one thousand richest peopleinthe
world.

As his deal -making choi ces show, Huntsman is also a giver, and not just in business. Since 1985,
he has been involved in serious philanthropy. He is one of just nineteen peopl e in the world who have
given at least $1 billion away. Huntsman has won major humanitarian awards for giving more than
$350 million to found the world-class Huntsman Cancer Center, and made hefty donations to help
earthquake victims in Armenia, support education, and fight domesti ¢ violence and homel essness. Of
course, many rich people give away serious sums of money, but Huntsman demonstrates an uncommon
Intensity that sets him apart. In 2001, the chemical industry tanked, and he lost a sizable portion of his
fortune. Most people would cut back on giving until they recovered. But Huntsman made an
unconventional decision. He took out a personal |oan, borrowing several million dollars to make
good on his philanthropic commitments for the next three years.

Huntsman sounds like a classi ¢ exampl e of someone who got rich and then decided to give back.
But theres a different way of |ooking at Huntsmané success, one that might be impossible to believe
if it weren& backed up by HuntsmanGs experience and by science. Maybe getting rich didn& turn him
into agiver. What if wedve mixed up cause and effect?

Huntsman believes that being a giver actually made himrich. Inhis giving pledge, Huntsman
writes: filt has been clear to me since my earliest childhood memories that my reason for being was to
help others. The desire to give back was the impetus for pursuing an education in business, for
applying that educati on to founding what became a successful container company, and for using that
experience to grow our differentiated chemical's corporation.0 As early as 1962, Huntsman told his
wife that he fwanted to start his own business so he could make a differenced for peopl e with cancer.
Huntsman lost both of his parents to cancer, and had survived three bouts of cancer himself. Curing
cancer is so deeply ingrained in HuntsmanGs fiber that he has even prioritized it above his political
ideol ogy. Although he worked in the Nixon White House and has been a longtime supporter of the
Republican party, Huntsman has been known to favor Democratic candidates if they demonstrate a
stronger commitment to curing cancer.

Thereds little doubt that Huntsman is a skilled businessman. But the very act of giving money
away might have contributed to his fortune. InWinners Never Cheat, he writes, iMonetarily, the most



sati sfying moments in my life have not been the excitement of closing a great deal or the reaping of
profits fromit. They have beenwhen | was able to help othersinneed . . . ThereG no denying that |
amadeal junkie, but | also have devel oped an addiction for giving. The more one gives, the better
one feel's; and the better one feels about it, the easier it becomes to give.0

Thisis an extension of the idea that otherish givers build will power muscles, making it easy to
give more, but is it possible that Huntsman actual ly made money by giving it away? Remarkably,
thered evidence to support this claim. The economist Arthur Brooks tested the rel ationship between
Income and charitable giving. Using data from al most thirty thousand Americans in the year 2000, he
controlled for every factor imaginabl e that woul d affect income and giving. He adjusted for
education, age, race, religious involvement, political beliefs, and marital status. He a so accounted
for the number of times peopl e volunteered. As expected, higher income led to higher giving. For
every $1 in extraincome, charitable giving went up by $0.14.*

But something much more interesting happened. For every $1 in extra charitable giving, income
was $3.75 higher. Giving actually seemed to make peopl e richer. For example, imagine that you and |
are both earning $60,000 a year. | give $1,600 to charity; you give $2,500 to charity. Although you
gave away $900 more than | did, according to the evidence, youd| be on track to earn $3,375 more
than | will inthe coming year. Surprising as it seems, people who give more go on to earn more.

Jon Huntsman Sr. may be on to somethi ng. Research shows that giving can boost happiness and
meani ng, motivati ng peopl e to work harder and earn more money, even if the gift isnd on the col ossal
scal e of Huntsmanés. In a study by psychol ogists Eli zabeth Dunn, Lara Aknin, and Michael Norton,
peopl e rated their happiness inthe morning. Then, they received awindfall: an envel ope with $20.
They had to spend it by five pm., and then they rated their happiness again. Would they be happier
spending the money on themsel ves or on others?

Most peopl e think they& be happier spending the money on themsel ves, but the oppositeis true. If
you spend the money on yourself, your happiness doesnd change. But if you spend the money on
others, you actually report becoming significantly happier. Thisis otherish giving: you get to choose
who you help, and it benefits you by improving your mood. Economists call it the warm glow of
giving, and psychologists call it the hel per& high. Recent neuroscience evidence shows that giving
actually activates the reward and meaning centers in our brains, which send us pleasure and purpose
signals when we act for the benefit of others.

These benefits are not limited to giving money; they al so show up for giving time. One study of
more than 2,800 Americans over age twenty-four showed that vol unteering predicted increasesin
happi ness, life satisfaction, and self-esteemd and decreases in depressiond ayear later. And for
adults over sixty-five, those who volunteered saw a drop in depression over an eight-year period.
Other studies show that elderly adults who volunteer or give support to others actually live longer.
Thisistrue even after controlling for their health and the amount of support they get from others. In
one experiment, adults either gave massages to babies or received massages themsel ves.
Postmassage, those who gave had lower levels of stress hormonesd such as cortisol and epinephrine
0 than those who received. It seems that giving adds meaning to our lives, distracts us from our own
problems, and helps us feel valued by others. As researchers Roy Baumei ster, Kathleen \ohs,
Jennifer Aaker, and Emily Garbinsky conclude in a national survey of Americans, fimeani ngful ness
was associated with being a giver more than a taker.o

There® a wealth of evidence that the ensuing happi ness can moti vate peopl e to work harder,




longer, smarter, and more effectively. Happiness can | ead peopl e to experience intense effort and ong
hours as | ess unpl easant and more enjoyabl e, set more challenging goal s, and think more quickly,
flexibly, and broadly about problems. One study even showed that when physicians were putina
happier mood, they made faster and more accurate diagnoses. Overall, on average, happier people
earn more money, get higher performance ratings, make better decisions, negoti ate sweeter deal's, and
contribute more to their organi zations. Happiness al one accounts for about 10 percent of the variation
between employees in job performance. By boosti ng happi ness, giving might have motivated Jon
Huntsman Sr. to work harder and smarter, helping himbuild up his fortune.

Huntsman is not the only influential busi nessperson who has come to view giving as a source of
energy. In 2003, Virain mogul Richard Branson set up a council called The Elders to fight conflict and
promote peace, bringing together Nelson Mandel a, Jimmy Carter, Kofi Annan, Desmond Tutu, and
other |eaders to alleviate suffering in Sudan, Cyprus, and Kenya. In 2004, Branson launched Virgin
Unite, a nonprofit foundati on that mobilizes people and resources to fight deadly diseases like AIDS
and malaria, promote peace and justice, prevent climate change, and support entrepreneurs with
microloans and new jobs in the devel oping world. In 2006, he pledged to donate all $3 billion of the
profits fromthe Virgin airline and train businesses over the next decade to fight global warming. In
2007, he offered a $25 million prize for innovations to fight climate change. Was this string of events
caused by amidlife crisis?

Actually, Branson was giving long before he became rich and famous. At age seventeen, a year
after starting Student magazine and five full years before |aunching Virgin Records, Branson started
hisfirst charity. It was the Student Advisory Centre, a nonprofit organi zation that hel ped at-risk youth
with arange of services. He made alist of problems that young peopl e faced, from unwanted
pregnancies to venereal disease, and convinced doctors to offer free or discounted services. He spent
many nights on the phone at three A.m. consoling people who were contempl ating suicide. Looking
back, he notes that early in his career, he fihad been interested in making money only to ensure
Sudentd continuing success and to fund the Student Advisory Centre.0 Today, giving continues to
energize him. The fithing that gets me up in the morning is the idea of making a difference,0 Branson
writes, fito help safeguard our future on this planet. Does that make me successful ? It certai nly makes
me happy.o

These energizing effects help to explain why otherish givers are fortified against burnout: through
giving, they build up reserves of happiness and meaning that takers and matchers are less able to
access. Selfless givers use up these reserves, exhausti ng themsel ves and often dropping to the bottom
of the success ladder. By giving in ways that are energizing rather than exhausting, otherish givers are
more likely to rise to the top. Intwo studies of employees in a wide range of jobs and organi zati ons,
psychologist David Mayer and | found that otheri sh empl oyees made more sustai nabl e contributions
than the selfless givers, takers, or matchers. Employees who reported strong concern for benefiting
others and creating a positive image for themsel ves were rated by supervisors as bei ng the most
hel pful and taking the most initiative.

Ironically, because concern for their own interests sustains their energy, otherish givers actually
give more than selfless givers. Thisis what the late Herbert Simon, winner of the Nobel Prizein
economics, observed in the quote that opened this chapter. Otherish givers may appear less altruistic
than selfless givers, but their resilience against burnout enabl es them to contribute more.
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Chump Change

Overcoming the Doormat Effect

No good deed goes unpunished.
0 attributed to Clare Boothe Luce, editor, playwright, and U.S. congresswoman

Lillian Bauer was a brilliant, hardworking manager at an elite consulting firm. She was recruited out
of Harvard, and after leaving the firm to complete her MBA, her consulting firmlured her back. She
was widely seen as arising star, and she was on track to make partner far ahead of schedule, until
word began to spread that she was too generous. Her promotion to partner was delayed for six
months, and she received very direct feedback that she needed to say no more often to clients and
colleagues. After afull year, she still had not made it.

Bauer was passi onate about making a difference. She devoted several years to a nonprofit
organi zation hel ping women launch and grow businesses. There, she introduced a microloan program,
opening doors for low-income women to start their own companies. In one case, awoman needed a
|oan to open a salon, but was turned down by two banks. Bauer worked with her to strengthen her
busi ness plan and financial statements, and both banks ended up offering her loans at highly
competitive rates. As a consultant, Bauer spent countless hours mentoring new employees, giving
career advice to associates, and even hel ping junior colleagues strengthen their applications to
busi ness school. il really want to help. If an hour of my time saves peopl e ten hours or gives theman
opportunity they otherwise wouldn& have, itG easy to make the tradeoff and give another hour of my
time.0

Bauer was extremely tal ented and driven, but she took giving so far that it was compromising her
reputation and her productivity. fiShe never said no to anything,0 explai ned one consulting coll eague.
AShe was so generous and giving with her time that she fell into the trap of being more of a pushover.
It really delayed her promotion to partner.o In a performance review, Bauer was told that she needed




to be more selfish: she lacked the assertive edge that was expected of a consulting partner. She spent
too much time devel oping those around her, and she was so committed to hel ping clients that she bent
over backward to meet their requests. It was known that Bauer fiwasnd as forceful in pushing clients
as peopl e felt she needed to be to make that partner hurdle, in those key moments where clients
needed to hear a harsh message, or clients had been pushing an agenda in the wrong direction.o For
Bauer, being a giver became a career-limiting move.

In a study that mirrors Bauer & experience, management professors Diane Bergeron, Abbie Shipp,
Ben Rosen, and Stacie Furst studied more than 3,600 consultants in a large professional services
firm. The researchers coded giving behavior from company records of the weekly time that each
consultant spent hel ping new hires, mentoring more junior consultants, and sharing knowledge or
expertise with peers. After ayear of tracking these giving behaviors every week, the researchers
obtai ned data on each consultanté sal ary, advancement speed, and promoti ons.

The givers did worse on all three metrics. They had significantly lower salary increases, slower
advancement, and lower promotion rates. The givers averaged 9 percent salary increases, compared
with 10.5 percent and 11.5 percent for the takers and matchers, respectively. Less than 65 percent of
the givers were promoted to a manager role, compared with 83 percent and 82 percent for the takers
and matchers, respectively. And the givers who did get promoted had to wait longer, averaging
twenty-six months to promotion, compared with |ess than twenty-four months for takers and matchers.
Thiswas afamiliar patternto Bauer: filf | err on one side, itG probably being too generous: puitting
othersfirst, before myself.o

Hundreds of miles east at Del oitte Consulting in New York City, Jason Geller was al so on the fast
track to partner. When he first started in consulting, Del oitte was just moving to e-mail and did not
have a formalized knowledge management processd there was no systemfor storing and retrieving
i nformati on that consul tants gathered on specific industries and clients. Geller took the initiative to
collect and share information. When he heard about a project, he would ask the team for its output. He
kept a stack of articles on his nightstand, reading themin bed, and when he came across an interesting
article, hewould file it away. He conducted research on what Del oitteés competitors were doing. fil
was alittle bit of a geek.0

Del oitteGs knowledge management system became Jason Geller & brain, and his hard drive. His
colleagues began calling it the J-Net, the Jason Network. When they had questions or needed
information, he was the go-to guy. It was easier to ask himthan to search for themselves, and he was
always willing to share the knowledge from his brain or his growing database. No one asked himto
create the J-Net; he just did it because it seemed like the right thing to do.

Since graduating from Cornell, Geller had spent his entire career at Deloitte, doing an MBA at
Columbia along the way. He was grateful for the support that his mentors provided to him. A matcher
would have paid it back, |ooking for ways to return the favor to his mentors. But asa giver, like
Lillian Bauer, Geller wanted to pay it forward. filt becomes the natural way of doing things. You see
that the folks who are successful are the ones who help others. | naturally fell into the practice of
hel ping others. | saw that others created those opportunities for me, and | now work very hard to
create themfor other people.0 Geller made a standing offer to every new employee: he would help
and mentor themin any way that he could.

The typical path to partner at Del oitte takes between twelve and fifteen years. Geller made it far
ahead of schedule, injust nine years. At just thirty years old, he became one of the youngest partners




in Deloitte history. Today, Geller is a partner in Del oittes human capital consulting practice, where
the business he | eads globally and in the United States has been ranked number one inthe
marketplace. Yet a colleague describes him as a guy who frequently shuns the spotlight in favor of
his colleagues.0 As Del oitteGs global and U.S. HR transformation practice |eader, Geller has taken the
J-Net to anew level and is a strong advocate for Del oitteGs formal global knowledge management
processes and technol ogies. With a mix of admiration and incredulity, one anal yst notes that fial though
he isincredibly busy, he holds regular meetings with analysts so he can hel p them through any issues
they may be facing at the time.0 Geller is rel uctant to take credit for his accomplishments, but after
some prodding, acknowl edges that fibeing generous is what has made me successful here.o

Although Lillian Bauer and Jason Geller are both givers, they found themsel ves on very different
trajectories. Why did giving stall her career, while accel erating his?

The intuitive answer has to do with gender, but thatGs not the key differentiatord at least not inthe
conventional sense. Lillian Bauer fell into three mgjor traps that plague many givers, male and
female, intheir dealings with other people: being too trusting, too empathetic, and too timid. Inthis
chapter, my goal isto show you how successful givers like Jason Geller avoid these risks, and how
giverslike Lillianlearn to overcome them by acting | ess selfless and more otherish. Becoming a
doormat is the giver & worst nightmare, and 1d1 make the case that an otheri sh approach enables
givers to escape the trap of being too trusting by becoming highly flexible and adaptable in their
reciprocity styles. 141 also argue that an otherish style hel ps givers sidestep the land mines of being
too empatheti c and too timid by repurposing some skills that come naturally to them.



Sincerity Screening: Trusting Most of the People Most of the Time

In the opening chapter, we met an Australian financial adviser named Peter Audet, whose giver style
paid off when he took adrive to visit ascrap metal client. But long before that, before he figured out
how to be more otherish than selfless, Peter was ripped off by several takers. At twenty-two, he
started his career as afinancial adviser at a cutthroat company. It was his responsibility to
aggressively build an insurance division for a business that primarily served retirement clients. Peter
was working weekends to generate six-figure annual revenues, but received atiny fraction of the
revenues, taki ng home minimum wage of $400 per week. He stayed for nearly three years, and it was
the most miserable time of hislife. iMy boss was greedy. He never recognized what you did, only
what he could get from you.0 In appreci ation of Peter & services, one of his insurance clients sent him
a beautiful Christmas basket. His boss, a wealthy man who drove to work in a Mercedes-Benz, saw
the basket and immediately took it home for himself: filém the boss, and ités mine.o

Peter felt like he was drowning, and decided to strike off on his ownas afinancial adviser. Inhis
first year alone, he quadrupled his salary. But five years | ater, he was mani pul ated by another taker. A
friendly colleague, Brad, was not doing well at work. Brad landed another position that would start
the following week, and he asked Peter for afavor. Would he buy Bradé clients on two daysonotice
so that Brad could afford to leave? As a giver, Peter trusted Brad and agreed on the spot. He
purchased Brada clients and began forging rel ati onshi ps with them, hel ping to solve their financial
problems.

After afew months, Peter started to lose some of his clients. Strangely, they were all former
clients of Bradés. It turned out that Brad was back in the business as a financial adviser, and he had
called every one of the clients who he had sold to Peter. He just wanted to | et them know he was
back, and they were welcome to switch over to work with him again. Brad stole many of the clients
back without paying Peter a dime for them. Peter |ost around $10,000 in business.

Had Peter been able to identify Brad from the start as a taker, he might never have gone down that
road. Trust is one reason that givers are so susceptibl e to the doormat effect: they tend to see the best
in everyone, so they operate on the mi staken assumption that everyone is trustworthy. In one study,
researchers tracked whether Americans had been victims of crimes such as fraud, con games, and
identity theft. The givers were twice as likely to be victimized as the takers, often as adirect result of
trusting takers. One giver was generous enough to cosign for a friendé car loan, and over afive-year
period, the friend opened three credit cards in his identity, stealing more than $2,000.

To avoid getting scammed or exploited, itGs critical to distinguish the genuine givers fromthe
takers and fakers. Successful givers need to know whods likely to mani pul ate them so that they can
protect themsel ves. Do we actually know takers when we see them? Many peopl e think they can judge
givers and takers in the blink of an eye. But inreality, they&e wildly inaccurate. Blink again.

| don@ mean to imply that we fail across the board inthin slicing. As Malcolm Gladwell revealed
in Blink, many of our snap judgments of people are strikingly accurate. At a glance, we can often spot
a passi onate teacher, an extraverted sal esperson, or a married couple in contempt. But we struggle
mightily when guessing whoG a genuine giver.

In one study, economists asked a group of Harvard students to predict the giving and taking
behaviors of their close friends and of complete strangers. The friends and strangers received fifty




tokens worth between ten and thirty cents each, and were asked to divide the tokens between

themsel ves and the Harvard students. The Harvard students did no better in predicting how much their
friends would give than they did in predicting the behavior of complete strangers. fiThey correctly
expect that friends pass more tokens than strangers,o the researchers write, fibut they do not expect
more tokens from generous friends compared to selfish friends.0 Thisis a crucial mistake, because
the giving friends end up contributing quite a bit more than the takers.

Whenwe try to zero in on a personds reciprocity signal, ité easy to be thrown off by plenty of
noise. To judge givers, we oftenrely on personality cues, but it turns out these cues can be
misleading. In half a century of research, psychol ogists have discovered a fundamental personality
trait that distingui shes how people tend to appear intheir social interactions. Ités called
agreeabl eness, and it why Peter Audet was fooled by Brad. Like Brad, agreeable people tend to
appear cooperative and polited they seek harmony with others, coming across as warm, nice, and
wel coming. Disagreeabl e peopl e tend to be more competitive, critical, and toughd theyGre more
comfortable with conflict, coming across as skeptical and challenging.*

We tend to stereotype agreeabl e people as givers, and disagreeabl e peopl e as takers. When a new
contact appears affable, itG natural to conclude that he has good intentions. If he comes across as cold
or confrontational , this seems like a sign that he doesn@ care about whatGs in our best interests.* But
in making these judgments, wedre paying too much attenti on to the shell of a persond demeanor,
overlooking the pearld or clamd inside the shell. Giving and taking are based on our motives and
val ues, and theyd@e choi ces that we make regardl ess of whether our personalities trend agreeable or
disagreeable. As Danny Shader, the serial entrepreneur from the opening chapter who initially walked
away from David Horni k& term sheet, explains, iWhether youd@re nice or not nice is separate from
whether youdre self-focused or other-focused. Theydre independent, not opposites.o When you
combine outer appearances and inner intentions, agreeabl e givers and disagreeabl e takers are only
two of the four combinations that exist in the world.

We often overlook that there are disagreeable givers: people who are rough and toughin
demeanor, but ultimately generous with their time, expertise, and connections. As an example, Shader
menti ons the late Mike Homer, who ran marketing at Netscape. iHe could be crusty as hell onthe
outside, but on the inside he was pure gold. When push came to shove, he always did the right thing,
and he was incredibly loyal .0 Greg Sands, a Homer disciple and the managing director of a private
equity firm, agrees. iiYour fundamental concernis whether people are givers or takers, but youdve got
this other axis, whichis are they nice about itd is their fundamental demeanor wel coming? Homer
had a hard edge. When he was locked onto a path, something that got in the way of that objective
would just get swept away. But he had a big heart, and he wanted to be hel pful. He was definitely off
the charts on botho giving and disagreeabl eness. Another one of Homer G former empl oyees said that
Homer fiseemed like a taker, because he had incredibly high expectations and demands. But at the end
of the day, he really cared about the people. One minute, he was giving me a tough time because his
expectations werend being met. The next day, he was hel ping me figure out what | wanted to do next
in my career, what was the right next job for me.o

The other counterintuitive combination of appearances and motives is the agreeabl e taker,
otherwise known as a faker. Like Ken Lay at Enron, these people come across as pleasant and
charming, but theyGre often aiming to get much more than they give. The ability to recognize agreeable
takers as fakers is what protects givers against being expl oited.




Although they don@ always put their skills to good use, givers have an instinctive advantage in
sincerity screening. Research suggests that in general, givers are more accurate judges of others than
matchers and takers. Givers are more attentive to othersbbehaviors and more attuned to their thoughts
and feelings, which makes it possible to pick up more cluesd such as describing successes with first-
person singular pronouns, like I and me instead of us and we. Givers also gain a sincerity screening
advantage from habitual ly trusting others, which creates opportunities to see the wide range of
behaviors of which other people are capable. Sometimes, givers get burned by takers. In other
situations, givers find that their generosity is reciprocated or even exceeded. Over time, givers
become sensitive to individual differences and shades of gray between the black-and-white boxes of
agreeable and disagreeabl e.

But givers become doormats when they fail to use this fine-tuned knowledge of differences
between veneers and motives. The inclination to give first and ask questions | ater often comes at the
expense of sincerity screening. In consulting, Lillian Bauer made a habit of clearing her schedul e for
virtually anyone who asked, regardless of who they were. When a client asked for a supplementary
analysis, evenif it wasnG technically part of the project, she would do it, wanting to please the client.
When a junior anal yst needed advice, she would i mmedi ately open up time in her calendar,
sacrificing her personal time.

At Del oitte, Jason Geller intuitively adopted an approach that closely resembl es sincerity
screening. Geller starts by offering help to every new hire, but inhisinitial conversations with them,
he pays attention to who seems to be a giver versus a taker. il cand proactively go and spend time
with every single person in the practice globally, so | try to sense whoé genuine and who@ not. Some
folks approach the conversation in terms of learning. Others come in and say, d want to get promoted
to senior consultant. What should | do?8 Geller assumes these consultants are takers. fiThey focus on
telling me what they@e doing, with a thirty-minute agenda of things they want to update me on,
because they want to make me aware. Theyde not really asking insightful questions; ités very
superficial. We don& get deep enough for it to be really helpful for them.o

Over time, as she sacrificed her own interests, Lillian Bauer began to recogni ze that some people
operated like takers: fithey@re so self-focused that they will take what they can and move on, so |
started being more systematic in how | helped other people.0 She started to pay more attention to who
was asking and how they treated her, and made a list of reasons to say no. To continue giving but do
so more efficiently, she wrote advice guides for engagement managers and associ ate partners, putting
much of her knowledge on paper so she didnd end up repeating it to takers. il found that was a more
strategi c way of being a giver,0 Bauer says.*

Once givers start to use their skillsin sincerity screening to identify potential takers, they know
when to put up their guard. But sometimes, this awareness sets intoo late: givers have already
become loyal to ataker. If givers are already trapped in exchanges where they feel concerned for a
taker & interests, how do they protect themsel ves agai nst the doormat effect?




Generous Tit for Tat: The Adaptable Giver

Several years after Brad stole his clients and his money, Peter Audet was working with a business
partner named Rich. When they first paired up, Rich came across as highly agreeable: he was
enthusiastic and friendly. But a colleague reflects that fial though Rich looked like a giver because he
acted supportive, he was really a taker. Peter was a giver, and Rich was sucking everything out of
him.0 Rich was drawing a high salary, more than $300,000 a year, without contributing much to the
financial success of the business. He was living on the Gold Coast of Australia, and he would spend
his mornings on the beach, stroll into the office at ten A.M., and go to the pub at midday. iBrad gave
me a pretty strong sense of what a taker 1ooked like, and | realized that Rich was a big taker,0 Peter
laments. il was always doing extra work, and Rich was absol utely drai ning the busi ness of money.
He didn& really care about the staff or service to clients; he was starting to pol | ute the culture. He
was taking advantage of me, trading off the back of my loyalty to him because we had built the

busi ness up from nothing.o

Peter stayed timid until one Monday, when Rich announced that he had bought a multimillion-
dollar house on the Gold Coast. He needed $100,000, and he took it right out of the company accourt.
At aboard meeting that day, Rich |eft early to meet friends at the pub. This was the last straw for
Peter; he knew Rich could no longer be trusted, so he promised the board that he would hold Rich
accountable. But he had yet to formulate a pland and he felt guilty and uncomfortabl e: fiRich was like
my big brother.0 A colleague said, filt would have been hard for anybody, but | think it was harder
because Peter is a giver. He knew what was at the other side of it for Rich, and he wanted to save him
fromit.0

Peter was a victim of empathy, the powerful emotion that we experience when we imagine
another personG distress. Empathy is a pervasive force behind giving behaviors, but itG al so a mgjor
source of vulnerability. When Brad wasn@ doing well and accepted a new job, Peter felt his pain, and
bought his clients without hesitation. When he considered how Richwould feel about being ousted,
Peter felt sorry for him, and didn& want to cut himot.

Peter was falling into an empathy trap thaté visible in a classi ¢ negotiati on study. Researchers
brought peopl e together in pairs to negotiate the purchase of el ectronics products such as TVs. Half of
the negotiating pairs were strangers; the other half were dating couples. In each pair, one negotiator
was the seller, and the other was the buyer. On average, who do you think would achieve more joint
profits: the strangers or the dating coupl es?

| assumed that the dating couples would do better, because they would trust each other more,
share more informeation, and discover opportunities for mutual gains.

But the dating couples did substantial ly wor se than the strangers, achieving lower joint profits.

Before the negoti ation, the researchers asked the dating couples how inlove they were. The
stronger their feelings of love, the worse they did.

The dating couplesd especially the onesinloved operated like selfless givers. Their default
approach was to empathi ze with their partnersdneeds and give inright away, regardless of their own
interests. Concern for their partners had the effect of fishort-circuiting efforts to discover integrative
solutions in favor of more accessible but |ess mutual ly sati sfactory outcomes,0 the researchers write,
leading to a fickid glovesdapproach to problem sol ving.0 When researchers studied selfless givers at




the bargai ning tabl e, the same pattern surfaced. People who agreed with statements like Al always
place the needs of others above my owno were anxious about putting strain on the relationship, so
they accommodated their counterparts by giving away value.

As with the dating couples inlove, empathy had turned Peter into a doormatd until he discovered
an alternative to empathy that® equal ly aligned with his natural strengths as a giver. Instead of
contempl ating Richds feelings, Peter considered what Rich was thinking. Thisled to a powerful
insight: Rich seemed interested inworking on a new challenge, so Peter could appeal to Richés self-
interest. AYoudre clearly not enjoying running the busi ness day-to-day,0 Peter told Rich, fiso why don&
you let me handle it? | think 1Gm old enough now that 1&m ready for the heavy lifting.0 Rich agreed,
expressing adesire to work on special projects in the entrepreneurial space to generate new revenue
for the business. Peter supported the decision and started running board meetings.

Peter accomplished this maneuver by getting inside Riché head, rather than his heart. Studies led
by Columbia psychol ogist Adam Galinsky show that when we empathi ze at the bargai ning tabl e,
focusing on our counterpartsdemotions and feelings puts us at risk of giving away too much. But when
we engage in perspective taking, considering our counter partsothoughts and i nterests, wedre more
likely to find ways to make deal s that satisfy our counterparts without sacrificing our own interests.
Peter never would have discovered his solutionif he had continued to empathi ze with Rich. By
shifting his focus from Riché feelings to his thoughts, Peter was able to see the world through a
taker & eyes and adjust his strategy accordingly.

Despite his success in drawing Rich into arole where he could do less harm, Peter couldnd quite
let go of the desire to support Rich and help him succeed. At the same time, he knew there was still
plenty of room for Rich to keep taking. Peter decided to trust but verify: he granted Rich the autonomy
to work on special projects, but held him accountabl e for his results, asking himto report on his
progress every ninety days. il gave him the opportunity to measure his own contribution and for us to
do the same.0 After six months, Rich had done very little. Peter conducted aformal analysis and
wrote a board report. fiWhen Riché contribution ended up being zero, it was undeniably of his own
doing. He was presented with a crude form of evidence of his own taking and lack of giving. The truth
ultimately moved him on and set him free for me.o Rich elected to | eave and take his equity out of the
busi ness.

Peter was no longer a doormat; he had taken down a taker. Later, he |earned that Rich had been
even more of ataker than anyone realized: he had alarge line of credit with the firm, and also owed
the bank money. Peter had to write a check to settle because Rich was short. A year after Peter took
over as managing director, Rich exited the firm. Fifteen months after Riché departure, PeterGs firm
had turned around to achieve seven-figure profits, staff morale had skyrocketed, turnover had
plummeted, and they were in the running for firm of the year in the deal er group.

Once successful givers see the value of sincerity screening and begin to spot agreeabl e takers as
potential fakers, they protect themsel ves by adjusting their behavior accordingly. Peter & experience
offers a clue into how givers avoid getting burned: they become matchers intheir exchanges with
takers. [tGs wise to start out as a giver, since research shows that trust is hard to build but easy to
destroy. But once a counterpart is clearly acting like a taker, it makes sense for giversto flex their
reciprocity styles and shift to a matching strategyd as Peter did by requiring Rich to reciprocate by
adding val ue to the business. filté built into my nature now to not give takers much time, and certainly
not waste my time with them,0 Peter says.




In one experiment, psychol ogi sts gave peopl e the chance to work with partners who were either
competitive or cooperative. The takers acted competitively regardless of who their partners were.
The rest adapted to their partners; they were cooperative when working with cooperative partners,
but once a partner was competitive, they matched their behavior, responding in a more competitive
manner. Game theorists call thistit for tat, and itGs a pure matcher strategy: start out cooperating, and
stay cooperative unless your counterpart competes. When your counterpart competes, match the
behavior by competing too. Thisisawildly effective form of matching that has won many game
theory tournaments. But tit for tat suffers from fia fatal flaw,0 writes Harvard mathematical biol ogist
Martin Nowak, of finot being forgiving enough to stomach the occasional mishap.o

Nowak has found that it can be more advantageous to al ternate between giving and matching. In
generousttit for tat, the ruleis finever forget a good turn, but occasionally forgive a bad one.o You
start out cooperating and conti nue cooperating until your counterpart competes. When your
counterpart competes, instead of always responding competitively, generous tit for tat usually means
competing two thirds of the time, acting cooperatively in response to one of every three defections.
nGenerous tit for tat can easily wipe out tit for tat and defend itself against being exploited by
defectors,0 Nowak writes. Generous tit for tat achieves a powerful balance of rewarding giving and
discouragi ng taking, without being overly punitive. It comes with arisk: generous tit for tat
encourages most peopl e to act like givers, which opens the door for takers to firise up agai no by
competing when everyone el se is cooperating. But inaworld where rel ationships and reputations are
visible, ités increasingly difficult for takers to take advantage of givers. According to Nowak, fiThe
generous strategy dominates for a very long time.o

Generous tit for tat is an otherish strategy. Whereas sel fless givers make the mistake of trusting
others all the time, otherish givers start out with trust as the default assumption, but theyGre willing to
adjust thelir reciprocity styles in exchanges with someone who appears to be a taker by action or
reputation. Being otherish means that givers keep their own interests inthe rearview mirror, taking
care to trust but verify. When dealing with takers, shifting into matcher mode is a self-protective
strategy. But one out of every three times, it may be wise to shift back into giver mode, granting so-
called takers the opportunity to redeem themselves. Thisis what Peter Audet did with Rich by
offering himthe chance to earn his keep. Otherish givers carry the optimistic belief that Randy Pausch
expressed in The Last Lecture: AWait long enough, and people will surprise and impress you.o

The value of generoustit for tat as an otherish approach was demonstrated by Abraham Lincolnin
the Sampson story from the opening chapter. After Lincolnfell on his sword so that Lyman Trumbul |
could defeat James Shields inthe Illinois Senate race, Trumbull came under fire for trying to sabotage
LincolnG career. Lincolné wife, Mary Todd, said Trumbull had committed fisel fi sh treacheryo and
she cut ties with Trumbul | & wife, who had been one of her closest friendsd Mary was a bridesmaid
at the Trumbull wedding. Lincoln, however, was more inclined to forgive. He expressed faith to
Trumbull: AANy effort to put enmity between you and meis asidle as the wind.o At the same time,
wanting to protect himself agai nst defection, Lincoln warned Trumbull not to cross him: iwhile |
have no more suspicion agai nst you than | have of my best friend living, | am kept in a constant
struggl e agai nst suggestions of this sort.0 Trumbull reciprocated, hel ping Lincolnin his next Senate
bid.

In 1859, Chicago mayor John Wentworth accused Norman Judd of plotting against Lincoln to
support Trumbull and advance his own political career. Whereas his wife never forgave Judd,




Lincoln reminded Judd that fiyou did vote for Trumbull agai nst meo but interpreted Juddé decision
generously: fil think, and have said a thousand times, that was no injustice to me.o Lincoln hel ped
Judd medi ate the conflict with Wentworth, but then asked for reciprocity: fit would hurt some for me
to not get the Illinois del egation,0 Lincolnwrote. fiCan you not help me alittle in this matter, in your
end of the vineyard?0 Judd matched: he landed a mgjor editorial supporting Lincolninthe Chicago
Tribune the following week, secured the Republican Convention in Chicago where Lincoln had
supporters, and made sure that Lincol nG detractors were seated in the back, limiting their influence.
Although Lincolné default was in line with a giver style, he recognized the val ue of occasional
matching, and benefited from generous tit for tat. Lincol né acute attention to othersdperspectives gave
him fithe power to forecast with uncanny accuracy what his opponents were likely to do,0 explained
his secretary® daughter, and use this forecast to ficheckmate them.o

Since Jason Geller first started mentoring new hires at Deloitte, he has adopted a version of
generous tit for tat. At the end of the first meeting witha new hire, Geller makes an offer: filf this
conversation was hel pful, 1&m happy to do it on a monthly basis.o If the person agrees, Geller sets up
arecurring monthly meeting in his calendar, with no end date. In addition to creating opportunities for
Geller to give, the monthly meetings offer the side benefit of hel ping him understand who might be a
taker. fiPart of the val ue of the ongoing dialogue is you cantell pretty quickly whoés faking it, because
the good conversations and rel ationships build upon each other,0 Geller explains. filtés easy to fake it
every six months, but not onaregular basis. ThatGs part of why | encourage peopl e to schedul e that
time. 1tGs part of how you sort out who@ genuine while making the biggest impact.0 Once Geller
identifies a colleague as a taker, he keeps giving, but becomes more cautious in his approach. il don&
help themless, but the hel p starts to ook different. 1d1 listen and engage, but weGre not having a
dial ogue; thereds not as much mentoring and coaching. 1tGs not that | will consciously be less available
to support them, but human nature | eads you to invest your time where there is the biggest returnd for
both of us.0

Initially, Lillian Bauer didn& vary her investment as a function of the requester & reciprocity style.
Before she began sincerity screening, she was generous with every audience. That changed after she
hel ped afamily friend who sought her advice about landing a position at a top-tier consulting firm.
Bauer responded in a characteristically generous fashion: she spent more than fifty hours coaching the
candi date on nights and weekends and made connections for her at her own firm and several
competing firms. The candidate ended up receiving offers from Bauer & firm and a competitor, and
joined Bauer G firm. But then, despite the fact that Bauer and her colleagues had expended a great
deal of time and energy recruiting her, the candidate requested a transfer to another officeina
different countryd indirect violation of the firmés recruiting guidelines. Bauer had been duped by an
agreeabl e taker: nThe discussions were very much around what was best for her and her only. The
way she was tal king about the decision made it clear this was all about her; she was obviously going
to help herself.0 Having been taken advantage of, Bauer |earned to be more cautious in dealing with
takers. fAfter that point, it just completely changed the way | felt about her, and | wasn& willing to be
as generous.o

Through a combination of sincerity screening and generoustit for tat, Bauer was able to avoid
becoming a doormat in advising and mentoring takers. But she hadn& overcome the obstacl e of
learning to challenge clients and say no to some of their requests, instead of being a pushover. fil was
still saying yes to the client too much, instead of pushing back.0 What does it take for giversto



become more assertive?



Assertiveness and the Advocacy Paradox

The men and women were equally qualified, but the men were earning substantially more money.
Linda Babcock, an economist at Carnegie Mellon University, stared at the data in dismay. Although it
was the twenty-first century, the male MBA graduates from her school had 7.6 percent higher salaries
than their femal e counterparts. Carnegie Mellonis one of the worldés finest technical institutions,
boasti ng ei ghteen Nobel Prize winners, including seven in economics al one. When busi ness students
enroll for their MBASs at Carnegie Mellon, they are signing up for a serious quarnti tati ve challenge.
The school offers degrees in computational finance, quanti tati ve economics, and software
engineering, and over 40 percent of all Carnegie Mellon MBAS accept jobs in finance. Insuch a
guantitatively intense environment, the salary numbers suggested that women still face a glass ceiling.
Babcock calculated that over athirty-five-year career, this gap meant that each woman was losing an
average of more than $1 million.

But the gender gap, it turns out, wasn@ quite due to a glass ceiling. Men and women received
similar starting offers, and the discrepancy emerged by the time they signed their final offers. Upon
closer inspection, Babcock discovered a dramatic difference between men and women in the
willingness to ask for more money. More than half of the mend 57 percentd tried to negotiate their
starting sal aries, compared with only 7 percent of the women. The men were more than eight times as
likely to negotiate as the women. The students who did negotiate (mostly men) improved their
salaries by an average of 7.4 percent, enough to account for the gender gap.

The discrepancy inwillingness to negotiate wasn& limited to the quantitative world of Carnegie
Mellon MBAs. In another study, Balbcock and her colleagues recruited people to play four rounds of
Boggle for afee of somewhere between $3 and $10. When they finished, the researcher acted like a
taker, handing them the minimum of $3 and asking, fils three dollars okay?0 Once again, eight times as
many men as women asked for more money. The next study went the same way, but the researcher
handed them the minimum of $3 without asking if it was okay. None of the women asked for more
money, whereas 13 percent of the men took the initiative to ask for more. With another group of
participants, the researcher handed over $3 and said, fiThe exact payment is negotiable.0 The mgjority
of the men (59 percent) seized the opportunity and asked for more, compared with only 17 percent of
the women. Overall, the menwere 8.3 times more likely to ask for more money than the women. In
each case, the women were doormats, allowing takers to walk all over them. Research shows that one
of the main reasons that women tend to negoti ate | ess assertively than menis that they worry about
violating social expectations that theyd| be warm and kind.*

Yet women arend the only ones who become pushovers at the bargai ning table. The doormat
effect is a curse that afflicts givers of both genders. In several experiments, male and female givers
were willing to make large concessions just to reach an agreement that would make their counterparts
happy, evenif they had better options available. And in a series of studies |ed by Notre Dame
professor Timothy Judge, nearly four thousand Americans filled out a survey on whether they were
givers, indicating the degree to which they tended to be hel pful, caring, and trusting. On average, the
givers earned 14 percent lower income than their less giving counterparts, taking an annual pay hit of
nearly $7,000. When the data were split by gender, the income penalty was three times greater for
giver men than giver women. The female givers earned an average of 5.47 percent |ess money than




their peers, for a difference of $1,828. The male givers earned an average of 18.31 percernt less
money than their peers, for a difference of $9,772.

Aswe saw earlier inthe chapter on powerless communication, givers tend to be humble and
uncomfortabl e asserting themsel ves directly. Studies in more controlled settings have shown that in
zero-sum situations, givers frequently shy away from advocating for their own interests: when
negoti ating their salaries, they make more modest requests than matchers and takers, and end up
accepting less favorabl e outcomes. This rel uctance to be assertive is especially likely to afflict
agreeable givers, who pay a price intheir pocketbooks.*

At aprofessional services firm, amanwho Idl call Sameer Jain was a giver who consistertly fell
victimto the doormat effect. Sameer was ranked at the top of his class and the top 10 percent of all
empl oyees in the northeast United States at his firm, and dedicated much of his time to helping
colleagues and mentoring junior employees. Despite being a star performer, he watched his friends at
other firms get promoted faster and earn more income, and he never negotiated his salary or asked for
araise. Onseveral occasions, he watched assertive peers who were no better performers negotiate
raises and promotions, sailing past himin the corporate hierarchy. il did not push hard enough to
make that happen for myself. | didn@ want to make others uncomfortabl e or overstep my bounds.o

Growing up inIndia, Sameer was a pushover, which made himthe butt of jokes in his family. His
father came from a background in poverty, and learned to be a hard-nosed negotiator who bargained
for everything, clawing his family up to the middle class. Sameer grew up shielded, protected from
having to assert himself. His submi ssiveness bothered his wife, who was a tough negotiator. When
they first started dating, Sameer was about to sign alease on an apartment. His wife intervened,
negotiated on his behal f, and reduced the rent by $600 a year. He was impressed, but also
embarrassed. Since then, whenever they make a purchase, he has turned to his wife to negotiate,
knowing that he would be a doormet. iiTo be honest, 16ve been ashamed of this for along time,0 he
admits.

After he left the professional services firm, Sameer completed an MBA and received ajob offer
froma Fortune 500 medical technology company, hisideal employer. He wasn@& entirely satisfied
with the terms of the offer, but as usual, he was rel uctant to negotiate. il felt awkward. | like my boss,
and | didn& want to make him uncomfortabl e.0 Weakeni ng Sameer ¢ position further, the economy had
just crashed, and his peers were all signing without negoti ating.

But something was different this time. By a couple months later, Sameer had negotiated increases
in his total compensation to the tune of more than $70,000. He had undergone a chump change,
transforming from his traditional doormeat status into a more assertive, more successful negotiator.
My wife was stunned, and she complimented my persi stence and effectiveness as a negotiator,0 he
says. fiFor her to see me as a good negotiator is the ultimate validation.0 What was it that drove
Sameer to step up to the plate?

The answer can be found in aningenious experiment conducted by Linda Babcock and her
colleagues. The participants were 176 senior executives from private and public organizations, with
titles ranging from CEO and COOQ to president, general manager, and chairman. The executives all
started with the same i nformati on: an employee in a software company was being promoted, and they
were negoti ating compensati on for the new position. The mal e executives playing the role of the
empl oyee landed an average of $146,000, 3 percent higher than the womené average of $141,000.
But with a single sentence, Babcock and colleagues hel ped the femal e executives boost their averages




to $167,000, outdoi ng the men by 14 percent.

All it took was to tell themthey were playing a different role. Instead of imagining that they were
the empl oyee, the femal e executives were asked to i magine that they were the empl oyeeds mentor.
Now the women were agents advocating for someone el se. Interestingly, they didn& set higher goals,
but they were willing to push harder to achieve their goals, which led themto better outcomes. Ina
similar study, researchers Emily Amanatullah and Michael Morris asked men and women to negoti ate
the terms of an attractive job offer. Half were instructed to imagine that they had received the offer
themsel ves and negoti ate accordingly. The other half were instructed to imagine that they had referred
afriend for the job and were now responsi ble for negotiating on behalf of the friend. Once again, all
of the participants set similar goals, irrespective of whether they were male or female, or negotiating
for themselves or afriend.

But their actual behavior in the negotiations varied strikingly. Regardless of whether they were
negoti ating for themsel ves or others, the men requested starting salaries averaging $49,000. The
women followed a different path. When they were negotiating for themsel ves, they requested starting
salaries averaging only $42,0000 16.7 percent lower than the men.

This discrepancy vanished when the women negoti ated on behalf of a friend. As advocates,
women did just as well as the men, requesting an average of $49,000. In another study, Amanatullah
and Morris found the same results with experienced executives negotiating: mal e executives landed
the same salaries regardl ess of whether they were negotiating for themsel ves or others, whereas
femal e executives did much better when negotiating for others than themsel ves. And Vanderbilt
professors Bruce Barry and Ray Friedman found that in short-term, single-issue negotiations, givers
do worse than takers, because they@e willing to give larger slices of the pieto their counterparts. But
thi s disadvantage disappears entirely when the givers set high goal's and stick to themd whichis
easier for givers to do when advocating for someone el se.

Advocating for others was the key to Sameer & chump change. When he shied away from
negotiating with hisinitial employer, Sameer was thinking about his own interests. With the Fortune
500 medical technology company, he put himself in a different frame of mind: he was representing his
familyGs interests. Although he might be a doormat when he was responsible for himself, being a giver
meant that he didnd want to | et other people down. fil used it as a psychol ogical weapon agai nst
myself, to motivate myself,0 Sameer says. AT he sol ution was thinking about myself as an agent, an
advocate for my family. Asagiver, | feel guilty about pushing too much, but the minute | start thinking,
dam hurting my family, who& depending on me for this,61 don& feel guilty about pushing for that
side.0

By thinking of himself as an agent representing his family, Sameer summoned the resol ve to make
aninitial request for a higher salary and tuition reimbursement. This was an otherish strategy. Onthe
one hand, he was doing what givers do naturally: advocating for other people@ interests. On the other
hand, he intentional ly advocated for his family, whose interests were closely aligned with his own. At
the same time, he wasn& pushing so far as to become ataker: he sought a balance in meeting his
familyGs interests and his company@. fiMy val ue system means that 1&m not going to do anything thatés
wrong or unfair,0 Sameer explains. fldm not going to try to gouge anyone, but | am going to push to the
point thatés right and fair.o

When Sameer first contacted his new boss to negotiate, he asked for a salary increase and
rei mbursement of his MBA tuition. This matched what other firms were offering, but the boss came




back with disappointing news from HR: they weren& able to grant either request. At that poirt,
Sameer felt the urge to back down. He wanted to be a giver toward his boss, and he was worried that
getting more money would harm his boss performance or compromise his budget. But Sameer had
massi ve debt from student | oans, and he felt responsible for his family first. He asked again,
convincing his boss to lobby HR for the bump in his salary and signing bonus. He ended up getting a
$5,000 salary increase and a $5,000 signing bonus increase. By that time, his $10,000 signing bonus
had expired. Sameer asked for that too, and got it. His boss assured himthat this was the best he
could do.

Sameer was already up $20,000 inthe first year alone, not to mention the dividends that the base
salary increase would accrue, but he wasn@ done yet. He still wasn@& receiving tuition
rei mbursement, so he was determined to find another way to support his family. He had plenty of free
time during his last semester of school, so he negotiated a consulting arrangement to work for the
company part-time. The company agreed to pay him $135 per hour, which would net Sameer another
$50,000 in the span of afew months. At that point, he signed the contract, having upped his total
compensation by more than $70,000. fiBeing abl e to keep pushing, alarge part of that was being an
agent,0 Sameer says. filf | dond push now, what@ going to happen when | get another promotion? IGm
going to be that guy who has three kids and gets pushed around. Thinking of myself as an agent
motivated me to keep going. It gave me some extra cojones.o

Although advocating for his family hel ped him succeed, Sameer was still concerned about how it
would affect his reputation at the firmand his rel ationship with his boss. \When the negoti ation was
finished, his boss shared a surprising sentiment: he admired Sameer G assertiveness. filt was part of
why my boss wanted me,0 Sameer says. fiHe respected that | wasn& going to be pushed around
anymore.o Givers, particularly agreeabl e ones, often overesti mate the degree to which assertiveness
might be off-putting to others. But Sameer didn& just earn respect by virtue of negotiating; his boss
was impressed with how he negotiated. When HR initially rejected Sameer & request, he explained
his familyGs circumstances. fil dond just have to worry about paying rent now. | have afamily to
support and loans to repay. Can you make this more pal atabl e for me?0 By asking on behalf of his
family, instead of himself, Sameer was maintaining an image as a giver. He showed that he was
willing to advocate for others, which sent a positive signal about how hard he would work when
representi ng the company@ i nterests.

Babcock and colleagues call this arelational accountd an explanation for arequest that
highlights concern for the interests of others, not only oneself. When women ask for a higher salary,
they run the risk of violating expectations that they will be fother-oriented and caring, giving rather
than taking in character,0 Babcock writes with Hannah Riley Bowles. Whereas women may be
uniquely worried that assertiveness will violate gender norms, givers of both sexes worry about
violating their own reciprocity preferences. If they push too hard, theyd| feel like takers, rather than
givers. But when givers are advocating for someone el se, pushingis closely aligned with their values
of protecting and promoting the interests of others. givers can chalk it up to caring. And by offering
relational accounts, givers do more than just think of themsel ves as agents advocating for others; they
present themsel ves as agents advocating for others, which is a powerful way to maintain their self-
Images and social images as givers.

This reasoning proved relevant to Lillian Bauer when she decided to stop letting clients treat her
like a doormet. fil want to be generous, and | build trust with clients, but that doesn& mean they can




walk all over me,0 Bauer notes. To decline requests from clients that fell outside the scope of a
project, she used a combi nation of advocacy and relational accounts. Starting with advocacy, Bauer
began to think about herself as an agent for the consultants on her team. fiGivers have a protective
side. In negotiating with aclient, | feel alot of responsibility for my team, and it makes me more
willing to draw a hard line.0 Then, she devel oped a habit of articulating this responsibility to her
clients: iWhen a client makes an unreasonabl e request, | explain that itG going to stretch my team, or
kill themworking crazy hours. The client knows | will bend over backward to do whatGs right for
them, so when | do push back, it has alot more impact: there a good reason for it.0



Pushing Past Pushover

LillianGs progress struck a chord with me. As afreshmanin college, | accepted ajob selling

adverti sements for the LetG Go travel guides. Written and produced entirely by Harvard students, the
Leté Go guides were billed as the bible of the budget travel er, rivaling Lonely Planet, Frommer G,
and Rick Stevesoas the go-to resource for getting around a forei gn country on the cheap. On my first
day, my manager handed me a list of clients and said, iThese people spent about $300,000 last year
on ads in the LetG Go books. Just call them up and convince them to advertise again.0 Then she
turned around and walked away.

As| realized that | wouldn@ get any training, | began to panic. | had no product knowledge and no
relevant experience, and | had never left North America. | was only eighteen years old, and | had no
busi ness making sal es pitches to senior vice presidents at major international companies.*

| mustered up the courage to call one of Let® Gods |ongtime advertisers, a man named Steven who
ranatravel agency. The moment he started talking, it was clear he was furious. fAt first, | was glad to
see that my agency was written up in the books, separate from my ad,0 he snarled, fiuntil | saw that
outdated contact information was listed. So your readers can reach me, 16ve had to pay hundreds of
dollars to maintain old postal addresses and e-mail accounts.o | gently explained that advertising and
editorial are separate departments; | could ensure the accuracy of his ads, but | had no influence over
the content of the books themsel ves. Steven didn@& care; he demanded an adverti sing di scount to make
up for the editorial error and threatened not to renew hisad if | didnd comply. Feeling bad for him, |
granted hima 10 percent discount. This violated a LetG Go policy that appeared in my contract,
prohibiting all discounts that didn& appear in our mediakit, and it was a preview of more mistakes to
come.

After contacting several dozen clients, | had given three more discounts and signed very few
contracts, which became mortifying when | learned that LetG Go had a 95 percent client renewal rate.
Along with bringing in no revenue, when a client demanded a refund on the previous yearG ad, |
caved, becoming the first empl oyee to give away money that was already on the books. In empathi zing
with clients and trying to meet their needs in any way possible, | was hel ping them at my own expense
d not to mention my company@. | was a disaster, and | was ready to quit.

It wasnG the first time | had been a giver to afault. When | was fourteen, | decided to become a
springboard diver. | was determined to master the art of hurling myself into the air, doing somersaults
and twists, and entering the water gracefully without a splash. Never mind that | could hardly jump,
flip, or twist, | wasterrified to try new dives, and my teammeates called out my lack of flexibility by
ni cknami ng me Frankenstein. One day, my coach brought a metronome to practice in the hopes of
improving my timing. After several hours of effort, he declared me incapabl e of rhythm.

For the next four years, | trained six hours a day. Eventually, | became a two-time state finalist, a
two-time junior Olympic national qualifier, and an All-Americandiver. | would go onto compete at
the NCAA varsity level at Harvard. But along the way, | sacrificed my own success. Several months
before the biggest meet of my life, | volunteered to coach two of my competitors. | taught them new
dives, critiqued their form, and reveal ed the secret of the rip entry, showing them how to disappear
into the water at the end of adive.

They returned the favor by beating me at the state champi onshi ps, by just a handful of points.



At Leté Go, | was once again benefiting others at a personal cost. Although | was hel ping my
clients save money, | was a pushover, losing revenues for the company and sacrificing my own
commission. But the following week, | happened to meet a new assi stant manager at Leté Go whose
position was created as a result of the advertising revenue that my predecessor generated. The job
made it possible for her to pay for school. It was the inspiration that | needed: | realized that my
col leagues were depending on me. As a student, | didn& have awife and children yet, but | could see
myself as an agent on behalf of college students in search of jobs that would defray the cost of tuition
and provide meaningful work experiences. | might be a doormat when lobbying solely for my own
Interests, but when | was representing the interests of students, | was willing to fight to protect them.

Before a heated negoti ation with a merciless French hotelier who demanded a discount, | thought
about how the revenue could support job creation, which gave me the resolve to digin my heels. |
added arelational account: if | gave himadiscount, it would only be fair to offer the same to our
other clients, and | had a responsibility to be consistent. He ended up paying the full price.

After four months, | had set company records by bringing in more than $600,000 in revenue,
nearly doubling my predecessor G tally, and |anding more than $230,000 from cold calls to new
prospects. | sold the largest advertising package in company history, and our president announced at a
banquet that | was fione of the finest advertising associ ates ever to come througho the company. At age
nineteen, | was promoted to director of advertising sales, which put me in charge of a budget above
$1 million and tasked me with hiring, training, and motivating my own staff.

Right after | was promoted, the Internet bubbl e collapsed. More than a dozen clients went out of
busi ness before our advertising season even started, and six of our ten biggest clients informed me
that their advertising budgets had been slashed, so they woul dnd be able to renew. When all was said
and done, Leté Go | ost twenty-two loyal clients and 43 percent of the total budget from the previous
year. The worst blow came when our largest client called. It was Michael, the vice president of the
student travel agency that had purchased the record-setting package the previous year. filGm very sorry
to tell you this, because we love your product and val ue this rel ationship.0 Michael took a deep
breath. fiBut due to budget constraints and a declining travel market, IGm not sure if we can afford to
advertise this year at al. To even consider it, wed|l need a major discount.o

Knowing that many jobs depended on revenue from Michael & company, | became an advocate
and pushed back. Because his rivals were pulling their ads, | told Michael, it was an opportunity to
gainaleg up on the competitiond and what better time to invest than during a recession? He said he
would check with his boss and get back to me. The following week, he called with bad news: he had
authorization to advertise in our books only if he could have the same package as the prior year, and
only with a 70 percent discount. This would slash his expenditure of just under $120,000 to bel ow
$40,000.

While | was trying to figure out how much of a discount we could afford, | went to coach adiving
practice. Sitting on the pool deck, it dawned on me that there was a mgjor difference between diving
and Leté Go. Individual sports involved zero-sum contests where hel ping competitors win meant that
| would be more likely to lose. In business, though, win-winwas possible; my clientsointerests didnd
have to be at odds with my own. When | began to contempl ate Michael & interests, | realized that he
might val ue products to give away for free inhis store. | learned from coll eagues that our publishing
contract gave Leté Go the rights to sell or license any content that didn& exceed twenty pages, so |
offered him sponsorship of a new product: twenty-page Let& Go travel bookl ets that he could hand



out to customers. Customers would appreciate the free travel tips and might stay longer in the store or
be more likely to return. Since the funds would come from his distribution budget rather than his
adverti sing budget, he was able to consider the possibility. When | gave further thought to Michael G
interests, | realized that the bookl ets would be more valuable to himif he could sponsor them
exclusively, rather than featuring other compani esbads. We agreed on a mutually beneficial deal for
exclusive sponsorship, and he ended up spending more than $140,000, topping My own previous
record for the largest ad package in company history.

Whereas advocacy and rel ational accounts enabled me to become more assertive in win-lose
negotiations, it was perspective taking that hel ped me expand the pie and succeed inwin-win
negotiations. Ultimately, despite the dot-com bust, this approach |ed more than half of our renewal
clients to increase their ad packages. Our team brought in more than $550,000 in profits, making it
possible to increase the size of our staff and introduce new marketing initiatives. After months of
hounding delinquent clients to send their payments, | became the only manager in recent history to
bring in 100 percent of accounts receivable, |eaving no bad debt. | was el ected to the companyts
board of directors and earned the manager of the year award for |eadership, commitment, and
business acumen. The lessons | learned at LetG Go stuck with me, and | decided to spend the rest of
my career teaching other givers what | had discovered about overcoming the doormeat effect.

For a number of years, researchers have known that successful negotiators tend to operate in an
otherish fashion. In a comprehensive analysis of twenty-eight different studies led by Dutch
psychol ogist Carsten De Dreu, the best negotiators werend takers or selfless givers. The takers
focused on claiming val ue: they saw negoti ations as zero-sum, win-lose contests and didnG trust their
opponents, so they bargai ned aggressively, overl ooking opportunities to create val ue through
devel oping an understanding of their counterpartsdinterests. The selfless givers made too many
concessions, benefiting their counterparts at a personal cost. The most effective negotiators were
otherish: they reported high concern for their owninterests and high concern for their counterpartsd
interests. By looking for opportunities to benefit others and themsel ves, otherish givers are able to
think in more complex ways and identify win-win sol utions that both takers and selfless givers miss.
Instead of just giving away value like selfless givers, otherish givers create value first. By the time
they give slices of pie away, the entire pie is big enough that thereds plenty |eft to claimfor
themsel ves: they can give more and take more.

This notion of expanding the pie captures a turning point in Lillian Bauer & career. Although she
had learned to push back with clients and place boundaries on the time she spent mentoring and
hel ping takers, she wasn& willing to et go of helping givers and matchers. When junior associates
who didn@ seem like takers needed help, she still gave in a selfless manner, sacrificing inordinate
amounts of her time regardless of her own schedul e and demands.

Jason Geller adopted a more otherish approach: he found a way to expand the amount of giving
that he could accomplish without increasing the demands on his time. Geller engaged others in sharing
the workload, creating opportunities for themto become givers, while keeping himself from becoming
overloaded. As a senior manager, when junior analysts asked him for help, Geller would suggest a
lunch, and invite a couple newer managers to come along. This opened the door for the managers to
have access to him, and for them to provide mentoring to the junior analysts. filt& a great way for
them to build the support of folks more junior to them,0 he says. Instead of doing all of the giving
himsel f, he was able to connect junior anal ysts with multi ple mentors, who provided a broader base




of knowledge and advice.
After being told she was too generous, Bauer adopted an approach that resembled Geller . She
started doing group mentoring sessions instead of only one-on-ones:

| asked myself, AAm | really the only person who can help in this particular
instance?0 | tried not to think about myself as the only resource | was optimizing,
and started connecting peopl e to hel p each other. Now, 1Gm quite explicit with my
mentees. | tell them, APeople did this for me, and you need to do this for other
people. There is an expectation that when you receive that kind of generosity
from peopl e, you need to pay it forward.o

By deciding not to carry the burden alone, Bauer expanded the pie, enabling her giving to have a
broader impact while protecting her own time. filf you have a natural mix of givers, takers, and
matchers in your company,0 Bauer says, fiyou can do alot to magnify the giver tendency, suppress the
more aggressive taker tendencies, and shift the matchers toward giving. ThereG an energy and a
sati sfaction that you get out of it. Inits own way, it addictive.0

Instead of assuming that they&e doomed to become doormats, successful givers recognize that
their everyday choices shape the results they achieve in competitive, confrontational situations. The
dangerslielessingivingitself, and moreinthe rigidity of sticking with asingle reciprocity style
across all interactions and relationships. As the psychologist Brian Little puts it, evenif astyle like
givingisour first nature, our ability to prosper depends on devel opi ng enough comfort with a
matchi ng approach that it becomes second nature. Although many successful givers start fromthe
default of trusting othersointentions, theyGre also careful to scan their environments to screen for
potential takers, always ready to shift from feeling a taker G emotions to anal yzing a taker Gs thoughts,
and flex from giving unconditionally to a more measured approach of generous tit for tat. And when
they feel inclined to back down, successful givers are prepared to draw reserves of assertiveness
fromtheir commitments to the peopl e who matter to them.

For Lillian Bauer, these shiftsin strategy catalyzed a chump change. As Bauer learned to leverage
her natural strengths in advocating for others and reading other peopl e motives, she adapted her
behavior to invest inthose on whom she could have the greatest i nfl uence and encouraged themto
give aswell. The cumulative effect was that she transformed from a doormat into a successful giver.
Even though her generosity initially slowed her rise to partner, she ended up getting there ahead of
schedule. Lillian Bauer was one of the first members of her consulting class to make partner.




38
The Scrooge Shift

Why a Soccer Team, a Fingerprint, and a Name Can Tilt Usin the Other Direction

How selfish soever man may be supposed, there are evidently some principlesin his nature which
interest him in the fortunes of others, and render their happiness necessary to him, although he
derives naothing from it except the pleasure of seeing it.

0 _Adam Smith, father of economics

In 1993, a man named Craig Newmark |eft IBM after seventeen years to take a computer security
position at Charles Schwab in San Francisco. As asingle guy new to the Bay Area, he was |ooking
for ways to spice up his socia life. Inearly 1995, he started e-mailing friends to share information
about local arts and technol ogy events. Word of mouth spread, and peopl e began to expand the

posti ngs beyond events to feature job openings, apartments, and miscellaneous items for sale. By
June, the e-mail list had grown to 240 people. It was too large for direct e-mail, so Craig moved it to
alistserv. In 1996, a website was born, and it was called Craigslist. By the end of 2011, there were
Craigslist sites in more than seven hundred | ocations around the world. In the United States alone,
roughly fifty million people visit Craigslist each month, making Craigslist one of the ten most popul ar
websites in the countryd and one of the forty most visited inthe world.

Craigslist flourished by appealing to our basic matcher instincts. It facilitates transactions in
which buyers and sellers can agree on afair price, exchanging goods and services for what theyGre
worth. Fundamentally, Craigslist is about trading val ue in direct exchanges between peopl e, creating
amatcher G preferred even bal ance of give and take. MWedre not altruistic,0 Newmark writes. fiFrom
one perspective, wede like a flea market.o

Could a system like this function based entirely on giving, instead of matching?

In 2003, an Ohio native by the name of Deron Beal decided to find out. Just like Craig Newmark,
Beal wasinanew city where he lacked information, so he started an e-mail list of friends. Following
the lead from Craigslist, Beal was aiming to create Internet-based local communities of exchange for



anyone to access, connecting people who wanted goods with people who were ready to part with
them. But inaradical departure fromthe typical Craigslist exchange, Beal set an unusual ground rule:
no currency or trading allowed. The network was called Freecycle, and all goods had to be given
away for free.

The ideafor Freecycle was sparked when Beal devel oped and ran a recycling program for
businesses at a nonprofit organization called Rise in Tucson, Arizona. Local businesses beganto give
Beal used items that were still in good condition but weren& recyclable, like computers and desks. In
the hopes of giving the items away to people who needed them, Beal spent hours on the phone
offering themto charities, but made little progress. At the same time, he had a bed that he wanted to
give away, but thrift shops wouldn& accept it. He realized that he might be able to solve both of these
problems with an online community that matched givers and receivers more efficiently.

Beal sent aninitial e-mail announcing Freecycle to about forty friends, inviting themto join and
spread the word. When some of the earliest Freecycle members started posting items to give away,
Beal was caught off guard. One woman offered to give away a partially used bottle of hair dye, which
would expire in amatter of hours. filt needs to be used really soon,0 she wrote, fiso if anyone has an
urge to go darker, tonight is the night.0 A Texas man posted a more desirable itemd fishing tackled
but had a string attached. He would only give it away to someone from whom fishing tackle had been
stolen. fAs a kid thirty-four years ago, | stole atackle box. ThereG no way | can find the person and
make it right, so IGmtrying to do the next best thing.0 With some peopl e finding matcher loopholesin
the system, and others trying to give away junk, Freecycle seemed like alost cause.

But Beal believed that fione persond trash really is another & treasure.0 And some peopl e gave
away actual treasure on Freecycle that they could have easily sold on Craigslist. One person donated
acamerain excellent condition worth at |east $200; others gave away good computers, flat-screen
TVs, baby car seats, pianos, vacuum cleaners, and exercise equipment. When Freecycle started in
May 2003, there were thirty members. Within ayear, Freecycle had grown at an astoni shing rate:
there were more than 100,000 members in 360 cities worldwide. By March 2005, Freecycle had
increased tenfold in membership, reaching a million members.

Recently, social scientists Robb Willer, Frank Flynn, and Sonya Zak decided to study what drives
peopl e to parti cipate in exchange systems. They were striving to get to the bottom of a vigorous
debate among social scientists, many of whom believed that the types of direct exchanges that take
place on Craigslist were the optimal way of exchanging resources. By all owing people to trade value
back and forth, a system like Craigslist capitalizes on the fact that most people are matchers. But
some experts anticipated the rapid growth of systems like Freecycle, where members give to one
person and receive from another, never trading val ue back and forth with the same person. These
researchers were convinced that although such a generalized reciprocity systemrelies on people to be
givers and can be exploited by takers, it could be just as productive in facilitati ng the exchange of
goods and services as direct matching.

The intuitive explanation is that the two types of systems attract different types of people. Perhaps
matchers were drawn to Craigslist, whereas givers flocked to Freecycle.* As Deron Beal told me, filf
there were only takers, there would be no Freecycle.0 But Willer &G team found that this wasn& the
whol e story.

Although Freecycle grew in part by attracting people who already |eaned strongly inthe giver
direction, it accomplished something much more impressive. Somehow, Freecycle managed to




encourage matchers and takers to act like givers. To figure out how Freecycle works, Willer & team
studied random sampl es of members at both Craigslist and Freecycle. They collected surveys from
more than a thousand members of the two exchange organi zati ons from dozens of communities around
the United States, measuring reciprocity styles by asking members to answer a series of questions
about whether they generally preferred to maximize their own gains or contribute to others. The
givers had donated an average of twenty-one items on Freecycle. The takers could have given
nothing, but they had given away an average of more than nine items each on Freecycle.

Interestingly, in fact, people often join Freecycle to take, not give. nPeople usually hear about
Freecycle as away to get free stuff. Your average personwill jointhinking, d can get something for
nothing,& Beal says. fiBut a paradigm shift kicks in. We had a big wave of new parents who needed
help in hard times. They received strollers, car seats, cribs, and high chairs. Later, instead of selling
them on Craigslist, they started giving them away.0

What drives people to join a group with the intention of taking, but then end up giving?

The answer to this question opens up another way that givers avoid the bottom of the success
|ladder. When dealing with individuals, ités sensible for givers to protect themselves by engagingin
sincerity screening and acting primarily like matchers in exchanges with takers. But in group settings,
thereG a different way for givers to make sure that theyére not being exploited: get everyone inthe
group to act more like givers. The strategy was foreshadowed by Jason Geller and Lillian Bauer, who
directly asked their mentees to pay it forward in mentoring groups of more junior colleagues. Earlier,
Adam Rifkin, the Silicon Valley giver who was named Fortuneds best networker, did the same thing
in his entire network. He invited the people who benefited from his giving to help other peopleinhis
web of relationships, and a giving normevolved. As | noted in the opening chapter, people rarely
have a single reciprocity style that they apply uniformly to every domain of their lives. If a group
devel ops a normof giving, members will uphold the normand give, evenif they&e more inclined to
be takers or matchers elsewhere. This reduces the risks of giving: when everyone contributes, the pie
Islarger, and givers are no longer stuck contributing far more than they get.

What is it about groups that can tilt members in the giver direction? At the end of this chapter, 141
introduce you to a powerful activity that some of the worldé | eading compani es and business school s
have started using to motivate giving among takers and matchers, as well as givers. But first, by
unpacking Freecycl e success in motivating matchers and takers to give, we can gain a deeper
understanding of what individuals and organi zations can do to foster greater levels of giving. The
starting point is to ask why people give inthe first place.



The Altruism Debate

For nearly forty years, two of the world& most disti ngui shed psychol ogists have | ocked horns over
whether the decision to give can be purely altruistic, or whether it& always ultimately selfish. Rather
than debate philosophy, each has come to battle wielding a deadlier weapon: the psychol ogical
experimen.

The defendant of pure altruismis C. Daniel Batson, who believes that we engage intruly selfless
giving whenwe feel empathy for another person in need. The greater the need, and the stronger our
attachment to the person experiencing it, the more we empathi ze. When we empathi ze with a person,
we focus our energy and attention on helping himor herd not because it will make us feel good but
because we genuinely care. Batson believes that al though some peopl e feel empathy more intensely
and frequently than others, virtually all humans have the capacity for empathyd even the most
disagreeabl e of takers. As Adam Smith put it centuries ago: fithe emotion which we feel for the
misery of others. . . is by no means confined to the virtuous and humane, though they perhaps may feel
it with the most exquisite sensibility. The greatest ruffian, the most hardened violator of the laws of
society, is not altogether without it.0

The devil & advocate is Robert Cialdini, who argues that thereG no such thing as pure altruism.
He believes that human beings are frequently generous, giving, and caring. But he doesn& think these
behaviors are entirely altruistic in origin. He believes that when others hurt, we hurtd and this
motivates us to help. Cialdinié first challenge to Batsonds claims was that when empathy leads us to
help, it not because our ultimate goal is to benefit the other person. He proposed that when others
areinneed, we feel distressed, sad, or guilty. To reduce our own negative feelings, we help. Cialdini
accumul ated an impressive body of studies suggesting that when peopl e feel distressed, guilty, or sad
toward another person in need, they help.

Batsonds rebuttal : itGs true that peopl e sometimes hel p to reduce negative feelings, but this isnd
the only reason. And negative feelings dond always |ead to hel ping. When we feel distressed, sad, or
guilty, our ultimate goal is to reduce these negative feelings. In some cases, hel pingis the strategy that
we choose. But in many cases, we can reduce our negative feelings in other ways, such as distracting
ourselves or escaping the situati on altogether. Batson figured out a clever way to tease apart whether
empathy drives us to help because we want to reduce another persond distress or our own distress. If
the goal is to reduce our own distress, we should choose whatever course of action makes us feel
better. If the goal is to reduce another persond distress, we should hel p even when ité costly and
other courses of action would make us feel good.

In one experiment, Batson and col | eagues gave peopl e a choice: watch a woman receive electric
shocks or |eave the experiment to avoid the distress. Not surprisingly, 75 percent left. But when they
felt empathy for the woman, only 14 percent | eft; the other 86 percent stayed and offered to take the
shocks in her place. And of the people who stayed to hel p, the ones who empathi zed the most strongly
were willing to endure four times as many shocks as those who felt |ess empathy. Batson and
coll eagues demonstrated this pattern in more than half a dozen experiments. Even when people can
reduce their negative feelings by escaping the situation, if theyGre feeling empathy, they stay and help
anyway, at a personal cost of time and pain. On the basis of this evidence, Batson concluded that
reducing bad feelings is not the only reason peopl e help, and a comprehensive analysis of eighty-five




different studies backed him up.

But Cialdini, one of the greatest social thinkers of our time, wasnd done yet. He acknowledged
that empathy can drive helping. Feelings of concern and compassion certai nly motivate us to act for
the benefit of others at a personal cost. But he wasn& convinced that this refl ects pure altruism. He
argued that when we empathi ze with a victimin need, we become so emotional ly attached that we
experience a sense of oneness with the victim. We merge the victiminto our sense of self. We see
more of ourselvesinthe victim. And thisis why we help: wede really hel ping ourselves. Quoting
Adam Smith again, By the imagi nation we place ourselves in his situation, we conceive ourselves
enduring all the same torments, we enter as it were into his body, and become in some measure the
same person with him, and thence form some idea of his sensations, and even feel something.o

Ciadini and colleagues conducted numerous experiments supporting this idea. Empathy leads to a
sense of oneness, or self-other overlap, and this leads to greater hel ping. Batson@ team came back
with another rebuttal : that is altruism. If we empathi ze with other peopl e to the point of merging our
own identities with theirs, we care about them as much as we care about ourselves. Because we no
longer place our interests above theirs, hel ping themis purely altruistic.

Stalemate.

Both camps agree that empathy |eads to hel ping. Both camps agree that a sense of oneness is a key
reason why. But they fundamental ly differ about whether oneness is selfish or altruistic. | believe
thered a middle ground here, and itG one that Deron Beal discovered early on. When he started
Freecycle, he wanted to keep used goods out of landfills by giving them away to people who wanted
them. But he also had some personal interests at stake. In his recycling program, he had a warehouse
full of stuff he couldn& use or recycle, and his boss wanted the warehouse emptied. In addition, Beal
was hoping to get rid of an old mattress that he owned. None of his friends needed it, and it was too
big to throw away. To dump it, he would need to borrow atruck and drive the mattress to a landfill,
where he would be charged for disposal. Beal realized it would be easier and cheaper if he could
just give it away to someone on Freecycle.

Thisiswhy many takers and matchers started giving on Freecycle. 1tGs an efficient way to get rid
of things they dond want and probably cand sell on Craigslist. But soon, Beal knows from personal
experience, people who initially give things away for selfish reasons begin to care about the people
theyGre hel ping. When the recipient arranged to pick up his mattress, Beal was thrilled. fil thought |
was getting away with giving a mattress away, that | was the one benefiting,0 he says. fiBut when the
person showed up at my door and thanked me, | felt good. It was only partially a selfish act: | was
hel ping someone el se in away that made me happy. | felt so darn good about it that | started giving
away other items.o

After a decade of research, 16ve come to the conclusion that Beal &G experience is the norm rather
than the exception. Oneness is otherish. Most of the time that we give, ité& based on a cocktail of
mixed motives to benefit others and ourselves. Takers and matchers may be most likely to give when
they feel they can advance othersointerests and their own at the same time. As the primatol ogist Frans
de Waal writes in The Age of Empathy, fAThe sel fish/unsel fish divide may be ared herring. Why try to
extract the self from the other, or the other from the self, if the merging of the two is the secret behind
our cooperative nature?0

Consider Wikipedia, the online encyclopedia written for free by upwards of three million
volunteers, with more than a hundred thousand of them contributi ng regularly. When asked why they



write for Wikipedia, hardly any volunteers reported being involved for self-serving reasons, such as
to make new contacts, build their reputations, reduce |oneliness, or feel valued and needed. But the
relatively altruistic value of hel ping others wasn@ the sol e factor they emphasi zed either. Wikipedia
contributors arend necessarily givers across the different domains of their lives, but theyGre
volunteering their time to exhaustively summarize and cross-reference Wikipedia entries. Why? Ina
survey, two reasons dominated all others: they thought it was fun and they believed information
should be free. For many volunteers, writing Wikipedia entries is otherish: it provides personal
enjoyment and benefits others.

Beal believes the otherish structure of Freecycle is one of the mgjor reasons that it grew so fast.
Giving away items that we don& need, and benefiting others in the process, is the gift economy
equival ent of Adam RifkinGs five-minute favors: low cost to oneself coupled with potentially high
benefit to others. 1tG noteworthy that FreecycleGs formal mission statement highlights two sets of
benefits: members can contribute to others and gain for themselves. The missionisto fbuild a
worldwide gifting movement that reduces waste, saves precious resources & eases the burden on our
landfills while enabling our members to benefit from the strength of alarger community.o

Beyond this otherish structure, there® a central feature of a Freecycle community that motivates
people to start giving. A clue to the mechanismlies in the story of a French consultant who struggled
for years to earn the trust of a potential clientd until he recognized the power of a sense of
community.




From Enemiesto Allies

During the 2008 global financial crisis, one of the many companies to suffer was a French firm that
|41 call Nouveau. Nouveau was headquartered ina small city inthe middle of France that boasted a
bel oved soccer team. The founders had chosen the city as their headquarters in an effort to restore the
cityGs glory, but the popul ati on was shrinking and profits were falling, and there was pressure to
relocate to alarger city. Nouveau® executives decided to save headquarters with a dramatic

reorgani zati on. Seeking outsi de assi stance, the CFO issued a request for proposal s to consulting
firms. Nouveau was open to working with whichever firm presented the best proposal, with one
exception: one particular consulting firm could not be trusted. This firm had been working with
Nouveaud chief competitor for years. Nouveauds top brass worried that inside i nformation could be
|eaked accidentallyd or even stolen by ataker.

The suspect consulting firma | ead partner, who 181 call Phillippe, was aware of the distrust from
the Nouveau executives. Phillipped firm had submitted proposal s to Nouveau in the past, and they
were always rejected. The consultants had repeatedly explained the firmGs strict confidentiality
policies, but the Nouveau executives didn& buy it. Eventually, the consultants concluded that it was a
waste of time to continue making proposals. But Phillippe was genuinely interested in contributing to
Nouveaud success, so he led histeamin preparing and submitting a proposal for the reorgani zation.
Then they sat down to brainstorm: how can we prove to Nouveau that wedre trustworthy?

Phillippeés firmwas the last to pitch to Nouveau. At the pitch meeting, Phillippe arrived at
Nouveaud headquarters with five consultants in tow. They were escorted into a large roomwhere ten
Nouveau executives sat across from them. Phillipped team presented the proposal, and the Nouveau
executives were unmoved. e like your proposal,0 one executive said, fibut we cand trust you. Why
should we enter into a rel ationship with you? How can we be sure that you will put our interests
first?0 Phillippe reminded them of his firmé confidentiality policies and code of honor, reinforcing
that its reputati on hinged on uphol ding the highest standards for clients, but his promise fell on deaf
ears.

Phillippe had run out of logical arguments, so he resorted to the only other ammunition that he had.
He reached into his briefcase and pulled out the blue scarf of the city& famed soccer club. Donning
the scarf as a symbol of hometown pride, he made a plea: iWebve been trying to convince you for
many years that our confidentiality policies can be trusted. Since weGre not managing to say that with
words, wed like to show our commitment in a different way.o The five members of Phillipped team
followed suit, putting the soccer scarves around their necks.

The Nouveau executives were surprised. They asked which partner would take the lead on the
project. Phillippe stepped up: il am going to take the lead, and we will begin our work over the
August break. | can commit to this because your headquarters is next to my home.o

A few hours later, PhillippeGs firm landed the project.

The Nouveau executives had not known that Phillippe was fromtheir city. iThiswas a
reorgani zati on task,0 Phillippe explains, fliand having someone care about this city, and the people
livinginit, was a plus for the empl oyees and the company. It was a bit of comimon ground.o

Common ground is a major influence on giving behaviors. In one experiment, psychol ogists inthe
United Kingdom recruited fans of the Manchester United soccer team for a study. When walking from




one building to another, the soccer fans saw a runner slip on a grass bank, where he fell holding his
ankle and screaming in pain. Would they help him?

It depended on the T-shirt that he was wearing. When he wore a plain T-shirt, only 33 percent
hel ped. When he wore a Manchester United T-shirt, 92 percent hel ped. Yal e psychol ogist Jack
Dovidio calls this fiacti vating a common identity.0 When peopl e share an identity with another
person, giving to that person takes on an otherish quality. If we help people who belong to our group,
wedre also hel ping ourselves, as wedre making the group better off.*

A common identity was a key active ingredient behind the rapid growth of Freecycle, and the
unusually high levels of giving. When Berkel ey professor Robb Willer & team compared Craigslist
and Freecycle members, they were interested in the degree to which each group experienced
I dentifi cation and cohesion. The more members identified, the more they saw Craigslist or Freecycle
as animportant part of their self-images, as reflecting their core values. The more cohesion members
reported, the more they felt part of a meaningful Craigslist or Freecycle community. Would members
experience greater identification and cohesion with Craigslist or Freecycle?

The answer depends on how much a member has received fromthe site. For members who
received or bought few items, there were no differences inidentification and cohesion between
Craigslist and Freecycle. People were equally attached and connected to both sites. But for members
who received or bought many items, there were stark differences. members reported substantially
greater identification and cohesion with Freecycle than Craigslist. This was true even after
accounting for membersotendencies toward giving: regardless of whether they were givers or not,
members who participated frequently felt more attached to Freecycle than to Craigslist. Why would
peopl e feel more identified and connected with a community where they give freely rather than
matching evenly?

Willer & team argues that for two central reasons receiving is a fundamental ly different
experience in generalized giving and direct matching systems. The first distinction lies in the terms of
the exchange. In direct matching, the exchange is an economic transaction. When members buy an item
on Craigslist, they know that sellers are typically trying to maximize their own gains withlittle
concern for buyersointerests. In contrast, in generalized giving, givers arend getting anything tangible
back from the reci pients. When members receive an item on Freecycle, theyGre accepting agift froma
giver with no strings attached. According to Willer & team, thi s fisuggests that the giver is motivated
to act in the interest of the recipient rather than in his or her own self-interest,0 which ficommuni cates
aregard for the recipient beyond the instrumental val ue attached to the itemitsel f.0 In compari son
with an economic transaction, a gift is value-laden.

The second disti nction has to do with whoés responsibl e for the benefits you receive. When you
buy on Craigdlist, if you receive anitemat a good price, you can chalk it up to your savvy as a
negotiator or the kindness (or navet® of anindividual seller. Youdre exchanging back and forth with
another individual; youdre not getting anything from the Craigslist community. AAS a result,
parti cipants in direct exchange will be less inclined to identify with the group because they will be
less likely to derive the emotional experience of group membership,0 Willer & teamwrites. In
generalized giving, on the other hand, the community is the source of the gifts you receive. An
effective system of generalized giving typically involves cycles of exchange with the following
structure: person A gives to person B, who gives to person C. When Freecycle members receive
multi ple items from different peopl e, they attribute the benefits to the whole group, not to individual




members.

Together, these two forces facilitate the devel opment of a bond with Freecycle. Instead of buying
an itemfrom another person, people feel that theyGre receiving gifts froma community. The gratitude
and goodwill generated means that they begin to identify with the community, seeing themselves as
Freecycle members. Once this identification happens, people are willing to give freely to anyone who
shares the Freecycle identity. This extends their willingness to give across the whole Freecycle
community, spurring members to offer items that they no longer need in response to requests when
they can help. By giving away things they don& wart, takers can feel like theyGe not |osing anything
of value, yet maintai n the norm of giving so they can still get free stuff when they wart it. For
matchers, because therels no way to pay it back, paying it forward is the next best thingd especially
since they@e helping people just like themselves. Thisis what happened with the parents who gave
away baby supplies: they restored their sense of areciprocal, even exchange by donating items they
no longer needed to fellow parentsinsimilar situations.

Peopl e are motivated to give to others when they identify as part of a common community. But not
all individuals and groups are equally likely to attract this type of identification. Thered something
el se about the Freecycle community that fosters identificationd and ité a factor well understood by
Adam Rifkin.



The Search for Optimal Distinctiveness

When | first met Adam Rifkin, | asked himto tell me about the most interesting contacts inhis
network. f0ne of my favorite people,0 he replied, fiis Adam Rifkin.o

He wasna tal king about himself. Adam Rifkin has devel oped a strong connecti on with another
man named Adam Rifkind a Hollywood writer, director, producer, and actor who has been a major
contributor to films such as Detroit Rock City and He-Man. To avoid confusion, Id1 call him
Hollywood Adam, referring to his endearing doppel g nger as Panda Adam.

In 1992, when Hollywood Adamwas just getting his start, Panda Adam moved to Los Angeles to
start his doctoral program at Caltech. People would accidentally call Panda Adam when they were
trying to reach Hollywood Adam. Panda Adam wanted to get in touch with Hollywood Adamto clear
up the confusion, so he put his phone number on the Internet. For three years, no one called. In 1996,
Hollywood Adamwas in New York, and a friend showed him Panda Adam@& website. il knew
nothi ng about the Internet, and | was impressed with what hetd created. 1Gd been mistakenfor hima
number of times, so | called himright away.o

It was morning on the East Coast, and just after dawn on the West Coast. The piercing sound of a
ringi ng phone woke a sleeping Panda Adam.

Panda Adam (groggily): fiHello?0

Hollywood Adam: fAdam Rifkin, thisis Adam Rifkin.o

Panda Adam: fildve been waiting my whole life for this call.o

On the surface, they didn@ have much in common. As far as they could tell, they werenG rel ated.
Panda grew up in New York; Hollywood grew up in Chicago. Panda was a software engineer;
Hollywood was in film. But when they met face-to-face, they felt an instant bond. fiHollywood Adam
i s a fasci nating character,0 says Panda Adam. fiHis career in Hollywood and mine in Silicon Valley
have had more parallels than | would have guessed. Any time somebody asks me for a connectionin
Hollywood, heés usually the person | start with. Hollywood Adam has made countl ess i ntroducti ons
to help people | know. Many people in Hollywood are narcissistic and self-centered, but Hollywood
Adamis as good-natured and kind as they come. We kind of have the same phil osophy.o

fiPanda Adamis a great guy,0 says Hollywood Adam. Ve have a similar sense of humor. We
help each other without keeping score. Neither one of us ever givesit any thought; we just do what®
hel pful .0 Panda Adam was the person who introduced Hollywood Adamto Twitter. When Hollywood
Adamdid a series for Showtime called Look, Panda Adaminvited him up to northern Californiato
do screenings at YouTube and Twitter. Why did the two Adam Rifkins identify so strongly with each
other?

If youdre thinking itGs a name similarity effect, the data suggest that youGre rigntd at | east partially.
Brett Pelham, a psychologist at the University at Buffal o, noticed that we seemto prefer people,
places, and things that remind us of ourselves. Because we associate our names so strongly with our
Identities, we might be attracted to mgjor decisions that remind us of our names. In an effort to
demonstrate this, Pelham and his colleagues have conducted a mind-boggling, controversial set of
studies.

Across five different studies, they found that people are unusually likely to end up living in places
that resembl e their first names. In one study, Pelham@ team searched the forty biggest citiesin the




United States for the one hundred most common first names that shared their first three | etters with
these cities. Then, they matched up names in terms of how popular they were in different age groups.
It turns out that people named Jack are four times more likely than people named Phillip to livein
Jacksonville, even though the names are equally common. (The Phils have apparently retreated to
Philadel phia, where they outnumber the Jacks.) And itGs not that theyGre named after these places,
people are more likely to move to places that resembl e their own names (Georgiaistwice as likely to
move to Georgia as chance would predict).

It works for careers too: in 1990, Dennis was the fortieth most common mal e first name inthe
United States. Jerry was the thirty-ninth, and Walter was forty-first.

There were 270 dentists in the United States named Jerry.

There were 257 dentists in the United States named Wal ter.

How many dentists were named Dennis?

Statistically, there should have been somewhere between 257 and 270.

Inreality, there were 482.

If your name was Dennis, you were almost twice as likely to become a dentist asif you had the
equally common name of Jerry or Walter. Other studies show that people with the last name Lawyer
are more likely to become lawyers than doctors, at rates 44 percent higher than chance; the opposite
Is true for people named Doctor, at 38 percent greater than chance rates. The attraction al so holds for
products and peopl e that we associate with ourselves. Pel ham and coll eagues have found that people
prefer chocol ates, crackers, and teas that include the | etters of their own namesd and that theyGre
more attracted to potential dates who have similar initial's, even though they insist thet this similarity
doesnd influence their attraction. And evidence shows that similarity caninfluence whomwe decide
to help. Researchers Jeff Galak, Deborah Small, and Andrew Stephen studied more than 289,000
|oans to more than 23,000 borrowers on Kiva, a microfinance website where people can give loans
as small as $25 to help people in the devel oping world escape poverty and start busi nesses. People
were more likely to give microloans to borrowers who shared their first initials or their
occupations.*

It appears that similarity to the self adds a bit of grease to the attracti on process. people are just a
bit more enthusiastic, friendly, and open-minded when they meet someone who reminds them of
themselves. Thisis what happened to the two Adam Rifkins when they first met. They initially
clicked based on a superficial similarity, which opened the door for them to connect based onreal
similaritiesd and start hel ping each other.

But the bond between the two Adam Rifkins goes beyond the fact that they have the same name. To
Illustrate, imagine that you show up for a study along with a college student. A researcher takes your
fingerprints, under the guise of studying whether they reveal anything about your personality. You both
fill out apersonality questionnaire. As youdre getting ready to leave, the student pulls out a paper
from her backpack. fiFor an English class that Idmtaking, | need to find someone | don& know to
critique my essay. | wonder if you could read this ei ght-page essay for me and give me one page of
written feedback on whether my arguments are persuasive and why? | need the written feedback by
this time tomorrow.o Would you help her?

You were just inthe control group inastudy led by the psychol ogist Jerry Burger, where 48
percent of participants helped. But other parti cipants were |led to believe that they had somethingin
common with the student making the request. After they filled out the questionnaire, the researcher




examined a fingerprint eval uation sheet and remarked, fiThisis interesting. You both have Type E
fingerprints.o

Now, would you be more likely to help?

It depends on how the similarity was framed. Half of the time, the researcher mentioned that Type
E fingerprints are common: about 80 percent of the popul ation has them. The other half of the time, the
researcher mentioned that Type E fingerprints are very rare: only about 2 percent of the popul ation
has them.

When the similarity was common, 55 percent of participants helpedd hardly more than the control
group. But when the similarity was rare, 82 percent of participants helped. It was not just any
commonality that drove people to act like givers. It was an uncommon commonality. In Pelhamé
studies, name-similarity effects on where we live, what careers we choose, and whomwe marry are
stronger for people with rare names than common names. e gravitate toward peopl e, places, and
products with which we share an uncommon commonality. Thisis the bond that the two Adam Rifkins
felt when they first connected. Adam Rifkinis a rare name, and the uncommon commonality may have
greased the attraction process. Indeed, Pelhamés research shows that the more unique your nameis,
the more likely you are to identify with places that resembl e your name.

To explain why uncommon commonalities are so transformative, the psychol ogist Marilynn
Brewer devel oped aninfluential theory. On the one hand, we want to fit in: we strive for connection,
cohesiveness, community, belonging, inclusion, and affiliation with others. On the other hand, we
want to stand out: we search for uniqueness, differentiation, and individuality. As we navigate the
socia world, these two motives are often in conflict. The more strongly we affiliate with a group, the
greater our risk of losing our sense of uniqueness. The more we work to distinguish ourselves from
others, the greater our risk of losing our sense of bel ongingness.

How do we resolve this conflict? The solutionis to be the same and different at the same time.
Brewer callsit the principle of optimal distinctiveness: we look for ways to fit in and stand out. A
popular way to achieve optimal distinctivenessis to joina unigue group. Being part of a group with
shared interests, identities, goals, values, skills, characteristics, or experiences gives us a sense of
connection and belonging. At the same time, being part of a group that is clearly distinct from other
groups gives us a sense of unigqueness. Studies show that peopl e identify more strongly with
individuals and groups that share unique similarities. The more rare a group, value, interest, skill, or
experienceis, the more likely it isto facilitate a bond. And research indicates that peopl e are happier
in groups that provide optimal distinctiveness, giving a sense of both inclusion and uniqueness. These
are the groups in which we take the most pride, and feel the most cohesive and val ued.

Freecycleinitially provided a sense of optimal distinctiveness through its emphasi s on protecting
the environment. The central goal was different from most recycling movements: instead of
reprocessing old material s into new ones, members found recipi ents who wanted goods that coul dnd
be reprocessed, keeping them out of landfills. This common purpose created a shared identity within
the Freecycle community, fostering a sense of connection across diverse ideologies. The origina
group of Freecycle volunteersin Tucsonincluded aliberal Democrat who was passi onate about
environmental sustai nability, a conservative Republican who didn& believe inwaste, and a
Libertarian who wanted to empower peopl e to do things themsel ves, rather than relying on
governmental support. Over time, as membership expanded and diversified, each Freecycle
community provided an outlet for people to customize giving to their own interests. In New York, for




example, alocal group made a habit of shutting down a city block for Freecycle gifting events.

By fostering a common identity and opportunities for unique self-expression, Freecycle was able
to mobilize a giving system based on generalized reciprocity: you give to help othersinthe
community, and you know that someone in the community will give to you. But Willer & teamfinds
that thereés a catch: such a system depends on a ficritical mass of exchange benefits,0 which ficreates
positive sentiments toward the group, senti ments that help fuel further contributions.o In other words,
people only identify with a generalized giving group after they receive enough benefits to feel like the
group is hel ping them. With Freecycle, this outcome was by no means guaranteed; after all, if the
givers on the site had been overwhel med by takers | ooking for a free ride, the whole thing might
never have gotten off the ground. How did Freecycle accumul ate that initial critical mass of giving
and discourage free riding?



Why Superman Backfires and People Conserve Electricity

When Freecycle first launched, one of the early members was a ninety-ei ght-year-old man. He
collected parts to fix up bicycles and gave themto local children. He was an fiincredible role model,¢
Deron Beal recalls. Tucson citizens were able to identify with the man as a fellow resident. When
they saw him give, he was a member of their unique community, so they felt more compelled to
follow his example. New York University psychol ogist Jonathan Haidt refers to this as el evation, the
warm feeling of being moved by othersdacts of giving, which can fiseemto push a mental &reset
button,dwi ping out feelings of cynicism and replacing themwith . . . a sense of moral inspiration.o
When elevated, Haidt and psychol ogist Sara Algoe write, fiwe feel as though we have become (for a
moment) |ess selfish, and we want to act accordingly.o

But it was more than just common identity that made this elderly man such an elevating role
model. Consider an experiment by psychologists Leif Nelson and Michael Norton, who randomly
assigned peopleto list either ten features of a superhero or ten features of Superman. Wheninvited to
sign up as community service volunteers, the group that listed superhero features was nearly twice as
likely to volunteer as the Superman group. Three months later, Nelson and Norton invited both groups
to a meeting to kick off their volunteering. The people who had written about a superhero were four
times more likely to show up than the people who had written about Superman. Thinking about a
superhero three months earlier supported giving. In comparison, thinking about Superman discouraged
giving. Why?

When peopl e think about the general attributes of superheroes, they generate alist of desirable
characteristics that they can rel ate to themsel ves. In the study, for exampl e, peopl e wrote about how
superheroes are hel pful and responsible, and they wanted to express these giver val ues, so they
volunteered. But when peopl e think specifically about Superman, what comes to mind is a set of
Impossi bl e standards, like those popul arized inthe TV series The Adventures of Superman: fifaster
than a speeding bullet, more powerful than alocomotive, ableto leap tall buildingsinasingle
bound.0 No one can be that strong or heroic, so why bother trying?

On Freecycle, givers model ed a standard that seemed attai nable. When members saw a ninety-
ei ght-year-old man building bikes for kids, they knew they could do something too. \WWhen members
saw people giving away items like clothes and old el ectronics, they felt it would be easy for themto
do the same. The small acts of giving that started on Freecycle made it easy and acceptabl e for other
peopl e to give small amounts. Indeed, Cialdini finds that peopl e donate more money to charity when
the phrase fieven a penny will helpo is added to a request. Interestingly, this phrase increases the
number of people who give without necessarily decreasing the amount that they give. Legitimizing
small contributions draws in takers, making it difficult and embarrassing for themto say no, without
dramati cally reducing the amount donated by givers.

Although most peopl e joined Freecycle to get free stuff, this doesnG mean that taking was their
primary reciprocity style. When people join a group, they look for cues about appropriate behavior.
When new Freecycle members saw similar others modeling |ow-cost acts of giving, it became natural
for themto follow suit. By making giving visible, Freecycle made it easy for people to see the norm.

Ité& a powerful lesson, even more so when we realize how much the visibility of giving can affect
reciprocity styles. In many domains of life, people end up taking because they dond have access to




informati on about what others are doing. Just a few months after Freecycle got off the ground,
Cialdini worked with ateam of psychol ogists to survey more than eight hundred Californians about
their energy consumption. They asked the Californians how important the following factors werein
shaping their decisions to save energy:

¢ [t saves money

e It protects the environment

e It benefits society

e A lot of other people are doing it

The Californians consistently reported that the most i mportant factor was protecting the
environment. Benefiting soci ety was second, saving money was third, and following the |ead of other
people was last. Cialdini& team wanted to see whether people were right about their own
motivations, so they designed an experiment. They visited nearly four hundred homes in San Marcos,
California, and randomly assigned themto receive one of four different types of door hangers:

Save money by conserving energy: According to researchers at Cal State San Marcos, you could
save up to $54 per month by using fans instead of air conditioning to keep cool inthe summer.

Protect the environment by conserving energy: According to researchers at Cal State San
Marcos, you can prevent the rel ease of up to 262 |bs. of greenhouse gases per month by using
fans instead of air conditioning to keep cool this summer.

Do your part to conserve energy for future generations: According to researchers at Cal State
San Marcos, you can reduce your monthly demand for el ectricity by 29% using fans instead
of air conditioning to keep cool this summer.

Join your neighbors in conserving energy: Inarecent survey of households in your community,
researchers at Cal State San Marcos found that 77% of San Marcos residents often use fans
instead of air conditioning to keep cool in the summer.

Cialdini & team conducted door-to-door interviews at each household, without knowing which
door hangers they had. When asked how motivating the door hangers were, the residents whose
hangers emphasi zed joining their nei ghbors reported the lowest motivation. They reported 18 percent
lower desires to conserve energy than residents with the protect-the-environment hangers, 13 percent
lower than residents with the future-generati ons hangers, and 6 percent lower than residents with the
save-money hangers.

But when Cialdini & team | ooked at the residentsGenergy bills to see what people actually did,
they found something surprising: the residents were wrong about what motivated them. During the
following two months, the resi dents whose door hangers emphasized joining their neighbors actually
conserved the most energy. On average, the fijoin your neighborso hanger led to between 5 and 9
percent fewer daily kil owatt-hours of energy used than the other three hangersd which were all
equally ineffective. Knowing that other people were conserving energy was the best way to get
residents to follow suit.

But perhaps it was the people who were already conserving el ectricity in each nel ghborhood who



responded most visibly, picking up the slack for the el ectricity takers. To find out whether sharing

i nformati on about their nei ghborsbconservation efforts could motivate conservation among people
who were consuming high levels of electricity, Cialdinié team ran another experiment with nearly
three hundred households in California. This time, they gave residents door hangers that provided
feedback on how their el ectricity consumption compared with similar households intheir

nei ghborhood over the past week or two. These door hangers provided feedback on whether residents
were consuming less (giving) or more (taking) than their neighbors.

Over the next few weeks, the el ectricity takers significantly reduced their energy consumption, by
an average of 1.22 kilowatt-hours per day. Seeing that they were taking more than the average in their
nel ghborhood motivated them to match the average, decreasing their energy consumption.* But this
only works when peopl e are compared with their neighbors. As CialdiniG team explains:

The key factor was which other peopled other Californians, other people intheir
city, or other residents in their specific community. Consistent with the idea that
peopl e are most influenced by similar others, the power of social norms grew
stronger the closer and more similar the group was to the residents: The decision
to conserve was most powerfully influenced by those people who were most
similar to the decision makersd the residents of their own community.

Inspired by this evidence, the company Opower sent home energy report | etters to 600,000
househol ds, randomly assigning about half of them to see their energy use in comparison with that of
their neighbors. Once again, it was the takersd those consuming the mostd who conserved the most
after seeing how much they were taking. Overall, just showing people how they were doing relative
to the local norm caused a drameatic improvement in energy conservation. The amount of energy saved
by this feedback was equival ent to the amount of energy that would be saved if the price of electricity
increased by up to 28 percern.

Peopl e often take because they don& reali ze that they& e deviating from the norm. In these
situati ons, showing them the normis often enough to motivate themto gived especialy if they have
matcher instincts. Part of the beauty of Freecycle is that members have constant access to the norm.
Every time a member offers to give something away, itGs transparent: others can see how frequent
givingis, and they want to follow suit. Because Freecycle is organized inlocal communities,
members are seeing giving by their neighbors, which provides feedback on how their own giving
stacks up relative to the local norm. Whether people tend to be givers, takers, or matchers, they dond
warnt to viol ate the standards set by their neighbors, so they match.

Today, according to Yahoo!, only two environmental terms inthe world are searched more often
than Freecycle: global warming and recycling. By the summer of 2012, Freecycle had more than nine
million membersinover 110 countries, expanding at arate of eight thousand members every week.
Many people still join with ataker mentality, hoping to get as much free stuff as possible. But
receiving benefits from a group of local citizens who serve as role model s for small acts of giving
conti nues to create a common identity in Freecycle communities, nudging many members in the giver
direction. Together, the nine million Freecycle members give away more than thirty thousand items a
day weighing nearly a thousand tons. If you piled together the goods given away in the past year,
theydd be fourteen times taller than Mount Everest. As Charles Darwin once wrote, a tribe with many



people acting like givers, who fiwere always ready to aid one another, and to sacrifice themsel ves for
the common good, would be victorious over most other tribes; and this would be natural selection.o

When | learned about the success of Freecycle, | began to wonder if these principles could play
out in everyday life, in an organi zation without an environmental focus. What would it take to create
and sustain a giving systemin a company or a school ?




The Reciprocity Ring

When | joined the faculty at Wharton, the worldé ol dest col | egiate business school, | decided to try a
giving experiment in my classroom. | announced that we would be running an exercise called the
Reciprocity Ring, which was devel oped by University of Michigan sociol ogist Wayne Baker and his
wife Cheryl at Humax. Each student would make a request to the class, and the rest of the class would
try to use their knowledge, resources, and connections to help fulfill the request. The request could be
anything meaningful intheir professional or personal lives, ranging fromjob leads to travel tips.

Ina matter of minutes, | was facing aline of studentsd some cynical, others anxious. One student
pronounced that the exercise woul dn@ work, because there aren any givers at Wharton: givers study
medicine or social work, not business. Another admitted that he would |ove advice from more
experienced peers on strengthening his candidacy for consulting jobs, but he knew they wouldn& hel p
him, since they were competing with him for these positions.

Soon, these students watched in disbelief as their peers began to use their networks to help one
another. A junior named Alex announced that he |oved amusement parks, and he came to Whartonin
the hopes of one day running Six Flags. He wasn& sure how to get startedd could anyone help him
break into the industry? A classmate, Andrew, raised his hand and said he had aweak tie to the
former CEO of Six Flags. Andrew went out on a limb to connect them, and a few weeks later, Alex
received invaluable career advice fromthe ex-CEO. A senior named Michelle confided that she had a
friend whose growth was stunted due to health problems, and couldné find clothes that fit. A fellow
senior, Jessica, had an uncle in the fashion business, and she contacted him for help. Three months
|ater, custom garments arrived at the doorstep of Michelled friend.

Wayne Baker has |ed Reciprocity Rings at many companies, from GM to Bristol-Myers Squibb.
Oftentimes, he brings | eaders and managers together from competing companies in the same i ndustry
and invites them to make requests and hel p one another. In one session, a pharmaceutical executive
was about to pay an outsi de vendor $50,000 to synthesi ze a strain of the PCS a kaloid. The executive
asked if anyone could help find a cheaper alternative. One of the group members happened to have
slack capacity in hislab, and was able to do it for free.

The Reciprocity Ring can be an extremely powerful experience. Bud Ahearn, a group president at
CH2M HILL, noted that leaders in his company fiare strong endorsers, not only because of the
hundreds of thousands of annual dollar value, but because of the remarkabl e potential to advance the
quality of our dvholedlives.0 Baker has asked executives to estimate the dollar val ue and time saved
in parti cipating for two and a half hours. Thirty people in an engineering and architectural consulting
firm estimated savings exceeding $250,000 and fifty days. Fifteen peopleinaglobal pharmaceutical
firm estimated savings of more than $90,000 and si xty-seven days.

Personally, after running the Reciprocity Ring with leaders, managers, and employees from
companies such as IBM, Citigroup, Est® Lauder, UPS, Novartis, and Boeing, 16ve been amazed by
the requests that have been fulfilledd fromlanding a coveted job at Google to finding a mentor to
recel ving autographed memorabilia from a childé favorite professional football player. But before
thi s happens, just as my Wharton students did, many parti ci pants question whether others will actually
give themthe hel p that they need. Each time, | respond by asking whether they might be
underesti mating the giversintheir midst.




In a study by researchers Frank Flynn and Vanessa Bohns, peopl e learned that they would be
approaching strangersin New York City and asking themto afill out a survey. The participants
estimated that only one out of every four people would say yes. Inreality, when the participants went
out and asked, one out of every two said yes. In another study in New York City, when parti ci pants
approached strangers and asked themto borrow a cell phone, they expected 30 percent to say yes, but
48 percent did. When peopl e approached strangers, said they were |ost and asked to be walked to a
nearby gym, they expected 14 percent to do it, but 43 percent did. And when people needed to raise
thousands of dollars for charity, they expected that they would need to solicit donations from an
average of 210 people to meet their fund-raising goal s, anticipating an average donati on under $50.
They actually hit their goals after approaching half as many peopled onaverage, it only required 122
peopl e, whose donations were over $60 each.

Why do we underestimate the number of people who are willing to give? According to Flynn and
Bohns, when we try to predict othersdreacti ons, we focus on the costs of saying yes, overlooking the
costs of saying no. 1tG uncomfortabl e, guilt-provoking, and embarrassing to turn down a small request
for help. And psychological research points to another factord equally powerful, and deeply rooted
in American cultured that causes peopl e to believe there arend many givers around them.

Workplaces and school s are often designed to be zero-sum environments, with forced rankings
and required grading curves that pit group members agai nst one another inwin-lose contests. In these
settings, ités only natural to assume that peers will |ean in the taker direction, so people hold back on
giving. This reduces the actual amount of giving that occurs, |eading peopl e to underesti mate the
number of people who are interested in giving. Over time, because giving appears to be uncommon,
people with giver values beginto feel that theyGre in the minority.

As aresult, even when they do engage in giving behaviors, people worry that theydl isolate
themselves socially if they viol ate the norm, so they disguise their giving behind purely self-interested
motives. As early as 1835, after visiting the United States from France, the social philosopher Alexis
de Tocqueville wrote that Americans fenjoy explaining almost every act of their lives on the
principle of self-interest.0 He saw Americans fihel p one anothero and fifreely give part of their time
and wealth for the good of the state,0 but was struck by the fact that iAmericans are hardly prepared
to admito that these acts were driven by a genuine desire to help others. fil think that in this way they
often do themsel ves | ess than justice,0 he wrote. A century and a half |ater, the Princeton sociol ogi st
Robert Wuthnow interviewed a wide range of Americans who chose hel ping professions, from
cardiol ogists to rescue workers. When he asked them to explain why they did good deeds, they
referenced sel f-interested reasons, such as fil liked the people | was working witho or filt gets me out
of the house.0 They didn& want to admit that they were genuinely helpful, kind, generous, caring, or
compassi onate. We have social norms agai nst sounding too charitable,6 Wuthnow writes, such that
fiwe call people who go around acting too charitabl e dl eeding hearts,6ado-gooders.@

In my experience, this is what happens in many businesses and universities: plenty of people hold
giver values, but suppress or disgui se them under the mi staken assumption that their peers don& share
these val ues. As the psychol ogists David Krech and Richard Crutchfield explained many years ago,
thi s creates a situation where fino one believes, but everyone thinks that everyone believes.0 Consider
a 2011 survey of Harvard freshmen: they consistently reported that compassi on was one of their top
val ues, but near the bottom of Harvardd val ues. If many people personally believe in giving, but
assume that others don@, the whole normin agroup or a company can shift away fromgiving. fildeas




can have profound effects even whenthey are falsed when they are nothing more than i deol ogy,0
writes the psychol ogist Barry Schwartz. AiThese effects can arise because sometimes when peopl e act
on the basis of ideol ogy, they inadvertently arrange the very conditions that bring reality into
correspondence with the ideol ogy.0 When peopl e assume that others aren& givers, they act and speak
inways that discourage others from giving, creating a self-fulfilling prophecy.

As a structured form of giving, the Reciprocity Ring is designed to disrupt this self-fulfilling
prophecy. The first step is to make sure that people ask for help. Research shows that at work, the
vast mgjority of giving that occurs between peopleisinresponse to direct requests for help. Inone
study, managers described times when they gave and received help. Of all the giving exchanges that
occurred, roughly 90 percent were initiated by the recipient asking for help. Yet when we have a
need, wedre often rel uctant to ask for help. Much of the time, weGre embarrassed: we don& want to
| ook incompetent or needy, and we dond want to burden others. As one Wharton dean explains, fiThe
students call it Game Face: they feel pressured to ook successful all the time. There can@ be any
chinks intheir armor, and opening up would make them vul nerable.0

In the Reci procity Ring, because everyone is making a request, thereds little reason to be
embarrassed. By making requests explicit and specific, participants provide potential giverswith
clear direction about how to contribute effectively. Asin Freecycle, the Reciprocity Ring often starts
with givers stepping up as role model s for contributions. But in every Reciprocity Ring, there are
likely to be many matchers and some people who prefer to operate as takers. For a generalized giving
system to achieve sustai nabl e effectiveness, as in Freecycle, these matchers and takers need to
contribute. Otherwise, the givers will end up hel ping everyone while receiving little inreturn, placing
themsel ves at risk for getting burned or burning out. Do matchers and takers step up?

Because peopl e often present meaningful requests in Reciprocity Rings, many matchers are drawn
in by empathy. When | heard a powerful CEOGs voi ce trembl e as he sought advice and connections to
fight a rare form of cancer, the empathy in the roomwas pal pable. fil was surprised by how much |
wanted to help,0 one financial services executive confides. fiMy job requires me to be very task-
focused and financially oriented. | didnd expect to care that much, especially about a stranger 1Gd
never met. But | really felt for his need, and wanted to do whatever | could to contribute and fulfill his
request.o

Even when they don@ empathi ze, matchers still end up making plenty of contributions. 1tGs very
difficult to act like a pure matcher inthe Reciprocity Ring, since itG unlikely that the people you help
will be the same people who can help fulfill your request. So the easiest way to be a matcher isto try
to contribute the same amount that other people do. The Reciprocity Ring creates a miniature version
of Panda Adam Rifkiné network: participants are encouraged to do five-minute favors for anyone
else inthe group. To make sure that every request is granted, participants need to make multiple
contributions, even to people who haven& hel ped them directly. By giving more than they take,
participants amplify the odds that everyone inthe group will have their requests fulfilled, muchlike
Panda Adam setting a pay-it-forward normin his network.

But what about the takers? Many audiences are concerned thet takers will capitalize onthe
opportunity to get help without contributing in return. To examine this risk, Wayne Baker and |
surveyed more than a hundred peopl e about their giver and taker values. Then they participated in the
Reciprocity Ring, and we counted the number of contributions they made. As expected, the givers
made significantly more contri buti ons than the takers. The givers averaged four contributions each.




Surprisingly, though, the takers were still quite generous, averaging three contributions each.
Despite val uing power and achievement far more than hel ping others, the takers gave three times
more than they got. The Reciprocity Ring created a context that encouraged takers to act like givers,
and the key lies in making giving public. Takers know that in a public setting, theyd| gain reputati onal
benefits for being generous in sharing their knowledge, resources, and connections. If they don&
contribute, they look stingy and selfish, and they won@ get much hel p with their own requests. fiBeing
altruistic is often seen as ¢good,6and being greedy or selfishis not,0 writes Duke behavioral
economist Dan Ariely with two colleagues, so givingis fiaway to signal to others that one is good.o

Research shows that givers usually contribute regardless of whether itG public or private, but
takers are more likely to contribute when ité public. In one study, when others could see their results,
takers contributed a large number of ideas during brainstorming. But when their results were hidden,
takers added less val ue. Other studies reveal that takers go green to be seen: they prefer |uxurious
products over green products when their decisions are private, but shift to green products when their
decisions are public, hoping to earn status for protecting the environment. | saw asimilar trend among
Wharton students: each week in class, | opened the floor for afew students to present requests and
invited the whole class to contribute. One November morning, five students made requests, and | was
stunned to see a student who had described himself as ataker offer to help four of them. Once his
reputati on among his peers depended on giving, he contributed. By making contributions visible, the
Reciprocity Ring sets up an opportunity for people of any reciprocity style to be otherish: they can do
good and |ook good at the same time.




| dentity Shifts and Reciprocity Reversals

This raises afundamental question: does a generalized giving system like Freecycle or the
Reciprocity Ring motivate takers to become better fakers, or canit actually turntakersinto givers? In
some ways, |&d say the motives don& matter: ités the behavior itself that counts. If takers are actingin
ways that benefit others, evenif the motives are primarily selfish rather than selfless or otherish,
theyGre making contributi ons that sustai n generalized giving as a form of exchange.

That said, if we ignore motives altogether, we overlook the risk that takers will decrease their
giving as soon as theyGre out of the spotlight. In one study conducted by Chinese researchers, more
than three hundred bank tellers were considered for a promotion. The managers rated how frequently
each bank teller had engaged in giving behaviors like hel ping others with heavy workl oads and
vol unteering for tasks that werend required as part of their jobs. Based on giving behavior, the
managers promoted seventy of the bank tellers.

Over the next three months, the managers came to regret promoti ng more than half of the tellers.

Of the seventy tellers who were promoted, thirty-three were genuine givers. they sustained their
giving after the promotion. The other thirty-seventellers declined rapidly intheir giving. They were
fakers: in the three months before the promotion, they knew they were being watched, so they went out
of their way to help others. But after they got promoted, they reduced their giving by an average of 23
percent each.

What would it take to nudge peopl e in the giving direction? When Harvard dean Thomas Dingman
saw that Harvard students val ued compassion but thought others didn@&, he decided to do something
about it. For the first time inthe university® four centuries, Harvard freshmenwere invited to signa
pledge to serve society. The pledge concluded: iAs we begin at Harvard, we commit to upholding the
val ues of the College and to making the entryway and Yard a place where all can thrive and where the
exercise of kindness holds a place on a par with intellectual attainment.o

Believing inthe power of a public commitment, Dingman decided to go one step beyond inviting
students to sign the pledge. To encourage students to follow through, their signatures would be framed
in the hallways of campus dorms. A storm of objections quickly emerged, most notably from Harry
Lewis, a computer science professor and the former dean of Harvard College. iAn appeal for
kindness is entirely appropriate,0 Lewis responded. fil agree that the exercise of personal kindnessin
this community is too often wanting,0 he wrote on his blog, but fifor Harvard to Gnvitebpeopl e to
pledge to kindness is unwise, and sets a terribl e precedent.0

Is Lewis righnt?

In a series of experiments led by NY U psychol ogist Peter Gollwitzer, people who went public
with their intentions to engage in an identity-rel evant behavior were significantly less likely to engage
in the behavior than people who kept their intentions private. When people made their identity plans
known to others, they were able to claim the identity without actually following through on the
behavior. By signing the kindness pledge, Harvard students would be abl e to establish animage as
givers without needing to act like givers.

Dingman quickly dropped the idea of posting signatures publicly. But even then, evidence
suggests that privately signing a kindness pledge might backfire. In one experiment, Northwestern
University psychol ogists randomly assigned peopl e to write about themsel ves using either giver terms




like caring, generous, and kind or neutral terms like book, keys, and house. After the participants
filled out another questionnaire, aresearcher asked themif they wanted to donate money to a charity
of their choosing. Those who wrote about themsel ves as givers donated an average of two and a half
times less money than those who wrote about themsel ves with neutral words. filém a giving person,0
they told themselves, fiso | don& have to donate this time.0 The kindness pledge might have asimilar
effect on Harvard students. When they sign the pledge, they establish credentials as givers, which may
grant them a psychological license to give lessd or take more.

When wedre trying to i nfluence someone, we often adopt an approach that mirrors the Harvard
pledge: we start by changing their attitudes, hoping that their behaviors are likely to march in the same
direction. If we get people to sign a statement that theyd| act like givers, theydl come to believe that
giving isimportant, and then theydl give. But according to arich body of psychological detective
work, this reasoning is backward. Influence is far more powerful inthe opposite direction: change
peopl e behaviors first, and their attitudes often follow. To turn takers into givers, itG often
necessary to convince themto start giving. Over time, if the conditions are right, theydl come to see
themsel ves as givers.

This didn@ happen to the bank tellers in China: even after three months of hel ping colleagues,
once they got promoted, they stopped giving. Over the past thirty-five years, research launched by
Batson and his colleagues shows that when people give, if they can attribute it to an external reason
like a promotion, they dond start to think of themsel ves as givers. But when peopl e repeatedly make
the personal choice to give to others, they start to internalize giving as part of their identities. For
some peopl e, this happens through an active process of cognitive dissonance: once |16ve made the
voluntary decisionto give, | cand change the behavior, so the easiest way to stay consistent and avoid
hypocrisy is to decide that IGma giver. For other people, the internalization process is one of learning
from observing their own behaviors. To paraphrase the writer E. M. Forster, iHow do | know who |
amuntil | see what | do?0

In support of thisidea, studies of volunteering show that even when peopl e join a vol unteer
organi zation to advance their own careers, the longer they serve and the more time they give, the more
they begin to view the volunteering role as an important aspect of their identities. Once that happens,
they start to experience a common identity with the peopl e theyare hel ping, and they become giversin
that role. Research documents a similar process inside companies. as people make vol untary
decisions to help colleagues and customers beyond the scope of their jobs, they come to see
themsel ves as organi zational citizens.*

Part of the wisdom behind Freecycle and the Reciprocity Ring is that both of these generalized
giving systems encourage giving while maintai ning a sense of free choice. Although thereé a strong
norm of giving, ité entirely up to each participant to decide what to give and whomto help. When my
Wharton class went through the Reciprocity Ring, as different students chose their own waysto give
and peers to help, a distinctive common identity began to develop. fiThisis a unigque group of people
at Wharton that cares about each other,0 one student said. Although the students were competing for
the same jobs in management consulting and i nvestment banking, they started hel ping one another
prepare for interviews, sharing tips and offering advice. After the class ended, a group of students
took the initiative to start an alumni listserv so that they could continue hel ping one another.
According to one student, fibecause of the emphasi s on the benefit of giving and helping in our shared
community, 1Gd be far more comfortable and likely to ask for (and probably receive) help froma




random member of the alumni group than my other groups.o

At the end of the semester, the cynical student who had gquesti oned whether there were any givers
at Wharton quietly approached me. iiSomehow,0 he said, fieveryone inthe class became intrinsically
motivated to give, and it transcends the class itself.0



9

Out of the Shadows

Some people, when they do someone a favor, are always looking for a chance to call it in. And some
arend, but they@e still aware of itd still regard it as a debt. But others don@ even do that. TheyGe like
a vine that produces grapes without looking for anything in return . . . after helping others. .. They
just go on to something else . . . We should be like that.

0 Marcus Aurelius, Roman emperor

A number of years ago, an imposing figure made his mark on the sports world. Well over six feet tall
and two hundred pounds, Derek Sorenson was a tough, aggressive competitor who struck fear into the
hearts of his opponents. He led his NCAA team to a national championship and went onto play in the
pros. After his career was cut short by aninjury, he was courted by the finest professional teamsin
his sport to become a contract negotiator. He would be wheeling and dealing with players and agents
in the hopes of building a world-class team.

To sharpen his bargaining skills, Derek enrolled in a negotiation course at a l eading business
school. During each class session, he had the chance to practice negotiating in a variety of roles,
rangi ng from a pharmaceutical executive trying to buy a manufacturing plant to a condo developer ina
heated dispute with a carpenter. In one of his earliest negotiations, Derek bought a property asared
estate investment, and in top taker form, he persuaded the listing agent to sell at a price that went
directly against her clientGs interests.

Onanicy winter evening, Derek played the role of one of four fishermen who ran competing
busi nesses. They were overfishing to the point that the resource would become extinct, and they sat
down to discuss how they should handl e the dilemma. One negotiator suggested that they should split
the maximum total fishinginfour equal parts. Another proposed a different way of matching based on
equity rather than equality: since some of themwere running larger operations than others, they should
each reduce their fishing by 50 percent. They all agreed that this was a fair solution, and the meeting
was adjourned. Now, it was up to each negotiator to make an individual decision about whether to
honor the agreement and how much to fish.




Two of the negotiators stuck to their commitments, reducing their fishing by 50 percent. The third
operated like a giver: she reduced her fishing by 65 percent. The group was all set to keep the
resource intact, but Derek chose not to reduce his fishing at al. He took as much as he could, actually
increasing his fishing total and decimating the other three entrepreneurs. Before the group met, Derek
had the lowest profits of the four. After he took far more than his share of the harvest, his profits were
70 percent higher than the giver & and 31 percent higher than those of the other two. When confronted
by his colleagues, Derek responded, fil wanted to win the negotiations and destroy my competitors.o

Just a few months | ater, Derek began a meteoric rise in his career. He was hired by a professional
sports team and established a reputation as a domi nant negoti ator, playing akey role in assembling a
team that went on to win aworld championship. Derek was promoted in an unusual ly short period of
time and recogni zed as one of the one hundred most powerful peopleinhis sportd whilestill inhis
thirties.

When Derek first started working for his team as a professional negotiator, his job was to manage
the budget, identify top prospects, and negoti ate contracts with agents to sign new players and keep
existing players. Since resources were tight, bargai ning like a taker would work to his advantage.
Derek began to search for underrated tal ent, and stumbled upon a gem of a player in the minor
|eagues. He sat down with the player & agent to negotiate a contract. True to form, Derek made a
lowball offer. The agent was frustrated: several comparable players were earning higher salaries.
The agent accused Derek of pushing him around and demanded more money, but Derek ignored the
demands and didn& budge. Eventually, the agent gave in and agreed to Derekds terms. It was awinfor
Derek, saving his team thousands of dollars.

But when Derek went home that night, he had an uneasy feeling. il could just feel through the
conversation that he was pretty upset. He brought up a coupl e points on comparable players, and in
the heat of things, | probably wasn listening too much. He was going away with abad tasteinhis
mouth.0 Derek decided he didn@ want to end the exchange with the agent on a sour note. So he tore up
the contract and met the agenté original request, giving himthousands of extra dollars for the player.

Was this a wise decision? Derek was costing his team money, and potentially creating a precedent
for doing so in other negotiations. Besides, the deal was settled. The agent had agreed to the lowball
offer and Derek had achieved his goal. Going back onit hardly seemed like a smart move.

Actually, it was much smarter than it first appeared. When Vanderbilt researchers Bruce Barry
and Ray Friedman studied negoti ati ons, they had a hunch that sharper negotiators would get better
results, as they could gather and analyze more information, keep track of multiple issues, and generate
hidden sol utions. In one study, Barry and Friedman obtai ned data on the intelligence of nearly a
hundred MBA students. They measured intelli gence using each studentés score on the GMAT, a
rigorous test that is widely used in business school admissions to measure quarntitative, verbal, and
analytical abilities. The participants negotiated in pairs, playing either the devel oper of anew mall or
the representative of a potential store to anchor the mall. After they finished negotiating, they
submitted their final agreements, and two experts assessed the val ue of the deal to each party.

As expected, the joint gains were highest when both parties were very intelligent. Barry and
Friedman broke down each party@ gains, expecting to find that the smarter negotiators got better
deal s for themsel ves. But they didn&. The brightest negotiators got better deal s for their
counter parts.

AThe smarter negotiator appears to be able to understand his or her opponentsotrue interests and




thus to provide themwith better deal s at little cost to him+ or herself,0 Barry and Friedmanwrite. The
more intelligent you are, the more you help your counterpart succeed. Thisis exactly what Derek did
when he gave the agent more money for the minor |eague player. He was giving in an otherish way
that was low cost to him but high benefit to the agent and the player. A few thousand dollars was
small potatoes to his team, but very significant to the player.

What drove Derek to shift inthe giver direction? Shortly before the negotiati on with the agent,
Derek had gained a window into something that mattered deeply to him: his reputation. At the end of
the negoti ation course, every parti cipant submitted votes for negotiation awards. Derek received zero
votes for Most Cooperative, zero for Most Creative, and zero for Most Ethical. In fact, there was only
one award for which he received any votes. For this particular award, Derek received the vast
mgj ority of the votes. He was the landslide winner for Most Ruthl ess.

But Derek achieved something more memorabl e that week. He became the only student in
busi ness school history to be voted the Most Ruthl ess negotiator in a class that he never took. At the
same time that he was enrolled in his course, another negoti ation class was under way. None of these
students in the other class ever sat across the bargai ning table from Derek. Some of them had never
met him. Yet his reputati on spread so quickly that they voted for him as Most Ruthl ess anyway.

Derek was negotiating the way any reasonabl e person would in a taker & world. As a professional
athlete, he had | earned that if he didn& claim as much val ue as possible, he was at risk for becoming a
doormat. filt was the team agai nst the player. The team was always trying to take money out of my
pocket, so | viewed a negotiation to be a combative process, which produced a winner and a loser,0
Derek says. fil had to try to take more and more.0 After being anointed the Most Ruthl ess negoti ator
by his peersd and a group of strangersd Derek began to reflect on his reciprocity style at the
bargai ning table. AWhile | gained a short-term benefit by taking, inthe long run | paid. My
relationship with a colleague was ruined, and it caused the demise of my reputation,0 he said. Inthe
negoti ation with the agent, when he ripped up the contract and gave the agent more money, it built
goodwill. The agent was extremely appreciative,0 Derek reflects. iWhen the player came up for free
agency, the agent gave me a call. Looking back onit now, IGmreally glad | did it. 1tGs definitely
improved our relationship, and hel ped out our organi zation. Maybe Most Ruthless is maturing.o

Actually, | believe maturing is the wrong way to describe Derekd transformati on. Maturation
implies a process of growth and devel opment, but in a sense, Derek was actual ly taking a step
backward to express core val ues that he had embraced for years away from the bargaining table. Long
before he ever negotiated like ataker, his peers perceived him as a generous, hel pful person who
would make time for anyone who asked. He spent countless hours providing advice to colleagues
who were interested in sports management careers and mentoring young athl etes who aspired to
follow in his footsteps. Growing up, he was el ected captain of virtually every team on which he
played, from elementary school through high school, all the way through college. He even became
captain as arookie on hisfirst professional teamd players twice his age respected his commitment to
putti ng the teamd i nterests ahead of his own.

At the bargai ning table, Derekd transition wasn@ about learning a new set of val ues. It was about
devel oping the confidence and courage to express an old set of valuesinanew domain. | believe this
IS true for most peopl e who operate like matchers professionally, and my hope is that others like
Derek wond wait for a Most Ruthless award to start finding ways to act in the interest of others at
work. For Derek these days, a signature form of giving is hel ping opposi ng teams gather informeation



about players. Even though theyGre competing in a zero-sum sport, he shares knowledge to help rival
teams make good deci sions about players who have been on his teamin the past. iOnthe field, | warnt
to beat up opposing teams. But off the field, 1Gm aways trying to help them out.0

Today, Derek attributes his success in building a champi onshi p-winning professional sports team
to his shift from taking toward giving. Yet he still worries about what will happen if people outside
hisinner circle find out about his shift inthe giver direction. Infact, Derek Sorensonis a pseudonym:
before sharing his story, he asked me to disguise hisidentity. il don& warnt it to get out there that 16ve
given more money than | needed to a player,0 he says.

These fears persist among many successful givers, but they@e not i nsurmountabl e. Consider
Sherryann Plesse, the financial services executive from the opening chapter who hid the fact that
kindness and compassion emerged as her top strengths. When | originally asked her to tell her story,
like Derek, she only agreed under the condition that she would remain anonymous. Six months later,
she changed her mind. filbve started an underground campaign of givers coming out of the closet,0 she
said. fiBeing a giver has contributed to my personal and professional success. 1t6s liberating to talk
about it. 1Gm not afraid anymore.o

What changed her mind? When Sherryann first recognized her giver attributes, she was focused on
the risks: peopl e expected her to be tough and results-oriented, and might see giving as a sign of
weakness. But when she started taking a close ook around her company, she was struck by the
realization that all of her professional role models were givers. Suddenly, her frame of reference
shifted: instead of just seeing givers at the bottom, she recognized a surprising number of givers at the
top. Thisisnd what we usually notice when we glance up at the horizon at successful people. By and
large, because of their tendencies toward powerful speech and claiming credit, successful takers tend
to dominate the spotlight. But if you start paying attention to reciprocity styles in your own workplace,
| have a hunch that youd| discover plenty of givers achieving the success to which you aspire.

Personally, the successful people whom | admire most are givers, and | feel that ité&s my responsibility
to try and pass along what |16ve learned from them. When | arrived at Wharton, my charge was to teach
some of the worldés finest anal ytic minds to become better |eaders, managers, and negotiators. |
decided to introduce themto reciprocity styles, posing the question that animated the introduction to
this book: who do you think ends up at the bottom of the success ladder?

The verdict was nearly unanimous: givers. When | asked who rises to the top, the students were
evenly split between matchers and takers. So | chose to teach them something that struck them as
heretical. fiYou might be underesti mating the success of givers,01 told them. 1tGs true that some people
who consistently hel p others without expecting anything in return are the ones who fall to the bottom.
But this same orientation toward giving, with a few adjustments, can also enable people to rise to the
top. fiFocus attention and energy on making a difference in the lives of others, and success might
follow as a by-product.o | knew | was fighting an uphill battle, so | decided to prove themwrong.

This book is that proof.



Although many of us hold strong giver values, wedre often rel uctant to express them at work. But the
growth of teamwork, service jobs, and social media has opened up new opportunities for givers to
devel op rel ationships and reputati ons that accel erate and amplify their success. Wedve covered
evidence that givers canrise to the top across a stunningly diverse range of occupations, from
engineering to medicine to sales. And remember when Peter Audet, the Australian financial adviser,
seemed to be wasting hours of his time by driving out to help a poor scrap metal worker manage his
money? The client turned out to be the weal thy owner of a scrap metal business, resulting in mgjor
gains for Peter& firmd but the story doesné end there.

Peter |earned that the scrap metal owner was too busy running the busi ness to take a vacation, and
he wanted to help. A few months later, another client expressed that she wasn@ happy in her job as a
manager at an auto body shop. Peter recommended her to the scrap metal owner, who had a need for
her skills, and it turned out that she lived five minutes away fromthe scrap metal yard. She started
work three weeks |l ater, and the client took his wife on their first vacation in years. fiBoth of these
clients are happy and grateful that | think about their whole lives, not just their investments,0 Peter
says. iiThe more | help out, the more successful | become. But | measure success inwhat it has done
for the people around me. That is the real accolade.o

Inthe mind of agiver, the definition of success itself takes on a distinctive meaning. Whereas
takers view success as attaining results that are superior to othersband matchers see success in terms
of balancing individual accomplishments with fairness to others, givers are inclined to follow Peter G
lead, characterizing success as individual achievements that have a positive impact on others. Taking
thi s definition of success seriously might require dramati c changes in the way that organi zations hire,
eval uate, reward, and promote people. It would mean paying attention not only to the productivity of
individual people but also to the ripple effects of this productivity on others. If we broadened our
Image of success to include contributions to others along with individual accomplishments, people
might be motivated to tilt their professional reciprocity styles toward giving. If success required
benefiting others, it& possibl e that takers and matchers would be more inclined to find otherish ways
to advance personal and collective interests simultaneously.

The connection between individual and collective success underlies every story of successful
gversinthis book. As an entrepreneur, Adam Rifkin built his network of influential people by trying
to help everyone he met, launching successful compani es and enabling thousands of colleagues to find
jobs, develop skills, and start productive busi nesses along the way. As aventure capitalist, David
Hornik invested in lucrative companies and fortified his reputation by hel ping aspiring entrepreneurs
create better pitches and gain funding for their start-ups. As a comedy writer, George Meyer earned
Emmys and established a reputation as the funniest writer in Hollywood while el evating the
effectiveness of and opening doors for the people who collaborated with him on Army Man and The
Smpsons.

In the classroom, C. J. Skender earned dozens of teaching awards while inspiring a new
generation of students, seeing their potential and motivating themto achieve this potential, and Conrey
Callahan sustai ned her energy and was nominated for a national teaching award after she started a
nonprofit to help underprivileged children prepare for college. In health care, Kildare Escoto and
Nancy Phel ps rose to the top of their company sal es revenue charts by striving to help patients. In
consulting, Jason Geller and Lillian Bauer made partner early by virtue of the contributions that they
made through mentoring and devel oping others, which in turn enriched the knowledge of junior



colleagues. In politics, Abraham Lincoln became presidentd and built alegacy as one of the greatest
leaders inworld historyd by helping hisrivals earn coveted political positions.

Thisiswhat | find most magneti c about successful givers. they get to the top without cutting others
down, finding ways of expanding the pie that benefit themsel ves and the peopl e around them. Whereas
success is zero-sumin a group of takers, in groups of givers, it may be true that the whole is greater
than the sum of the parts.

Armed with this knowledge, 16ve seen some peopl e become more strategi ¢ matchers, hel ping
others in the hopes of devel oping the rel ationshi ps and reputati ons necessary to advance their own
success. Can peopl e succeed through instrumental giving, where the primary intent is getting? At the
beginning of the book, | suggested that in the long term, the answer might be no.

There afine line between giving and clever matching, and this line blurs depending on whether
we define reciprocity styles by the actions themsel ves, the motives behind them, or some combination
of the two. 1tGs a deep philosophical question, and ités easy to identify with a range of views on how
strategi ¢ matchers should be eval uated. On the one hand, evenif the motives are mixed, helping
behaviors often add val ue to others, increasing the total amount of givinginasocia system. Onthe
other hand, as we saw with Ken Lay, our behaviors leak traces of our motives. If recipients and
witnesses of our giving begin to question whether the motives are self-serving, theyGe less likely to
respond with gratitude or el evation. When strategic matchers engage in disingenuous efforts to help
others primarily for personal gain, they may be hoisted by their own petard: fellow matchers may
withhold help, spread negative reputational informeation, or find other ways to impose a taker tax.

To avoid these consequences, woul d-be matchers may be best served by giving in ways that they
find enjoyabl e, to recipients whose well-bei ng matters to them. That way, evenif they don& reap
direct or karmic rewards, matchers will be operating in a giver & mind-set, |eading their motives to
appeard and becomed more pure. Ultimately, by repeatedly making the choice to act in the interest of
others, strategic matchers may find themsel ves devel oping giver identities, resulting in a gradual drift
in style toward the giving end of the reciprocity spectrum.

We spend the maj ority of our waking hours at work. This means that what we do at work becomes
afundamental part of who we are. If we reserve giver values for our personal lives, what will be
missing inour professional lives? By shifting ever so slightly inthe giver direction, we might find our
waking hours marked by greater success, richer meaning, and more | asting impact.



ACTIONS FOR IMPACT

If youdre interested in applying the principles inthis book to your work or your life, 16ve compiled a
set of practical actions that you can take. Many of these actions are based on the strategi es and habits
of successful givers, and in each case, |16ve provided resources and tool s for eval uating, organi zing,
or expanding giving. Some of the steps focus on incorporating more giving into your daily behaviors;
others emphasi ze ways that you can fine-tune your giving, locate fellow givers, or engage othersin
giving.

1. Test Your Giver Quotient. We often live in a feedback vacuum, deprived of knowledge about
how our actions affect others. So that you can track your impact and assess your self-awareness, |ve
designed a series of free online tools. Visit www.giveandtake.com to take a free survey that tests your
giver quotient. Along with filling out your own survey, you can invite people inyour network to rate
your reciprocity style, and youd| receive data on how often youdre seen as a giver, taker, and matcher.

2. Run a Reciprocity Ring. What could be achieved in your organizationd and what giving norms
would developd if groups of people got together weekly for twenty minutes to make requests and
help one another fulfill them? For more information on how to start a Reciprocity Ring in your
organization, visit Cheryl and Wayne Baker &G company, Humax (www.humaxnetworks.com), which
offers a suite of social networking tools for individual s and organi zations. Theydve created materials
to run a Reciprocity Ring in person and a Ripplleffect tool for running it online. People typically
come together in groups of fifteen to thirty. Each person presents a request to the group members, who
make contributions: they use their knowledge, resources, and connections to help fulfill the request.
Another start-up, Favo.rs (http://favo.rs), has created an online marketpl ace where people can make
and fulfill requests for help.

3. Help Other People Craft Their Jobsd or Craft Yours to Incorporate More Giving. People
often end up working on tasks that arend perfectly aligned with their interests and skills. A powerful
way to giveisto help others work on tasks that are more interesting, meaningful, or developmental. In
2011, avice president named Jay at a large multinational retailer sent e-mails to each of his
empl oyees announcing a top-secret mission, with detail s to be shared on a need-to-know basisin one-
on-one meetings. When employees arrived individually for the meetings, Jay unveiled the confidential
project. He asked them what they would enjoy doing that might also be of interest to other people. He
inquired about their hobbies and personal interests, and what they would love to spend more time
doing at the company. He then sent them out i nto the company to pursue their mission with three rules:
it hasto (1) appeal to at |east one other person, (2) be low or no cost, and (3) be initiated by you.

Throughout the year, Jay checked in to see how the secret missions were going. About two thirds




of his employees had made some effort toward making their visions a reality, and roughly half of
those empl oyees succeeded in launching them. One of Jay@ favorite missions resulted in a book club
where empl oyees read books and discussed topics that were of personal interest and relevance to
their jobs. fiPeople had permissionto do all of that stuff before | ever asked that question,0 Jay
reflects. NBut somehow, asking that question in my role gives people permission to pursue their
interests in away they didnd have before. 1tGs planting seeds, with some percentage of them turning
into real initiatives.o These seeds have bloomed for many of his employees, and for Jay aswell: in
2012, he was sel ected to become the vice president of HR for a mgjor division of his company,
where hes responsi ble for more than 45,000 empl oyees.

In the secret missions, Jay encouraged his empl oyees to engage injob crafting, a concept
introduced by Amy Wrzesniewski and Jane Dutton, management professors at Yale and the University
of Michigan, respectively. Job crafting invol ves innovating around a job description, creatively
adding and customi zing tasks and responsibilities to match personal interests and values. A natural
concernis that people might craft their jobs inways that fail to contribute to their organizations. To
address this question, Amy, Justin Berg, and | partnered with Jennifer Kurkoski and Brian Welle, who
run a people and innovation lab at Google. In a study across the United States and Europe, we
randomly assigned Google empl oyees working in sales, finance, operations, accounting, marketing,
and human resources to a job-crafting workshop. The empl oyees created a map of how theyd like to
modify their tasks, craftingamoreideal but still realistic vision of their jobs that aligned with their
interests and val ues.

Six weeks | ater, their managers and coworkers rated them as significantly happier and more
effective. Many Googl e empl oyees found ways to spend more time on tasks that they found interesting
or meaningful; some del egated unpl easant tasks; and others were abl e to customize their jobs to
incorporate new knowledge and skills that they wanted to develop. All told, Google empl oyees found
their work more enjoyabl e and were motivated to perform better, and in some cases, these gains
lasted for six months. Job crafting worked across reciprocity styles. givers, takers, and matchers all
became more effective. The givers saw job crafting as an opportunity to expand their impact, so they
generated ways to add more val ue to other people and the company, such as mentoring junior
colleagues, creating better products for clients, and improving training for new hires. The matchers
were grateful for the opportunity to pursue more meaningful and interesting work, and reciprocated by
working harder. Even the takers recognized that to advance their own careers, they needed to craft
their jobs in ways that would benefit the company as well as themsel ves.

To help peopl e craft their jobs, Justin, Amy, and Jane have developed atool called the Job
Crafting Exercise. It what we used to conduct the Google workshops, and it involves creating a
fibefore sketcho of how you currently all ocate your time and energy, and then devel oping a visual
fafter diagramo of how youdd like to modify your job. The bookl ets can be ordered online
(www.jobcrafting.org) and completed in teams or individually to help friends and colleagues make
meani ngful modifications to their jobs.

4. Sart a Love Machine. In many organi zations, givers go unrecognized. To combat this problem,
organi zations are introduci ng peer recognition programs to reward peopl e for giving in ways that
|eaders and managers rarely see. A Mercer study found that in 2001, about 25 percent of large
compani es had peer recognition programs, and by 2006, this number had grown to 35 percentd
including cel ebrated companies like Google, Southwest Airlines, and Zappos.




A fascinating approach called the Love Machine was devel oped at Linden Lab, the company
behind the virtual world Second Life. In a high-technol ogy company, many empl oyees aimto protect
their time for themselves and guard information closely, instead of sharing their time and knowledge
with colleagues. The Love Machine was designed to overcome this tendency by enabling empl oyees
to send a Love message when they appreciated help from a colleague. The Love messages were
visible to others, rewarding and recognizing giving by linking it to status and reputations. One insider
viewed it as away to get fitech geeks to compete to see who could be the most hel pful .0 Love hel ped
to Aboost awareness of people who did tasks that were sometimes overlooked. Our support staff, for
instance, often received the most Love,0 says Chris Colosi, a former Linden manager. iiOnce you
Introduce a certain percentage of takers into your system, you need to think about what effect an
incentive will have, but | enjoyed the idea of Love for tasks that were outside of someoneds job
description or requirements.o

To try out the Love Machine in your organi zation, look up a new electronic tool called SendLove.
[t avail abl e from LoveMachine (www.lovemachineinc.com), a new start-up that asks you to start by
choosing a recognition period. Team members can send each other short messages recognizing giving,
and the messages are all publicly visible.

5. Embrace the Five-Minute Favor. If you visit a106 Miles Meetup
(www.meetup.cony106miles), you might see Panda Adam Rifkinin top form. He®s a master of the
five-minute favor, and you can follow Pandass | ead by asking people what they need and |ooking for
ways to help at aminimal personal cost. RifkinG two favorite offers are to give honest feedback and
make an introduction. For exampl e, hered a simple exercise to get started as a connector. Start by
going through your Rolodex, Linkedin, or Facebook network. Identify pairs of people who share an
uncommon commonality. Then, pick one pair aweek and introduce them by e-mail. Rifkinalso
recommends reconnecting with dormant tiesd not to get something, but to give. Once a month, reach
out to one person with whom you haven& spoken in years. Find out what theyGre working on and ask
if there are ways that you can be hel pful. On arelated note, you can learn more about David Hornikés
approach to giving by visiting Venture Blog (www.venturebl og.conv).

6. Practice Powerless Communication, but Become an Advocate. Devel oping greater comfort
and skill with powerless communication requires a change in habitsd fromtalking to listening, self-
promoting to advice-seeking, and advocating to inquiring. JIm Quigley, a senior partner at Deloitte
who previously served as CEO, decided to work on his powerless communication. He set agoal in
meetings to talk no more than 20 percent of the time. fOne of my objectives is listening. Many times,
you can have bigger impact if you know what to ask, rather than knowing what to say. | don& learn
anything when [dm speaking. | learn alot when [dm listening,0 Quigley told me. As he shifted from
answers toward questions, Quigley found himself gaining a deeper understanding of other peopl et
needs. filt doesnd come naturally to everyone, but ités a habit, and you can form that habit.0 For more
on the power of powerless communication, visit the blogs by Susan Cain
(www.thepowerofintroverts.com) and Jennifer Kahnweller (www.thei ntrovertedl eaderbl og.com).

At the same time, itGs i mportant to make sure that powerless communi cation doesnd come at the
expense of assertiveness when advocating for othersdinterests and our own. GetRaised is afree
resource that offers advice on negotiating salary increases. According to cofounder Matt Wall aert, the
average pay increase is $6,726, provided that youdre underpaid. About half of male users succeed in
getting araised compared with three quarters of femal e users (https://getrai sed.com).




7. Join a Community of Givers. To find other givers, join a Freecycle community to give away
goods and see what other people need (www.freecycle.org). Another inspiring community of givers
IS ServiceSpace (Www.servicespace.org), the home of a series of Giftivisminitiatives started by
Nipun Mehta. Headquartered in Berkeley, California, ServiceSpace has over 400,000 members and
sends over fifty million e-mails ayear. Yet they still operate by three rules: fino staff, no fundraising,
and no strings attached.o Through ServiceSpace, Nipun has created a platform for people to increase
their giver quotients, divided into three categories. gift economy projects, inspirational content, and
volunteer and nonprofit support. One of the gift economy projects is Karma Kitchen, where the menu
has no prices. When the bill arrives, it reads $0.00 and contains just two sentences: fiYour meal was a
gift from someone who came before you. To keep the chain of gifts alive, we invite you to pay it
forward for those who dine after you.0 Another gift economy project is Hel pOthers.org, which
collects stories of people playing giver tag: do something anonymously for someone else, and leave a
smile card inviting themto pay it forward.

Nipun describes how one woman at a Fortune 500 company went to get a drink from the vending
machine, and put extra change in with a note: fiYour drink has been paid for by someone you dond
know. Spread the love.0 Then, she brought in doughnuts and | eft another smile card behind. AA guy
noticed this trend, and he decides to send an e-mail to the whole building,0 Nipun says, laughing.
AThe guy writes, ddve been trying to track them down for along time, and | think itG between floors
two and three.ONow everybodyé on alert for kindness, and a bunch of people start doingit.0 On the
ServiceSpace website, you can order smile cards, help support nonprofit causes, subscribe to the
weekly newsl etter, or read a thought-provoking list of ways to give, such as paying the toll for the
person behind you or thanking people for hel ping you by writing a complimentary note to their boss.
AThe more you give, the more youwant to do itd as do others around you. Ité like going to the gym,0
Nipun says. filf youdve been working out your kindness muscles, you get stronger at it.0

Another impressive initiative is HopeMob, billed as the place fiwhere generous strangers unite to
bring immedi ate hope to peopl e with pressing needs all over the worldo (http://hopemob.org). For
Ideas about how to organize your own group of peopl e to perform random acts of kindness, see the
initiatives under way at Extreme Kindness in Canada (http://extremeki ndness.com) and The Kindness
Offensive inthe UK (http://thekindnessoffensive.com). The Kindness Offensive is a group of people
who strive to be aggressively hel pful, organi zing some of the grandest random acts of kindnessin
human history. Theydve provided atoy for every child inahospital in London, given away half a
million pancakes, distributed tons of giveaways at festivals around Britain, provided free medical
supplies and housing support to families in need and hosted tea parties for elderly people, obtai ned
an electric guitar for aten-year-old boy, and landed free front-row seats and behind-the-scenes
training at the Moscow Circus for a father hoping to surprise his daughter. It may be no coincidence
that the founder & name is David Goodfellow.

You might also be intrigued by BNI (www.bni.com), Ivan Misner & busi ness networking
organi zation with the motto of AGivers gain,0 as well as the Go-Giver Community
(www.thegogiver.com/community)d agroup of people who read The Go-Giver fable by Bob Burg
and John David Mann, and decided that giving would be a powerful way to live their professional
lives.

8. Launch a Personal Generosity Experiment. If youd rather give onyour own, try the GOOD
thirty-day challenge (www.good.is/post/the-good- 30-day-chal | enge-become-a-good-citi zen). Each




day for amonth, GOOD suggests a different way to give. For more exampl es of random acts of
kindness, check out Sasha Dichter & thirty-day generosity experiment

(http://sashadi chter.wordpress.com) and Ryan Garciads year of daily random acts of kindness
(www.366randomacts.org). Dichter, the chief innovation officer at the Acumen Fund, embarked on a
monthl ong generosity experiment in which he said yes to every request for help that he received.
Garcia, asales executive at ZocDoc, is performing one random act of kindness every day for an entire
year and keeping a blog about his experience, from stepping up as a mentor to thanking a customer
service representative. As we saw in chapter 6, this generosity experiment is likely to be most
psychologically rewarding if you spend somewhere between two and eleven hours aweek onit, and
if youdistribute it into larger chunksd multiple acts once aweek, instead of one act every day.

9. Help Fund a Project. Many people are seeking financial support for their projects. On
Kickstarter (www.kickstarter.com), known as the worldés | argest funding platform for creative
projects, you can find people |ooking for hel p in designing and launching movies, books, video
games, music, plays, paintings, and other products and services. On Kiva (www.kiva.org), you can
Identify opportunities to make microloans of $25 or more to entrepreneurs in the devel oping world.
Both sites give you the chance to see and follow the progress of the people you help.

10. Seek Help More Often. If you warnt other people to be givers, one of the easiest stepsisto
ask. When you ask for help, youdre not always imposing a burden. Some people are givers, and by
asking for help, youdre creating an opportunity for them to express their values and feel valued. By
asking for afive-minute favor, you impose arelatively small burdend and if you ask a matcher, you
can count on having an opportunity to reciprocate. Wayne and Cheryl Baker note that people can
nStart the spark of reciprocity by making requests as well as hel ping others. Help generously and
without thought of return; but al so ask often for what you need.o
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