


PR A ISE FO R  A D A M  G R A N TôS

G ive and Take

ñG ive and Take just m ight be the m ost im portant book of this young century. A s insightful and
entertaining as M alcolm  G ladw ell at his best, this book has profound im plications for how  w e
m anage our careers, deal w ith our friends and relatives, raise our children, and design our
institutions. This gem  is a joy to read, and it shatters the m yth that greed is the path to success.ò

ð R obert Sutton, author of The N o *sshole Rule and G ood Boss, Bad Boss

ñG ive and Take is a truly exhilarating bookð the rare w ork that w ill shatter your assum ptions about
how  the w orld w orks and keep your brain firing for w eeks after youôve turned the last page.ò

ð D aniel H . Pink, author of D rive and A W hole N ew  M ind

ñG ive and Take is brim m ing w ith life-changing insights. A s brilliant as it is w ise, this is not just a
bookð itôs a new  and shining w orldview . A dam  G rant is one of the great social scientists of our tim e,
and his extraordinary new  book is sure to be a bestseller.ò

ð Susan C ain, author of Q uiet

ñG ive and Take cuts through the clutter of clich®s in the m arketplace and provides a refreshing new
perspective on the art and science of success. A dam  G rant has crafted a unique, m ust-have toolkit for
accom plishing goals through collaboration and reciprocity.ò

ð W illiam  P. L auder, executive chairm an, The Est®e Lauder C om panies Inc.

ñG ive and Take is a pleasure to read, extraordinarily inform ative, and w ill likely becom e one of the
classic books on w orkplace leadership and m anagem ent. It has changed the w ay I see m y personal
and professional relationships, and has encouraged m e to be a m ore thoughtful friend and colleague.ò

ð Jeff A shby, N A SA  space shuttle com m ander

ñW ith G ive and Take, A dam  G rant has m arshaled com pelling evidence for a revolutionary w ay of
thinking about personal success in business and in life. Besides the fundam entally uplifting character
of the case he m akes, readers w ill be delighted by the truly engaging w ay he m akes it. This is a m ust
read.ò

ð R obert C ialdini, author of Influence

ñG ive and Take is a brilliant, w ell-docum ented, and m otivating debunking of ógood guys finish lastô!
Iôve noticed for years that generosity generates its ow n kind of equity, and G rantôs fascinating
research and engaging style have created not only a solid validation of that principle but also
practical w isdom  and techniques for utilizing it m ore effectively. This is a super m anifesto for getting
m eaningful things done, sustainably.ò

ð D avid A llen, author of G etting Things D one

ñPacked w ith cutting-edge research, concrete exam ples, and deep insight, G ive and Take offers



extraordinarily thought-provokingð and often surprisingð conclusions about how  our interactions
w ith others drive our success and happiness. This im portant and com pulsively readable book
deserves to be a huge success.ò

ð G retchen R ubin, author of The H appiness Project and H appier at H om e

ñO ne of the great secrets of life is that those w ho w in m ost are often those w ho give m ost. In this
elegant and lucid book, filled w ith com pelling evidence and evocative exam ples, A dam  G rant show s
us w hy and how  this is so. H ighly recom m ended!ò

ð W illiam  U ry, coauthor of G etting to Yes and author of The Pow er of a Positive N o

ñG ood guys finish firstð and A dam  G rant know s w hy. G ive and Take is the sm art surprise you canôt
afford to m iss.ò

ð D aniel G ilbert, author of Stum bling on H appiness

ñG ive and Take is an enlightening read for leaders w ho aspire to create m eaningful and sustainable
changes to their environm ents. G rant dem onstrates how  a generous orientation tow ard others can
serve as a form ula for producing successful leaders and organizational perform ance. H is w riting is as
engaging and enjoyable as his style in the classroom .ò

ð K enneth Frazier, chairm an, president, and C EO , M erck &  C o., Inc.

ñIn this riveting and sparkling book, A dam  G rant turns the conventional w isdom  upside dow n about
w hat it takes to w in and get ahead. W ith page-turning stories and com pelling studies, G ive and Take
reveals the surprising forces behind success and the steps w e can take to enhance our ow n.ò

ð L aszlo B ock, senior vice president of people operations, G oogle

ñG ive and Take dispels com m only held beliefs that equate givers w ith w eakness and takers w ith
strength. G rant show s us the im portance of nurturing and encouraging prosocial behaviors.ò

ð D an A riely, author of Predictably Irrational

ñG ive and Take defines a road to success m arked by new  w ays of relating to colleagues and
custom ers as w ell as new  w ays of grow ing a business.ò

ð Tony H sieh, C EO , Zappos.com  and author of D elivering H appiness

ñG ive and Take w ill fundam entally change the w ay you think about success. U nfortunately in
A m erica, w e have too often succum bed to the w orldview  that if everyone behaved in their ow n
narrow  self-interest, all w ould be fine. A dam  G rant show s us w ith com pelling research and
fascinating stories there is a better w ay.ò

ð L enny M endonca, director, M cK insey &  C o.

ñA dam  G rant, a rising star of positive psychology, seam lessly w eaves together science and stories of
business success and failure, convincing us that giving is, in the long run, the recipe for success in the
corporate w orld. En route you w ill find yourself reexam ining your ow n life. R ead it yourself, then
give copies to the people you care m ost about in this w orld.ò

ð M artin Seligm an, author of Learned O ptim ism  and Flourish



ñG ive and Take presents a groundbreaking new  perspective on success. A dam  G rant offers a
captivating w indow  into innovative principles that drive effectiveness at every level of an
organization and can im m ediately be put into action. A long w ith being a fascinating read, this book
holds the key to a m ore satisfied and productive w orkplace, better custom er relationships, and higher
profits.ò

ð C hip C onley, founder, Joie de V ivre H otels and author of Peak and Em otional Equations

ñG ive and Take is a gam e changer. R eading A dam  G rantôs com pelling book w ill change the w ay
doctors doctor, m anagers m anage, teachers teach, and bosses boss. It w ill create a society in w hich
people do better by being better. R ead the book and change the w ay you live and w ork.ò

ð B arry Schw artz, author of The Paradox of C hoice and Practical W isdom

ñG ive and Take is a new  behavioral benchm ark for doing business for better, providing an inspiring
new  perspective on how  to succeed to the benefit of all. A dam  G rant provides great support for the
new  paradigm  of creating a w in w in for people, planet, and profit w ith m any fabulous insights and
w onderful stories to get you fully hooked and infected w ith w anting to give m ore and take less.ò

ð Jochen Zeitz, form er C EO  and chairm an, PU M A

ñG ive and Take is a real gift. A dam  G rant delivers a triple treat: stories as good as a w ell-w ritten
novel, surprising insights draw n from  rigorous science, and advice on using those insights to catapult
ourselves and our organizations to success. I canôt think of another book w ith m ore pow erful
im plications for both business and life.ò

ð Teresa A m abile, author of The Progress Principle

ñA dam  G rant has w ritten a landm ark book that exam ines w hat m akes som e extraordinarily successful
people so great. By introducing us to highly im pressive individuals, he proves that, contrary to
popular belief, the best w ay to clim b to the top of the ladder is to take others up there w ith you. G ive
and Take presents the road to success for the tw enty-first century.ò

ð M aria E itel, founding C EO  and president, the N ike Foundation

ñIn an era of business literature that drones on w ith the sam e-old, over-used platitudes, A dam  G rant
forges into brilliant new  territory. G ive and Take helps readers understand how  to m axim ize their
effectiveness and help others sim ultaneously. It w ill serve as a new  fram ew ork for both insight and
achievem ent. A m ust read!ò

ð Josh L inkner, founder, ePrize, C EO , D etroit Venture Partners, and author of D isciplined D ream ing

ñW hat The N o *sshole Rule did for corporate culture, G ive and Take does for each of us as
individuals. G rant presents an evidence-based case for the counterintuitive link betw een generosity
and finishing first.ò

ð D ouglas Stone and Sheila H een, coauthors of D ifficult C onversations

ñA dam  G rant is a w underkind. H e has w on every distinguished research aw ard and teaching aw ard in
his field, and his w ork has changed the w ay that people see the w orld. If you w ant to be surprisedð
very pleasantly surprisedð by w hat really drives success, then G ive and Take is for you. If you w ant
to m ake the w orld a better place, read this book. If you w ant to m ake your life better, read this book.ò



ð Tal B en-Shahar, author of H appier

ñIn one of the m ost engaging and insightful books Iôve read in years, A dam  G rant m akes a persuasive
argum ent for a counterintuitive approach to success. G ive and Take is an instant classic that should be
read by anyone w ho w ants to be m ore productiveð and happierð in the office or at hom e.ò

ð N oah G oldstein, author of Yes!

ñG ive and Take is sensational, w ith fascinating insights on page after page. I learned m uch that I
intend to incorporate into m y life im m ediately. The lessons w ill not only m ake you a better person,
they w ill m ake you m ore capable of doing good for m any people, including yourself.ò

ð R abbi Joseph Telushkin, author of Jew ish Literacy and A C ode of Jew ish Ethics

ñA dam  G rant is the first to define w hat has changed about relationships in a digital ageð and he
backs it up w ith em pirical evidence. In G ive and Take, he brilliantly dem onstrates that in our deeply
interconnected w orld, the roots of sustainable success lie in creating success for those around you.
Itôs one of those rare books that is both enlightening im m ensely practical. Youôll w ant to read and
revisit it every year.ò

ð Paul Saffo, m anaging director, Foresight and m em ber, W orld Econom ic Forum  C ouncil on Strategic Foresight
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In m em ory of m y friend

JE FF ZA SLO W

who lived his life as a role m odel for the principles in this book.
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1

G ood R eturns
The D angers and Rewards of G iving M ore Than You G et

The principle of give and take; that is diplom acyð give one and take ten.
ð M ark Tw ain, author and hum orist

O n a sunny Saturday afternoon in Silicon Valley, tw o proud fathers stood on the sidelines of a soccer
field. They w ere w atching their young daughters play together, and it w as only a m atter of tim e before
they struck up a conversation about w ork. The taller of the tw o m en w as D anny Shader, a serial
entrepreneur w ho had spent tim e at N etscape, M otorola, and A m azon. Intense, dark-haired, and
capable of talking about business forever, Shader w as in his late thirties by the tim e he launched his
first com pany, and he liked to call him self the ñold m an of the Internet.ò H e loved building
com panies, and he w as just getting his fourth start-up off the ground.

Shader had instantly taken a liking to the other father, a m an nam ed D avid H ornik w ho invests in
com panies for a living. A t 5'4", w ith dark hair, glasses, and a goatee, H ornik is a m an of eclectic
interests: he collects Alice in W onderland books, and in college he created his ow n m ajor in
com puter m usic. H e w ent on to earn a m asterôs in crim inology and a law  degree, and after burning the
m idnight oil at a law  firm , he accepted a job offer to join a venture capital firm , w here he spent the
next decade listening to pitches from  entrepreneurs and deciding w hether or not to fund them .

D uring a break betw een soccer gam es, Shader turned to H ornik and said, ñIôm  w orking on
som ethingð do you w ant to see a pitch?ò H ornik specialized in Internet com panies, so he seem ed like
an ideal investor to Shader. The interest w as m utual. M ost people w ho pitch ideas are first-tim e
entrepreneurs, w ith no track record of success. In contrast, Shader w as a blue-chip entrepreneur w ho
had hit the jackpot not once, but tw ice. In 1999, his first start-up, A ccept.com , w as acquired by
A m azon for $175 m illion. In 2007, his next com pany, G ood Technology, w as acquired by M otorola
for $500 m illion. G iven Shaderôs history, H ornik w as eager to hear w hat he w as up to next.



A  few  days after the soccer gam e, Shader drove to H ornikôs office and pitched his new est idea.
N early a quarter of A m ericans have trouble m aking online purchases because they donôt have a bank
account or credit card, and Shader w as proposing an innovative solution to this problem . H ornik w as
one of the first venture capitalists to hear the pitch, and right off the bat, he loved it. W ithin a w eek, he
put Shader in front of his partners and offered him  a term  sheet: he w anted to fund Shaderôs com pany.

A lthough H ornik had m oved fast, Shader w as in a strong position. G iven Shaderôs reputation, and
the quality of his idea, H ornik knew  plenty of investors w ould be clam oring to w ork w ith Shader.
ñYouôre rarely the only investor giving an entrepreneur a term  sheet,ò H ornik explains. ñYouôre
com peting w ith the best venture capital firm s in the country, and trying to convince the entrepreneur to
take your m oney instead of theirs.ò

The best w ay for H ornik to land the investm ent w as to set a deadline for Shader to m ake his
decision. If H ornik m ade a com pelling offer w ith a short fuse, Shader m ight sign it before he had the
chance to pitch to other investors. This is w hat m any venture capitalists do to stack the odds in their
favor.

B ut H ornik didnôt give Shader a deadline. In fact, he practically invited Shader to shop his offer
around to other investors. H ornik believed that entrepreneurs need tim e to evaluate their options, so
as a m atter of principle, he refused to present exploding offers. ñTake as m uch tim e as you need to
m ake the right decision,ò he said. A lthough H ornik hoped Shader w ould conclude that the right
decision w as to sign w ith him , he put Shaderôs best interests ahead of his ow n, giving Shader space to
explore other options.

Shader did just that: he spent the next few  w eeks pitching his idea to other investors. In the
m eantim e, H ornik w anted to m ake sure he w as still a strong contender, so he sent Shader his m ost
valuable resource: a list of forty references w ho could attest to H ornikôs caliber as an investor.
H ornik knew  that entrepreneurs look for the sam e attributes in investors that w e all seek in financial
advisers: com petence and trustw orthiness. W hen entrepreneurs sign w ith an investor, the investor
joins their board of directors and provides expert advice. H ornikôs list of references reflected the
blood, sw eat, and tears that he had devoted to entrepreneurs over the course of m ore than a decade in
the venture business. H e knew  they w ould vouch for his skill and his character.

A  few  w eeks later, H ornikôs phone rang. It w as Shader, ready to announce his decision.
ñIôm  sorry,ò Shader said, ñbut Iôm  signing w ith another investor.ò
The financial term s of the offer from  H ornik and the other investor w ere virtually identical, so

H ornikôs list of forty references should have given him  an advantage. A nd after speaking w ith the
references, it w as clear to Shader that H ornik w as a great guy.

B ut it w as this very sam e spirit of generosity that doom ed H ornikôs case. Shader w orried that
H ornik w ould spend m ore tim e encouraging him  than challenging him . H ornik m ight not be tough
enough to help Shader start a successful business, and the other investor had a reputation for being a
brilliant adviser w ho questioned and pushed entrepreneurs. Shader w alked aw ay thinking, ñI should
probably add som ebody to the board w ho w ill challenge m e m ore. H ornik is so affable that I donôt
know  w hat heôll be like in the boardroom .ò W hen he called H ornik, he explained, ñM y heart said to
go w ith you, but m y head said to go w ith them . I decided to go w ith m y head instead of m y heart.ò

H ornik w as devastated, and he began to second-guess him self. ñA m  I a dope? If I had applied
pressure to take the term  sheet, m aybe he w ould have taken it. B ut Iôve spent a decade building m y
reputation so this w ouldnôt happen. H ow  did this happen?ò



D avid H ornik learned his lesson the hard w ay: good guys finish last.
O r do they?

***

A ccording to conventional w isdom , highly successful people have three things in com m on:
m otivation, ability, and opportunity. If w e w ant to succeed, w e need a com bination of hard w ork,
talent, and luck. The story of D anny Shader and D avid H ornik highlights a fourth ingredient, one thatôs
critical but often neglected: success depends heavily on how  w e approach our interactions w ith other
people. Every tim e w e interact w ith another person at w ork, w e have a choice to m ake: do w e try to
claim  as m uch value as w e can, or contribute value w ithout w orrying about w hat w e receive in
return?

A s an organizational psychologist and W harton professor, Iôve dedicated m ore than ten years of
m y professional life to studying these choices at organizations ranging from  G oogle to the U.S. A ir
Force, and it turns out that they have staggering consequences for success. O ver the past three
decades, in a series of groundbreaking studies, social scientists have discovered that people differ
dram atically in their preferences for reciprocityð their desired m ix of taking and giving. To shed
som e light on these preferences, let m e introduce you to tw o kinds of people w ho fall at opposite ends
of the reciprocity spectrum  at w ork. I call them  takers and givers.

Takers have a distinctive signature: they like to get m ore than they give. They tilt reciprocity in
their ow n favor, putting their ow n interests ahead of othersô needs. Takers believe that the w orld is a
com petitive, dog-eat-dog place. They feel that to succeed, they need to be better than others. To prove
their com petence, they self-prom ote and m ake sure they get plenty of credit for their efforts. G arden-
variety takers arenôt cruel or cutthroat; theyôre just cautious and self-protective. ñIf I donôt look out
for m yself first,ò takers think, ñno one w ill.ò H ad D avid H ornik been m ore of a taker, he w ould have
given D anny Shader a deadline, putting his goal of landing the investm ent ahead of Shaderôs desire
for a flexible tim eline.

B ut H ornik is the opposite of a taker; heôs a giver. In the w orkplace, givers are a relatively rare
breed. They tilt reciprocity in the other direction, preferring to give m ore than they get. W hereas
takers tend to be self-focused, evaluating w hat other people can offer them , givers are other-focused,
paying m ore attention to w hat other people need from  them . These preferences arenôt about m oney:
givers and takers arenôt distinguished by how  m uch they donate to charity or the com pensation that
they com m and from  their em ployers. Rather, givers and takers differ in their attitudes and actions
tow ard other people. If youôre a taker, you help others strategically, w hen the benefits to you
outw eigh the personal costs. If youôre a giver, you m ight use a different cost-benefit analysis: you help
w henever the benefits to others exceed the personal costs. A lternatively, you m ight not think about the
personal costs at all, helping others w ithout expecting anything in return. If youôre a giver at w ork,
you sim ply strive to be generous in sharing your tim e, energy, know ledge, skills, ideas, and
connections w ith other people w ho can benefit from  them .

Itôs tem pting to reserve the giver label for larger-than-life heroes such as M other Teresa or
M ahatm a G andhi, but being a giver doesnôt require extraordinary acts of sacrifice. It just involves a
focus on acting in the interests of others, such as by giving help, providing m entoring, sharing credit,
or m aking connections for others. O utside the w orkplace, this type of behavior is quite com m on.



A ccording to research led by Yale psychologist M argaret C lark, m ost people act like givers in close
relationships. In m arriages and friendships, w e contribute w henever w e can w ithout keeping score.

B ut in the w orkplace, give and take becom es m ore com plicated. Professionally, few  of us act
purely like givers or takers, adopting a third style instead. W e becom e m atchers, striving to preserve
an equal balance of giving and getting. M atchers operate on the principle of fairness: w hen they help
others, they protect them selves by seeking reciprocity. If youôre a m atcher, you believe in tit for tat,
and your relationships are governed by even exchanges of favors.

G iving, taking, and m atching are three fundam ental styles of social interaction, but the lines
betw een them  arenôt hard and fast. You m ight find that you shift from  one reciprocity style to another
as you travel across different w ork roles and relationships.* It w ouldnôt be surprising if you act like a
taker w hen negotiating your salary, a giver w hen m entoring som eone w ith less experience than you,
and a m atcher w hen sharing expertise w ith a colleague. But evidence show s that at w ork, the vast
m ajority of people develop a prim ary reciprocity style, w hich captures how  they approach m ost of
the people m ost of the tim e. A nd this prim ary style can play as m uch of a role in our success as hard
w ork, talent, and luck.

In fact, the patterns of success based on reciprocity styles are rem arkably clear. If I asked you to
guess w hoôs the m ost likely to end up at the bottom  of the success ladder, w hat w ould you sayð
takers, givers, or m atchers?

Professionally, all three reciprocity styles have their ow n benefits and draw backs. But thereôs one
style that proves m ore costly than the other tw o. Based on D avid H ornikôs story, you m ight predict
that givers achieve the w orst resultsð and youôd be right. R esearch dem onstrates that givers sink to
the bottom  of the success ladder. A cross a w ide range of im portant occupations, givers are at a
disadvantage: they m ake others better off but sacrifice their ow n success in the process.

In the w orld of engineering, the least productive and effective engineers are givers. In one study,
w hen m ore than 160 professional engineers in California rated one another on help given and
received, the least successful engineers w ere those w ho gave m ore than they received. These givers
had the w orst objective scores in their firm  for the num ber of tasks, technical reports, and draw ings
com pletedð not to m ention errors m ade, deadlines m issed, and m oney w asted. G oing out of their w ay
to help others prevented them  from  getting their ow n w ork done.

The sam e pattern em erges in m edical school. In a study of m ore than six hundred m edical students
in Belgium , the students w ith the low est grades had unusually high scores on giver statem ents like ñI
love to help othersò and ñI anticipate the needs of others.ò The givers w ent out of their w ay to help
their peers study, sharing w hat they already knew  at the expense of filling gaps in their ow n
know ledge, and it gave their peers a leg up at test tim e. Salespeople are no different. In a study I led
of salespeople in N orth Carolina, com pared w ith takers and m atchers, givers brought in tw o and a
half tim es less annual sales revenue. They w ere so concerned about w hat w as best for their custom ers
that they w erenôt w illing to sell aggressively.

A cross occupations, it appears that givers are just too caring, too trusting, and too w illing to
sacrifice their ow n interests for the benefit of others. Thereôs even evidence that com pared w ith
takers, on average, givers earn 14 percent less m oney, have tw ice the risk of becom ing victim s of
crim es, and are judged as 22 percent less pow erful and dom inant.

So if givers are m ost likely to land at the bottom  of the success ladder, w hoôs at the topð takers or
m atchers?



N either. W hen I took another look at the data, I discovered a surprising pattern: Itôs the givers
again.

A s w eôve seen, the engineers w ith the low est productivity are m ostly givers. But w hen w e look at
the engineers w ith the highest productivity, the evidence show s that theyôre givers too. The California
engineers w ith the best objective scores for quantity and quality of results are those w ho consistently
give m ore to their colleagues than they get. The w orst perform ers and the best perform ers are givers;
takers and m atchers are m ore likely to land in the m iddle.

This pattern holds up across the board. The B elgian m edical students w ith the low est grades have
unusually high giver scores, but so do the students w ith the highest grades. O ver the course of
m edical school, being a giver accounts for 11 percent higher grades. Even in sales, I found that the
least productive salespeople had 25 percent higher giver scores than average perform ersð but so did
the m ost productive salespeople. The top perform ers w ere givers, and they averaged 50 percent m ore
annual revenue than the takers and m atchers. G ivers dom inate the bottom  and the top of the success
ladder. A cross occupations, if you exam ine the link betw een reciprocity styles and success, the givers
are m ore likely to becom e cham psð not only chum ps.

G uess w hich one D avid H ornik turns out to be?

ð
A fter D anny Shader signed w ith the other investor, he had a gnaw ing feeling. ñW e just closed a big
round. W e should be celebrating. W hy am  I not happier? I w as excited about m y investor, w hoôs
exceptionally bright and talented, but I w as m issing the opportunity to w ork w ith H ornik.ò Shader
w anted to find a w ay to engage H ornik, but there w as a catch. To involve him , Shader and his lead
investor w ould have to sell m ore of the com pany, diluting their ow nership.

Shader decided it w as w orth the cost to him  personally. Before the financing closed, he invited
H ornik to invest in his com pany. H ornik accepted the offer and m ade an investm ent, earning som e
ow nership of the com pany. H e began com ing to board m eetings, and Shader w as im pressed w ith
H ornikôs ability to push him  to consider new  directions. ñI got to see the other side of him ,ò Shader
says. ñIt had just been overshadow ed by how  affable he is.ò Thanks in part to H ornikôs advice,
Shaderôs start-up has taken off. Itôs called PayN earM e, and it enables A m ericans w ho donôt have a
bank account or a credit card to m ake online purchases w ith a barcode or a card, and then pay cash
for them  at participating establishm ents. Shader landed m ajor partnerships w ith 7-Eleven and
G reyhound to provide these services, and in the first year and a half since launching, PayN earM e has
been grow ing at m ore than 30 percent per m onth. A s an investor, H ornik has a sm all share in this
grow th.

H ornik has also added Shader to his list of references, w hich is probably even m ore valuable than
the deal itself. W hen entrepreneurs call to ask about H ornik, Shader tells them , ñYou m ay be thinking
heôs just a nice guy, but heôs a lot m ore than that. H eôs phenom enal: super-hardw orking and very
courageous. H e can be both challenging and supportive at the sam e tim e. A nd heôs incredibly
responsive, w hich is one of the best characteristics you can have in an investor. H eôll get back to you
any hourð day or nightð quickly, on anything that m atters.ò

The payoff for H ornik w as not lim ited to this single deal on PayN earM e. A fter seeing H ornik in
action, Shader cam e to adm ire H ornikôs com m itm ent to acting in the best interests of entrepreneurs,



and he began to set H ornik up w ith other investm ent opportunities. In one case, after m eeting the CEO
of a com pany called Rocket Law yer, Shader recom m ended H ornik as an investor. A lthough the CEO
already had a term  sheet from  another investor, H ornik ended up w inning the investm ent.

A lthough he recognizes the dow nsides, D avid H ornik believes that operating like a giver has been
a driving force behind his success in venture capital. H ornik estim ates that w hen m ost venture
capitalists offer term  sheets to entrepreneurs, they have a signing rate near 50 percent: ñIf you get half
of the deals you offer, youôre doing pretty w ell.ò Yet in eleven years as a venture capitalist, H ornik
has offered tw enty-eight term  sheets to entrepreneurs, and tw enty-five have accepted. Shader is one of
just three people w ho have ever turned dow n an investm ent from  H ornik. The other 89 percent of the
tim e entrepreneurs have taken H ornikôs m oney. Thanks to his funding and expert advice, these
entrepreneurs have gone on to build a num ber of successful start-upsð one w as valued at m ore than
$3 billion on its first day of trading in 2012, and others have been acquired by G oogle, O racle,
Ticketm aster, and M onster.

H ornikôs hard w ork and talent, not to m ention his luck at being on the right sideline at his
daughterôs soccer gam e, played a big part in lining up the deal w ith D anny Shader. But it w as his
reciprocity style that ended up w inning the day for him . Even better, he w asnôt the only w inner.
Shader w on too, as did the com panies to w hich Shader later recom m ended H ornik. By operating as a
giver, H ornik created value for him self w hile m axim izing opportunities for value to flow  outw ard for
the benefit of others.

***

In this book, I w ant to persuade you that w e underestim ate the success of givers like D avid H ornik.
A lthough w e often stereotype givers as chum ps and doorm ats, they turn out to be surprisingly
successful. To figure out w hy givers dom inate the top of the success ladder, w eôll exam ine startling
studies and stories that illum inate how  giving can be m ore pow erfulð and less dangerousð than m ost
people believe. A long the w ay, Iôll introduce you to successful givers from  m any different w alks of
life, including consultants, law yers, doctors, engineers, salespeople, w riters, entrepreneurs,
accountants, teachers, financial advisers, and sports executives. These givers reverse the popular
plan of succeeding first and giving back later, raising the possibility that those w ho give first are often
best positioned for success later.

But w e canôt forget about those engineers and salespeople at the bottom  of the ladder. Som e
givers do becom e pushovers and doorm ats, and I w ant to explore w hat separates the cham ps from  the
chum ps. The answ er is less about raw  talent or aptitude, and m ore about the strategies givers use and
the choices they m ake. To explain how  givers avoid the bottom  of the success ladder, Iôm  going to
debunk tw o com m on m yths about givers by show ing you that theyôre not necessarily nice, and theyôre
not necessarily altruistic. W e all have goals for our ow n individual achievem ents, and it turns out that
successful givers are every bit as am bitious as takers and m atchers. They sim ply have a different w ay
of pursuing their goals.

This brings us to m y third aim , w hich is to reveal w hatôs unique about the success of givers. Let
m e be clear that givers, takers, and m atchers all canð and doð achieve success. But thereôs
som ething distinctive that happens w hen givers succeed: it spreads and cascades. W hen takers w in,
thereôs usually som eone else w ho loses. Research show s that people tend to envy successful takers



and look for w ays to knock them  dow n a notch. In contrast, w hen givers like D avid H ornik w in,
people are rooting for them  and supporting them , rather than gunning for them . G ivers succeed in a
w ay that creates a ripple effect, enhancing the success of people around them . Youôll see that the
difference lies in how  giver success creates value, instead of just claim ing it. A s the venture capitalist
R andy K om isar rem arks, ñItôs easier to w in if everybody w ants you to w in. If you donôt m ake enem ies
out there, itôs easier to succeed.ò

But in som e arenas, it seem s that the costs of giving clearly outw eigh the benefits. In politics, for
exam ple, M ark Tw ainôs opening quote suggests that diplom acy involves taking ten tim es as m uch as
giving. ñPolitics,ò w rites form er president Bill Clinton, ñis a ógettingô business. You have to get
support, contributions, and votes, over and over again.ò Takers should have an edge in lobbying and
outm aneuvering their opponents in com petitive elections, and m atchers m ay be w ell suited to the
constant trading of favors that politics dem ands. W hat happens to givers in the w orld of politics?

Consider the political struggles of a hick w ho w ent by the nam e Sam pson. H e said his goal w as to
be the ñClinton of Illinois,ò and he set his sights on w inning a seat in the Senate. Sam pson w as an
unlikely candidate for political office, having spent his early years w orking on a farm . But Sam pson
had great am bition; he m ade his first run for a seat in the state legislature w hen he w as just tw enty-
three years old. There w ere thirteen candidates, and only the top four w on seats. Sam pson m ade a
lackluster show ing, finishing eighth.

A fter losing that race, Sam pson turned his eye to business, taking out a loan to start a sm all shop
w ith a friend. The business failed, and Sam pson w as unable to repay the loan, so his possessions
w ere seized by local authorities. Shortly thereafter, his business partner died w ithout assets, and
Sam pson took on the debt. Sam pson jokingly called his liability ñthe national debtò: he ow ed fifteen
tim es his annual incom e. It w ould take him  years, but he eventually paid back every cent.

A fter his business failed, Sam pson m ade a second run for the state legislature. A lthough he w as
only tw enty-five years old, he finished second, landing a seat. For his first legislative session, he had
to borrow  the m oney to buy his first suit. For the next eight years, Sam pson served in the state
legislature, earning a law  degree along the w ay. Eventually, at age forty-five, he w as ready to pursue
influence on the national stage. H e m ade a bid for the Senate.

Sam pson knew  he w as fighting an uphill battle. H e had tw o prim ary opponents: Jam es Shields
and Lym an Trum bull. Both had been state Suprem e Court justices, com ing from  backgrounds far m ore
privileged than Sam psonôs. Shields, the incum bent running for reelection, w as the nephew  of a
congressm an. Trum bull w as the grandson of an em inent Yale-educated historian. By com parison,
Sam pson had little experience or political clout.

In the first poll, Sam pson w as a surprise front-runner, w ith 44 percent support. Shields w as close
behind at 41 percent, and Trum bull w as a distant third at 5 percent. In the next poll, Sam pson gained
ground, clim bing to 47 percent support. But the tide began to turn w hen a new  candidate entered the
race: the stateôs current governor, Joel M atteson. M atteson w as popular, and he had the potential to
draw  votes from  both Sam pson and Trum bull. W hen Shields w ithdrew  from  the race, M atteson
quickly took the lead. M atteson had 44 percent, Sam pson w as dow n to 38 percent, and Trum bull w as
at just 9 percent. But hours later, Trum bull w on the election w ith 51 percent, narrow ly edging out
M attesonôs 47 percent.

W hy did Sam pson plum m et, and how  did Trum bull rise so quickly? The sudden reversal of their
positions w as due to a choice m ade by Sam pson, w ho seem ed plagued by pathological giving. W hen



M atteson entered the race, Sam pson began to doubt his ow n ability to garner enough support to w in.
H e knew  that Trum bull had a sm all but loyal follow ing w ho w ould not give up on him . M ost people
in Sam psonôs shoes w ould have lobbied Trum bullôs follow ers to jum p ship. A fter all, w ith just 9
percent support, Trum bull w as a long shot.

But Sam psonôs prim ary concern w asnôt getting elected. It w as to prevent M atteson from  w inning.
Sam pson believed that M atteson w as engaging in questionable practices. Som e onlookers had
accused M atteson of trying to bribe influential voters. A t m inim um , Sam pson had reliable inform ation
that som e of his ow n key supporters had been approached by M atteson. If it appeared that Sam pson
w ould not stand a chance, M atteson argued, the voters should shift their loyalties and support him .

Sam psonôs concerns about M attesonôs m ethods and m otives proved prescient. A year later, w hen
M atteson w as finishing his term  as governor, he redeem ed old governm ent checks that w ere outdated
or had been previously redeem ed, but w ere never canceled. M atteson took hom e several hundred
thousand dollars and w as indicted for fraud.

In addition to harboring suspicions about M atteson, Sam pson believed in Trum bull, as they had
som ething in com m on w hen it cam e to the issues. For several years, Sam pson had cam paigned
passionately for a m ajor shift in social and econom ic policy. H e believed it w as vital to the future of
his state, and in this he and Trum bull w ere united. So instead of trying to convert Trum bullôs loyal
follow ers, Sam pson decided to fall on his ow n sw ord. H e told his floor m anager, Stephen Logan, that
he w ould w ithdraw  from  the race and ask his supporters to vote for Trum bull. Logan w as
incredulous: w hy should the m an w ith a larger follow ing hand over the election to an adversary w ith
a sm aller follow ing? Logan broke dow n into tears, but Sam pson w ould not yield. H e w ithdrew  and
asked his supporters to vote for Trum bull. It w as enough to propel Trum bull to victory, at Sam psonôs
expense.

That w as not the first tim e Sam pson put the interests of others ahead of his ow n. Before he helped
Trum bull w in the Senate race, despite earning acclaim  for his w ork as a law yer, Sam psonôs success
w as stifled by a crushing liability. H e could not bring him self to defend clients if he felt they w ere
guilty. A ccording to a colleague, Sam psonôs clients knew  ñthey w ould w in their caseð if it w as fair;
if not, that it w as a w aste of tim e to take it to him .ò In one case, a client w as accused of theft, and
Sam pson approached the judge. ñIf you can say anything for the m an, do itð I canôt. If I attem pt it, the
jury w ill see I think he is guilty, and convict him .ò In another case, during a crim inal trial, Sam pson
leaned over and said to an associate, ñThis m an is guilty; you defend him , I canôt.ò Sam pson handed
the case over to the associate, w alking aw ay from  a sizable fee. These decisions earned him  respect,
but they raised questions about w hether he w as tenacious enough to m ake tough political decisions.

Sam pson ñcom es very near being a perfect m an,ò said one of his political rivals. ñH e lacks but
one thing.ò The rival explained that Sam pson w as unfit to be trusted w ith pow er, because his
judgm ent w as too easily clouded by concern for others. In politics, operating like a giver put
Sam pson at a disadvantage. H is reluctance to put him self first cost him  the Senate election, and left
onlookers w ondering w hether he w as strong enough for the unforgiving w orld of politics. Trum bull
w as a fierce debater; Sam pson w as a pushover. ñI regret m y defeat,ò Sam pson adm itted, but he
m aintained that Trum bullôs election w ould help to advance the causes they shared. A fter the election,
a local reporter w rote that in com parison w ith Sam pson, Trum bull w as ña m an of m ore real talent and
pow er.ò

But Sam pson w asnôt ready to step aside forever. Four years after helping Lym an Trum bull w in the



seat, Sam pson ran for the Senate again. H e lost again. B ut in the w eeks leading up to the vote, one of
the m ost outspoken supporters of Sam psonôs w as none other than Lym an Trum bull. Sam psonôs
sacrifice had earned goodw ill, and Trum bull w as not the only adversary w ho becam e an advocate in
response to Sam psonôs giving. In the first Senate race, w hen Sam pson had 47 percent of the vote and
seem ed to be on the brink of victory, a Chicago law yer and politician nam ed N orm an Judd led a
strong 5 percent w ho w ould not w aver in their loyalty to Trum bull. D uring Sam psonôs second Senate
bid, Judd becam e a strong supporter.

Tw o years later, after tw o failed Senate races, Sam pson finally w on his first election at the
national level. A ccording to one com m entator, Judd never forgot Sam psonôs ñgenerous behaviorò and
did ñm ore than anyone elseò to secure Sam psonôs nom ination.

In 1999, C-SPA N , the cable TV netw ork that covers politics, polled m ore than a thousand
know ledgeable view ers. They rated the effectiveness of Sam pson and three dozen other politicians
w ho vied for sim ilar offices. Sam pson cam e out at the very top of the poll, receiving the highest
evaluations. D espite his losses, he w as m ore popular than any other politician on the list. You see,
Sam psonôs G host w as a pen nam e that the hick used in letters.

H is real nam e w as A braham  Lincoln.
In the 1830s, Lincoln w as striving to be the D eW itt Clinton of Illinois, referencing a U.S. senator

and N ew  York governor w ho spearheaded the construction of the Erie Canal. W hen Lincoln w ithdrew
from  his first Senate race to help Lym an Trum bull w in the seat, they shared a com m itm ent to
abolishing slavery. From  em ancipating slaves, to sacrificing his ow n political opportunities for the
cause, to refusing to defend clients w ho appeared to be guilty, Lincoln consistently acted for the
greater good. W hen experts in history, political science, and psychology rated the presidents, they
identified Lincoln as a clear giver. ñEven if it w as inconvenient, Lincoln w ent out of his w ay to help
others,ò w rote tw o experts, dem onstrating ñobvious concern for the w ell-being of individual
citizens.ò It is notew orthy that Lincoln is seen as one of the least self-centered, egotistical, boastful
presidents ever. In independent ratings of presidential biographies, Lincoln scored in the top threeð
along w ith W ashington and Fillm oreð in giving credit to others and acting in the best interests of
others. In the w ords of a m ilitary general w ho w orked w ith Lincoln, ñhe seem ed to possess m ore of
the elem ents of greatness, com bined w ith goodness, than any other.ò

In the O val O ffice, Lincoln w as determ ined to put the good of the nation above his ow n ego. W hen
he w on the presidency in 1860, he invited the three candidates w hom  he defeated for the Republican
nom ination to becom e his secretary of state, secretary of the treasury, and attorney general. In Team  of
Rivals, the historian D oris K earns G oodw in docum ents how  unusual Lincolnôs cabinet w as. ñEvery
m em ber of the adm inistration w as better know n, better educated, and m ore experienced in public life
than Lincoln. Their presence in the cabinet m ight have threatened to eclipse the obscure prairie
law yer.ò

In Lincolnôs position, a taker m ight have preferred to protect his ego and pow er by inviting ñyes
m enò to join him . A m atcher m ight have offered appointm ents to allies w ho had supported him . Yet
Lincoln invited his bitter com petitors instead. ñW e needed the strongest m en of the party in the
Cabinet,ò Lincoln told an incredulous reporter. ñI had no right to deprive the country of their
services.ò Som e of these rivals despised Lincoln, and others view ed him  as incom petent, but he
m anaged to w in them  all over. A ccording to K earns G oodw in, Lincolnôs ñsuccess in dealing w ith the
strong egos of the m en in his cabinet suggests that in the hands of a truly great politician the qualities



w e generally associate w ith decency and m oralityð kindness, sensitivity, com passion, honesty, and
em pathyð can also be im pressive political resources.ò

If politics can be fertile ground for givers, itôs possible that givers can succeed in any job.
W hether giving is effective, though, depends on the particular kind of exchange in w hich itôs
em ployed. This is one im portant feature of giving to keep in m ind as w e m ove through the ideas in
this book: on any particular m orning, giving m ay w ell be incom patible w ith success. In purely zero-
sum  situations and w in-lose interactions, giving rarely pays off. This is a lesson that A braham  Lincoln
learned each tim e he chose to give to others at his ow n expense. ñIf I have one vice,ò Lincoln said,
ñand I can call it nothing elseð it is not to be able to say no!ò

But m ost of life isnôt zero-sum , and on balance, people w ho choose giving as their prim ary
reciprocity style end up reaping rew ards. For Lincoln, like D avid H ornik, seem ingly self-sacrificing
decisions ultim ately w orked to his advantage. W hen w e initially concluded that Lincoln and H ornik
lost, w e hadnôt stretched the tim e horizons out far enough. It takes tim e for givers to build goodw ill
and trust, but eventually, they establish reputations and relationships that enhance their success. In
fact, youôll see that in sales and m edical school, the giver advantage grow s over tim e. In the long run,
giving can be every bit as pow erful as it is dangerous. A s Chip Conley, the renow ned entrepreneur
w ho founded Joie de Vivre H otels, explains, ñBeing a giver is not good for a 100-yard dash, but itôs
valuable in a m arathon.ò

In Lincolnôs era, the m arathon took a long tim e to run. W ithout telephones, the Internet, and high-
speed transportation, building relationships and reputations w as a slow  process. ñIn the old w orld,
you could send a letter, and no one knew ,ò Conley says. Conley believes that in todayôs connected
w orld, w here relationships and reputations are m ore visible, givers can accelerate their pace. ñYou
no longer have to choose,ò says Bobbi Silten, the form er president of D ockers, w ho now  runs global
social and environm ental responsibility for G ap Inc. ñYou can be a giver and be successful.ò

The fact that the long run is getting shorter isnôt the only force that m akes giving m ore
professionally productive today. W e live in an era w hen m assive changes in the structure of w orkð
and the technology that shapes itð have further am plified the advantages of being a giver. Today, m ore
than half of A m erican and European com panies regularly use team s to get w ork done. W e rely on
team s to build cars and houses, perform  surgeries, fly planes, fight w ars, play sym phonies, produce
new s reports, audit com panies, and provide consulting services. Team s depend on givers to share
inform ation, volunteer for unpopular tasks, and provide help.

W hen Lincoln invited his rivals to join his cabinet, they had the chance to see firsthand how  m uch
he w as w illing to contribute for the sake of other people and his country. Several years before
Lincoln becam e president, one of his rivals, Edw in Stanton, had rejected him  as a cocounsel in a
trial, calling him  a ñgaw ky, long-arm ed ape.ò Yet after w orking w ith Lincoln, Stanton described him
as ñthe m ost perfect ruler of m en the w orld has ever seen.ò A s w e organize m ore people into team s,
givers have m ore opportunities to dem onstrate their value, as Lincoln did.

Even if you donôt w ork in a team , odds are that you hold a service job. M ost of our grandparents
w orked in independent jobs producing goods. They didnôt alw ays need to collaborate w ith other
people, so it w as fairly inefficient to be a giver. But now , a high percentage of people w ork in
interconnected jobs providing services to others. In the 1980s, the service sector m ade up about half
of the w orldôs gross dom estic product (G D P). By 1995, the service sector w as responsible for nearly
tw o thirds of w orld G D P. Today, m ore than 80 percent of A m ericans w ork in service jobs.



A s the service sector continues to expand, m ore and m ore people are placing a prem ium  on
providers w ho have established relationships and reputations as givers. W hether your reciprocity
style is prim arily giver, taker, or m atcher, Iôm  w illing to bet that you w ant your key service providers
to be givers. You hope your doctor, law yer, teacher, dentist, plum ber, and real estate agent w ill focus
on contributing value to you, not on claim ing value from  you. This is w hy D avid H ornik has an 89
percent success rate: entrepreneurs know  that w hen he offers to invest in their com panies, he has their
best interests at heart. W hereas m any venture capitalists donôt consider unsolicited pitches, preferring
to spend their scarce tim e on people and ideas that have already show n prom ise, H ornik responds
personally to e-m ails from  com plete strangers. ñIôm  happy to be as helpful as I can independent of
w hether I have som e econom ic interest,ò he says. A ccording to H ornik, a successful venture capitalist
is ña service provider. Entrepreneurs are not here to serve venture capitalists. W e are here to serve
entrepreneurs.ò

The rise of the service econom y sheds light on w hy givers have the w orst grades and the best
grades in m edical school. In the study of Belgian m edical students, the givers earned significantly
low er grades in their first year of m edical school. The givers w ere at a disadvantageð and the
negative correlation betw een giver scores and grades w as stronger than the effect of sm oking on the
odds of getting lung cancer.

But that w as the only year of m edical school in w hich the givers underperform ed. By their second
year, the givers had m ade up the gap: they w ere now  slightly outperform ing their peers. By the sixth
year, the givers earned substantially higher grades than their peers. A giver style, m easured six years
earlier, w as a better predictor of m edical school grades than the effect of sm oking on lung cancer
rates (and the effect of using nicotine patches on quitting sm oking). By the seventh year of m edical
school, w hen the givers becam e doctors, they had clim bed still further ahead. The effect of giving on
final m edical school perform ance w as stronger than the sm oking effects above; it w as even greater
than the effect of drinking alcohol on aggressive behavior.

W hy did the giver disadvantage reverse, becom ing such a strong advantage?
N othing about the givers changed, but their program  did. A s students progress through m edical

school, they m ove from  independent classes into clinical rotations, internships, and patient care. The
further they advance, the m ore their success depends on team w ork and service. A s the structure of
class w ork shifts, the givers benefit from  their natural tendencies to collaborate effectively w ith other
m edical professionals and express concern to patients.

This giver advantage in service roles is hardly lim ited to m edicine. Steve Jones, the aw ard-
w inning form er CEO  of one of the largest banks in A ustralia, w anted to know  w hat m ade financial
advisers successful. H is team  studied key factors such as financial expertise and effort. But ñthe
single m ost influential factor,ò Jones told m e, ñw as w hether a financial adviser had the clientôs best
interests at heart, above the com panyôs and even his ow n. It w as one of m y three top priorities to get
that value instilled, and dem onstrate that itôs in everybodyôs best interests to treat clients that w ay.ò

O ne financial adviser w ho exem plifies this giver style is Peter A udet, a broad-shouldered A ussie
w ho once w ore a m ullet and has an affinity for Bon Jovi. H e began his career as a custom er service
representative answ ering phones for a large insurance com pany. The first year after he w as hired,
Peter w on the Personality of the Year aw ard, beating out hundreds of other em ployees based on his
passion for helping custom ers, and becam e the youngest departm ent supervisor in the w hole com pany.
Years later, w hen 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 . H e is such a giver
that he even tries to help the job applicants he doesnôt hire, spending hours m aking connections for
them  to find other opportunities.

In 2011, w hen Peter w as w orking as a financial adviser, he received a call from  an A ustralian
client. The client w anted to m ake changes to a sm all superannuation fund valued at $70,000. A staff
m em ber w as assigned to the client, but looked him  up and saw  that he w as a scrap m etal w orker.
Thinking like a m atcher, the staff m em ber declined to m ake the visit: it w as a w aste of his tim e. It
certainly w asnôt w orth Peterôs tim e. H e specialized in high net w orth clients, w hose funds w ere
w orth a thousand tim es m ore m oney, and his largest client had m ore than $100 m illion. If you
calculated the dollar value of Peterôs tim e, the scrap m etal w orkerôs fund w as not even w orth the
am ount of tim e it w ould take to drive out to his house. ñH e w as the tiniest client, and no one w anted
to see him ; it w as beneath everybody,ò Peter reflects. ñBut you canôt just ignore som eone because you
donôt think theyôre im portant enough.ò

Peter scheduled an appointm ent to drive out to see the scrap m etal w orker and help him  w ith the
plan changes. W hen he pulled up to the house, his jaw  dropped. The front door w as covered in
cobw ebs and had not been opened in m onths. H e drove around to the back, w here a thirty-four-year-
old m an opened the door. The living room  w as full of bugs, and he could see straight through to the
roof: the entire ceiling had been ripped out. The client m ade a feeble gesture to som e folding chairs,
and Peter began w orking through the clientôs plan changes. Feeling sym pathy for the client, w ho
seem ed like an earnest, hardw orking blue-collar m an, Peter m ade a generous offer. ñW hile Iôm  here,
w hy donôt you tell m e a bit about yourself and Iôll see if thereôs anything else I can help you w ith.ò

The client m entioned a love of cars, and w alked him  around back to a dingy shed. Peter braced
him self for another depressing display of poverty, envisioning a pile of rusted m etal. W hen Peter
stepped inside the shed, he gasped. Spread out before him  in im m aculate condition w ere a first-
generation Chevy Cam aro, built in 1966; tw o vintage A ustralian Valiant cars w ith 1,000-horsepow er
engines for drag racing; a souped-up coupe utility car; and a Ford coupe from  the m ovie M ad M ax.
The client w as not a scrap m etal w orker; he ow ned a lucrative scrap m etal business. H e had just
bought the house to fix it up; it w as on eleven acres, and it cost $1.4 m illion. Peter spent the next year
reengineering the clientôs business, im proving his tax position, and helping him  renovate the house.
ñA ll I did w as start out by doing a kindness,ò Peter notes. ñW hen I got to w ork the next day, I had to
laugh at m y colleague w ho w asnôt prepared to give a bit by driving out to visit the client.ò Peter w ent
on to develop a strong relationship w ith the client, w hose fees m ultiplied by a factor of a hundred the
follow ing year, and expects to continue w orking w ith him  for decades.

O ver the course of his career, giving has enabled Peter A udet to access opportunities that takers
and m atchers routinely m iss, but it has also cost him  dearly. A s youôll see in chapter 7, he w as
exploited by tw o takers w ho nearly put him  out of business. Yet Peter m anaged to clim b from  the
bottom  to the top of the success ladder, becom ing one of the m ore productive financial advisers in
A ustralia. The key, he believes, w as learning to harness the benefits of giving w hile m inim izing the
costs. A s a m anaging director at G enesys W ealth A dvisers, he m anaged to rescue his firm  from  the
brink of bankruptcy and turn it into an industry leader, and he chalks his success up to being a giver.
ñThereôs no doubt that Iôve succeeded in business because I give to other people. Itôs m y w eapon of
choice,ò Peter says. ñW hen Iôm  head-to-head w ith another adviser to try and w in business, people tell
m e this is w hy I w in.ò



A lthough technological and organizational changes have m ade giving m ore advantageous, thereôs
one feature of giving thatôs m ore tim eless: w hen w e reflect on our guiding principles in life, m any of
us are intuitively draw n to giving. O ver the past three decades, the esteem ed psychologist Shalom
Schw artz has studied the values and guiding principles that m atter to people in different cultures
around the w orld. O ne of his studies surveyed reasonably representative sam ples of thousands of
adults in A ustralia, Chile, Finland, France, G erm any, Israel, M alaysia, the N etherlands, South A frica,
Spain, Sw eden, and the U nited States. H e translated his survey into a dozen languages, and asked
respondents to rate the im portance of different values. H ere are a few  exam ples:

List 1
W ealth (m oney, m aterial possessions)
Pow er (dom inance, control over others)
Pleasure (enjoying life)
W inning (doing better than others)

List 2
H elpfulness (w orking for the w ell-being of others)
Responsibility (being dependable)
Social justice (caring for the disadvantaged)
Com passion (responding to the needs of others)

Takers favor the values in List 1, w hereas givers prioritize the values in List 2. Schw artz w anted
to know  w here m ost people w ould endorse giver values. Take a look back at the tw elve countries
above. W here do the m ajority of people endorse giver values above taker values?

A ll of them . In all tw elve countries, m ost people rate giving as their single m ost im portant value.
They report caring m ore about giving than about pow er, achievem ent, excitem ent, freedom , tradition,
conform ity, security, and pleasure. In fact, this w as true in m ore than seventy different countries
around the w orld. G iver values are the num ber-one guiding principle in life to m ost people in m ost
countriesð from  A rgentina to A rm enia, Belgium  to Brazil, and Slovakia to Singapore. In the m ajority
of the w orldôs cultures, including that of the United States, the m ajority of people endorse giving as
their single m ost im portant guiding principle.

O n som e level, this com es as no surprise. A s parents, w e read our children books like The G iving
Tree and em phasize the im portance of sharing and caring. But w e tend to com partm entalize giving,
reserving a different set of values for the sphere of w ork. W e m ay love Shel Silverstein for our kids,
but the popularity of books like Robert G reeneôs The 48 Laws of Pow erð not to m ention the
fascination of m any business gurus w ith Sun Tzuôs The Art of W arð suggests that w e donôt see m uch
room  for giver values in our professional lives.

A s a result, even people w ho operate like givers at w ork are often afraid to adm it it. In the
sum m er of 2011, I m et a w om an nam ed Sherryann Plesse, an executive at a prestigious financial
services firm . Sherryann w as clearly a giver: she spent countless hours m entoring junior colleagues
and volunteered to head up a w om enôs leadership initiative and a m ajor charitable fund-raising
initiative at her firm . ñM y default is to give,ò she says. ñIôm  not looking for quid pro quo; Iôm  looking
to m ake a difference and have an im pact, and I focus on the people w ho can benefit from  m y help the



m ost.ò
To enrich her business acum en, Sherryann left her job for six w eeks, enrolling in a leadership

program  w ith sixty executives from  com panies around the w orld. To identify her strengths, she
underw ent a com prehensive psychological assessm ent. Sherryann w as shocked to learn that her top
professional strengths w ere kindness and com passion. Fearing that the results w ould jeopardize her
reputation as a tough and successful leader, Sherryann decided not to tell anyone. ñI didnôt w ant to
sound like a flake. I w as afraid people w ould perceive m e differently, perhaps as a less serious
executive,ò Sherryann confided. ñI w as conditioned to leave m y hum an feelings at the door, and w in. I
w ant m y prim ary skills to be seen as hardw orking and results-oriented, not kindness and com passion.
In business, som etim es you have to w ear different m asks.ò

The fear of being judged as w eak or naµve prevents m any people from  operating like givers at
w ork. M any people w ho hold giver values in life choose m atching as their prim ary reciprocity style
at w ork, seeking an even balance of give and take. In one study, people com pleted a survey about
w hether their default approach to w ork relationships w as to give, take, or m atch. O nly 8 percent
described them selves as givers; the other 92 percent w ere not w illing to contribute m ore than they
received at w ork. In another study, I found that in the office, m ore than three tim es as m any people
prefer to be m atchers than givers.

People w ho prefer to give or m atch often feel pressured to lean in the taker direction w hen they
perceive a w orkplace as zero-sum . W hether itôs a com pany w ith forced ranking system s, a group of
firm s vying to w in the sam e clients, or a school w ith required grading curves and m ore dem and than
supply for desirable jobs, itôs only natural to assum e that peers w ill lean m ore tow ard taking than
giving. ñW hen they anticipate self-interested behavior from  others,ò explains the Stanford
psychologist D ale M iller, people fear that theyôll be exploited if they operate like givers, so they
conclude that ñpursuing a com petitive orientation is the rational and appropriate thing to do.ò Thereôs
even evidence that just putting on a business suit and analyzing a H arvard Business School case is
enough to significantly reduce the attention that people pay to relationships and the interests of others.
The fear of exploitation by takers is so pervasive, w rites the Cornell econom ist R obert Frank, that
ñby encouraging us to expect the w orst in others it brings out the w orst in us: dreading the role of the
chum p, w e are often loath to heed our nobler instincts.ò

G iving is especially risky w hen dealing w ith takers, and D avid H ornik believes that m any of the
w orldôs m ost successful venture capitalists operate like takersð they insist on disproportionately
large shares of entrepreneursô start-ups and claim  undue credit w hen their investm ents prove
successful. H ornik is determ ined to change these norm s. W hen a financial planner asked him  w hat he
w anted to achieve in life, H ornik said that ñabove all, I w ant to dem onstrate that success doesnôt have
to com e at som eone elseôs expense.ò

In an attem pt to prove it, H ornik has broken tw o of the m ost sacred rules in the venture business.
In 2004, he becam e the first venture capitalist to start a blog. Venture capital w as a black box, so
H ornik invited entrepreneurs inside. H e began to share inform ation openly online, helping
entrepreneurs to im prove their pitches by gaining a deeper understanding of how  venture capitalists
think. H ornikôs partners, and his firm ôs general counsel, discouraged him  from  doing it. W hy w ould he
w ant to give aw ay trade secrets? If other investors read his blog, they could steal ideas w ithout
sharing any in return. ñThe idea of a venture capitalist talking about w hat he w as doing w as
considered insane,ò H ornik reflects. ñBut I really w anted to engage in a conversation w ith a broad set



of entrepreneurs, and be helpful to them .ò H is critics w ere right: ñLots of venture capitalists ended up
reading it. W hen I talked about specific com panies I w as excited about, getting deals becam e m ore
com petitive.ò But that w as a price that H ornik w as w illing to pay. ñM y focus w as entirely on creating
value for entrepreneurs,ò he says, and he has m aintained the blog for the past eight years.

H ornikôs second unconventional m ove w as ignited by his frustration w ith dull speakers at
conferences. Back in college, he had team ed up w ith a professor to run a speakersô bureau so he could
invite interesting people to cam pus. The lineup included the inventor of the gam e D ungeons &
D ragons, the w orld yo-yo cham pion, and the anim ator w ho created the W ile E. Coyote and Road
Runner cartoon characters for W arner B ros. By com parison, speakers at venture capital and
technology conferences w erenôt m easuring up. ñI discovered that I stopped going in to hear the
speakers, and I w ould spend all m y tim e chatting w ith people in the lobby about w hat theyôre w orking
on. The real value of these events w as the conversations and relationships that w ere created betw een
people. W hat if a conference w as about conversations and relationships, not content?ò

In 2007, H ornik planned his first annual conference. It w as called The Lobby, and the goal w as to
bring entrepreneurs together to share ideas about new  m edia. H ornik w as putting about $400,000 on
the line, and people tried to talk him  out of it. ñYou could destroy your firm ôs reputation,ò they
w arned, hinting that if the conference failed, H ornikôs ow n career m ight be ruined. But he pressed
forw ard, and w hen it w as tim e to send out invitations, H ornik did the unthinkable. H e invited venture
capitalists at rival firm s to attend the conference.

Several colleagues thought he w as out of his m ind. ñW hy in the w orld w ould you let other venture
capitalists com e to the conference?ò they asked. If H ornik m et an entrepreneur w ith a hot new  idea at
The Lobby, he w ould have a leg up on landing the investm ent. W hy w ould he w ant to give aw ay his
advantage and help his com petitors find opportunities? O nce again, H ornik ignored the naysayers. ñI
w ant to create an experience to benefit everyone, not just m e.ò O ne of the rival venture capitalists
w ho attended liked the form at so m uch that he created his ow n Lobby-style conference, but he didnôt
invite H ornikð or any other venture capitalists. H is partners w ouldnôt let him . N evertheless, H ornik
kept inviting venture capitalists to The Lobby.

D avid H ornik recognizes the costs of operating like a giver. ñSom e people think Iôm  delusional.
They believe the w ay you achieve is by being a taker,ò he says. If he w ere m ore of a taker, he
probably w ouldnôt accept unsolicited pitches, respond personally to e-m ails, share inform ation w ith
com petitors on his blog, or invite his rivals to benefit from  The Lobby conference. H e w ould protect
his tim e, guard his know ledge, and leverage his connections m ore carefully. A nd if he w ere m ore of a
m atcher, he w ould have asked for quid pro quo w ith the venture capitalist w ho attended The Lobby
but didnôt invite H ornik to his ow n conference. But H ornik pays m ore attention to w hat other people
need than to w hat he gets from  them . H ornik has been extrem ely successful as a venture capitalist
w hile living by his values, and heôs w idely respected for his generosity. ñItôs a w in-w in,ò H ornik
reflects. ñI get to create an environm ent w here other people can get deals and build relationships, and
I live in the w orld I w ant to live in.ò H is experience reinforces that giving not only is professionally
risky; it can also be professionally rew arding.

ð
U nderstanding w hat m akes giving both pow erful and dangerous is the focus of G ive and Take. The



first section unveils the principles of giver success, illum inating how  and w hy givers rise to the top.
Iôll show  you how  successful givers have unique approaches to interactions in four key dom ains:
netw orking, collaborating, evaluating, and influencing. A  close look at netw orking highlights fresh
approaches for developing connections w ith new  contacts and strengthening ties w ith old contacts.
Exam ining collaboration reveals w hat it takes to w ork productively w ith colleagues and earn their
respect. Exploring how  w e evaluate others offers counterintuitive techniques for judging and
developing talent to get the best results out of others. A nd an analysis of influence sheds light on
novel strategies for presenting, selling, persuading, and negotiating, all in the spirit of convincing
others to support our ideas and interests. A cross these four dom ains, youôll see w hat successful
givers do differentlyð and w hat takers and m atchers can learn from  their approach. A long the w ay,
youôll find out how  A m ericaôs best netw orker developed his connections, w hy the genius behind one
of the m ost successful show s in television history toiled for years in anonym ity, how  a basketball
executive responsible for som e of the w orst draft busts in history turned things around, w hether a
law yer w ho stum bles on his w ords can beat a law yer w ho speaks w ith confidence, and how  you can
spot a taker just from  looking 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 m anaged. Iôll exam ine how  givers protect them selves against burnout and avoid becom ing
pushovers and doorm ats. Youôll discover how  a teacher reduced her burnout by giving m ore rather
than less, how  a billionaire m ade m oney by giving it aw ay, and the ideal num ber of hours to volunteer
if you w ant to becom e happier and live longer. Youôll see w hy giving slow ed one consultantôs path to
partner but accelerated anotherôs, w hy w e m isjudge w hoôs a giver and w hoôs a taker, and how  givers
protect them selves at the bargaining table. Youôll also gain know ledge about how  givers avoid the
bottom  of the success ladder and rise to the top by nudging other people aw ay from  taking and tow ard
giving. Youôll learn about a ninety-m inute activity that unleashes giving in rem arkable w ays, and
youôll figure out w hy people give things aw ay for free that they could easily sell for a profit on
Craigslist, w hy som e radiologists get better but others get w orse, w hy thinking about Superm an m akes
people less likely to volunteer, and w hy people nam ed D ennis are unusually likely to becom e
dentists.

By the tim e you finish reading this book, you m ay be reconsidering som e of your fundam ental
assum ptions about success. If youôre a self-sacrificing giver, youôll 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
m atcher at w ork, you m ay be pleasantly surprised by the w ealth of opportunities to express your
values and find m eaning in helping others w ithout com prom ising your ow n success. Instead of aim ing
to succeed first and give back later, you m ight decide that giving first is a prom ising path to
succeeding later. A nd if you currently lean tow ard taking, you m ay just be tem pted to shift in the giver
direction, seeking to m aster the skills of this grow ing breed of people w ho achieve success by
contributing to others.

But if you do it only to succeed, it probably w onôt w ork.



2

T he Peacock and the Panda
H ow G ivers, Takers, and M atchers Build N etworks

E very m an m ust decide w hether he w ill w alk in the light of creative altruism  or in the darkness of
destructive selfishness.

ð M artin Luther K ing Jr., civil rights leader and N obel Peace Prize w inner

Several decades ago, a m an w ho started his life in poverty lived the A m erican D ream . H e cam e from
hum ble beginnings, grow ing up in M issouri farm  tow ns w ithout indoor plum bing. To help support his
fam ily, the young m an w orked long hours on farm s and paper routes. H e put him self through college at
the University of M issouri, graduated Phi Beta K appa, and com pleted a m asterôs degree and then a
doctorate in econom ics. H e pursued a life of public service, enlisting in the N avy and then serving in
several im portant roles in the U.S. governm ent, earning the N avy Com m endation M edal and N ational
D efense Service M edal. From  there, he built his ow n com pany, w here he w as chairm an and CEO  for
fifteen years. By the tim e he stepped dow n, his com pany w as w orth $110 billion, w ith m ore than
tw enty thousand em ployees in forty countries around the w orld. For five consecutive years, Fortune
nam ed his com pany ñA m ericaôs M ost Innovative Com panyò and one of the tw enty-five best places to
w ork in the country. W hen asked about his success, he acknow ledged the im portance of ñRespect . . .
the golden rule . . . A bsolute integrity . . . Everyone know s that I personally have a very strict code of
personal conduct that I live by.ò H e set up a charitable fam ily foundation, giving over $2.5 m illion to
m ore than 250 organizations, and donated 1 percent of his com panyôs annual profits to charity. H is
giving attracted the attention of form er president G eorge W . Bush, w ho com m ended him  as a ñgood
guyò and a ñgenerous person.ò

Then he w as indicted.
H is nam e w as K enneth Lay, and he is best rem em bered as a prim ary villain in the Enron scandal.

Enron w as an energy, com m odities, and securities firm  headquartered in H ouston. In O ctober 2001,
Enron lost $1.2 billion in shareholder equity after reporting third-quarter losses of $618 m illion, the



biggest earnings restatem ent in U.S. history. In D ecem ber, Enron w ent bankrupt, leaving tw enty
thousand em ployees jobless, m any w atching their life savings practically erased by the com panyôs
fall. Investigators found that Enron had deceived investors by reporting false profits and hiding debts
of m ore than $1 billion, m anipulated energy and pow er m arkets in C alifornia and Texas, and w on
international contracts by giving illegal bribes to foreign governm ents. Lay w as convicted on six
counts of conspiracy and fraud.

W e can debate about how  m uch Lay truly knew  about Enronôs illegal activities, but itôs difficult to
deny that he w as a taker. A lthough Lay m ay have looked like a giver to m any observers, he w as a
faker: a taker in disguise. Lay felt entitled to use Enronôs resources for personal gain. A s Bethany
M cLean and Peter Elkind describe in The Sm artest G uys in the Room , Lay took exorbitant loans from
the com pany and had his staff put his sandw iches 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 fam ily w as
currently using three Enron planes for personal travel. From  1997 to 1998, $4.5 m illion in Enron
com m issions w ent to a travel agency ow ned by Layôs sister. A ccording to accusations, he sold m ore
than $70 m illion in stock just before Enron w ent bankrupt, taking the treasure from  a sinking ship.
This behavior w as foreshadow ed in the 1970s w hen Lay w orked at Exxon. A  boss w rote a reference
recom m ending Lay highly, but w arned that he w as ñM aybe too am bitious.ò O bservers now  believe
that as early as 1987, at Enron O il, Lay approved and helped to conceal the activities of tw o traders
w ho set up fake com panies and stole $3.8 m illion w hile allow ing Enron to avoid m assive trading
losses. W hen the losses w ere discovered, Enron O il had to report an $85 m illion hit, and Lay denied
know ledge and responsibility: ñIf anyone could say that I knew , let them  stand up.ò A ccording to
M cLean and Elkind, one trader started to stand up but w as physically restrained by tw o colleagues.

H ow  did a taker end up becom ing so successful? H e knew  som ebody. In fact, he knew  a w hole lot
of som ebodies. K en Lay profited greatly from  claim ing his com panyôs financial resources as his ow n,
but m uch of his success in grow ing that com pany cam e the old-fashioned w ay: he built a netw ork of
influential contacts and leveraged them  for his ow n benefit. Lay w as a m aster netw orker from  the
start. In college, he im pressed an econom ics professor nam ed Pinkney W alker and started his ascent
on the shoulders of W alkerôs connections. W alker helped Lay land an assignm ent as an econom ist at
the Pentagon, and then a position as a chief assistant in the W hite H ouse in the N ixon adm inistration.

B y the m id-1980s, Lay becam e the head of Enron after engineering the com panyôs m ove to
H ouston follow ing a m erger. A s he consolidated his pow er, he began to hobnob w ith political pow er
brokers w ho could support Enronôs interests. H e put Pinkney W alkerôs brother C harls on Enronôs
board and developed a relationship w ith G eorge H . W . B ush, w ho w as running for president. In 1990,
Lay cochaired an im portant Sum m it of Industrialized N ations m eeting for Bush in H ouston, putting on
a dazzling show  and charm ing the crow d, w hich included British prim e m inister M argaret Thatcher,
G erm an chancellor H elm ut K ohl, and French president Fran­ois M itterrand. A fter B ush lost his
reelection bid to B ill C linton, Lay w asted no tim e in reaching out to a friend w ho w as a key aide to
the president-electð the friend had gone to kindergarten w ith C linton. Soon, Lay w as playing golf
w ith the new  president. Several years later, as G eorge W . B ush gained pow er, Lay used his
connections to lobby for energy deregulation and get his supporters in im portant governm ent positions
in Texas and the W hite H ouse, influencing policies in Enronôs favor. A t nearly every stage in his
career, Lay w as able to dram atically im prove his com panyôs prospectsð or his ow nð by m aking use
of w ell-placed contacts in his netw ork.



For centuries, w e have recognized the im portance of netw orking. A ccording to B rian Uzzi, a
m anagem ent professor at N orthw estern University, netw orks com e w ith three m ajor advantages:
private inform ation, diverse skills, and pow er. By developing a strong netw ork, people can gain
invaluable access to know ledge, expertise, and influence. Extensive research dem onstrates that
people w ith rich netw orks achieve higher perform ance ratings, get prom oted faster, and earn m ore
m oney. A nd because netw orks are based on interactions and relationships, they serve as a pow erful
prism  for understanding the im pact of reciprocity styles on success. H ow  do people relate to others in
their netw orks, and w hat do they see as the purpose of netw orking?

O n the one hand, the very notion of netw orking often has negative connotations. W hen w e m eet a
new  person w ho expresses enthusiasm  about connecting, w e frequently w onder w hether heôs acting
friendly because heôs genuinely interested in a relationship that w ill benefit both of us, or because he
w ants som ething from  us. A t som e point in your life, youôve probably experienced the frustration of
dealing w ith slick schm oozers w ho are nice to your face w hen they w ant a favor, but end up stabbing
you in the backð or sim ply ignoring youð after they get w hat they w ant. This faker style of
netw orking casts the entire enterprise as M achiavellian, a self-serving activity in w hich people m ake
connections for the sole purpose of advancing their ow n interests. O n the other hand, givers and
m atchers often see netw orking as an appealing w ay to connect w ith new  people and ideas. W e m eet
m any people throughout our professional and personal lives, and since w e all have different
know ledge and resources, it m akes sense to turn to these people to exchange help, advice, and
introductions. This raises a fundam ental question: Can people build up netw orks that have breadth
and depth using different reciprocity styles? O r does one style consistently create a richer netw ork?

In this chapter, I w ant to exam ine how  givers, takers, and m atchers develop fundam entally distinct
netw orks, and w hy their interactions w ithin these netw orks have different characters and
consequences. Youôll see how  givers and takers build and m anage their netw orks differently, and
learn about som e clues that they leak along the w ayð including how  w e could have recognized the
takers at Enron four years before the com pany collapsed. U ltim ately, I w ant to argue that w hile givers
and takers m ay have equally large netw orks, givers are able to produce far m ore lasting value through
their netw orks, and in w ays that m ight not seem  obvious.

In 2011, Fortune conducted extensive research to identify the best netw orker in the United States.
The goal w as to use online social netw orks to figure out w ho had the m ost connections to A m ericaôs
m ost pow erful people. The staff com piled a list of the Fortune 500 CEO s, as w ell as Fortuneôs lists
of the 50 sm artest people in technology, the 50 m ost pow erful w om en, and the 40 hottest rising stars
in business under age forty. Then, they cross-referenced this list of 640 pow erful people against
LinkedInôs entire database of m ore than ninety m illion m em bers.

The w inning netw orker w as connected on LinkedIn to m ore of Fortuneôs 640 m overs and shakers
than anyone else on earth. The w inner had m ore than 3,000 LinkedIn connections, including N etscape
cofounder M arc A ndreessen, Tw itter cofounder Evan W illiam s, Flickr cofounder C aterina Fake,
Facebook cofounder D ustin M oskovitz, N apster cofounder Sean Parker, and H alf.com  founder Josh
K opelm anð not to m ention the form er chef of the G rateful D ead. A s youôll see later, this netw orker
extraordinaire is a giver. ñIt seem s counterintuitive, but the m ore altruistic your attitude, the m ore
benefits you w ill gain from  the relationship,ò w rites LinkedIn founder Reid H offm an. ñIf you set out
to help others,ò he explains, ñyou w ill rapidly reinforce your ow n reputation and expand your
universe of possibilities.ò Part of this, Iôll argue, has to do w ith the w ay netw orks them selves have



changed and are still evolving. A t the heart of m y inquiry, though, lies an exploration of how  the
m otives w ith w hich w e approach netw orking shape the strength and reach of those netw orks, as w ell
as the w ay that energy flow s through them .



Spotting the Taker in a G iverôs C lothes
If youôve ever put your guard up w hen m eeting a new  colleague, itôs probably because you thought
you picked up on the scent of self-serving m otives. W hen w e see a taker com ing, w e protect
ourselves by closing the door to our netw orks, w ithholding our trust and help. To avoid getting shut
out, m any takers becom e good fakers, acting generously so that they can w altz into our netw orks
disguised as givers or m atchers. For the better part of tw o decades, this w orked for K en Lay, w hose
favors and charitable contributions enabled people to see him  in a positive light, opening the door to
new  ties and sources of help.

But it can be difficult for takers to keep up the fa­ade in all of their interactions. K en Lay w as
charm ing w hen m ingling w ith pow erful people in W ashington, but m any of his peers and subordinates
saw  through him . Looking back, one form er Enron em ployee said, ñIf you w anted to get Lay to attend
a m eeting, you needed to invite som eone im portant.ò Thereôs a D utch phrase that captures this duality
beautifully: ñkissing up, kicking dow n.ò A lthough takers tend to be dom inant and controlling w ith
subordinates, theyôre surprisingly subm issive and deferential tow ard superiors. W hen takers deal
w ith pow erful people, they becom e convincing fakers. Takers w ant to be adm ired by influential
superiors, so they go out of their w ay to charm  and flatter. A s a result, pow erful people tend to form
glow ing first im pressions of takers. A trio of G erm an psychologists found that w hen strangers first
encountered people, the ones they liked m ost w ere those ñw ith a sense of entitlem ent and a tendency
to m anipulate and exploit others.ò

W hen kissing up, takers are often good fakers. In 1998, w hen W all Street analysts visited Enron,
Lay recruited seventy em ployees to pretend to be busy traders, hoping to w ow  the analysts w ith the
im age of a productive energy trading business. Lay led the analysts through the charade, w here the
em ployees w ere asked to bring personal photos to a different floor of the building so it looked like
they w orked there, and put on a show . They m ade im aginary phone calls, creating a ruse that they
w ere busy buying and selling energy and gas. This is another sign that Lay w as a taker: he w as
obsessed w ith m aking a good im pression upw ard, but w orried less about how  he w as seen by those
below  him . A s Sam uel Johnson purportedly w rote, ñThe true m easure of a m an is how  he treats
som eone w ho can do him  absolutely no good.ò

Takers m ay rise by kissing up, but they often fall by kicking dow n. W hen Lay sought to im press the
W all Street analysts, he did so by exploiting his ow n em ployees, asking them  to com prom ise their
integrity to construct a fa­ade that w ould deceive the analysts. Research show s that as people gain
pow er, they feel large and in charge: less constrained and freer to express their natural tendencies. A s
takers gain pow er, they pay less attention to how  theyôre perceived by those below  and next to them ;
they feel entitled to pursue self-serving goals and claim  as m uch value as they can. O ver tim e, treating
peers and subordinates poorly jeopardizes their relationships and reputations. A fter all, m ost people
are m atchers: their core values em phasize fairness, equality, and reciprocity. W hen takers violate
these principles, m atchers in their netw orks believe in an eye for an eye, so they w ant to see justice
served.

To illustrate, im agine that youôre participating in a fam ous study led by D aniel K ahnem an, the
N obel Prizeïw inning psychologist at Princeton. Youôre playing w hatôs know n as the ultim atum  gam e,
and you sit dow n across the table from  a stranger w ho has just been given $10. H is task is to present



you w ith a proposal about how  the m oney w ill be divided betw een the tw o of you. Itôs an ultim atum :
you can either accept the proposal as it stands and split the m oney as proposed, or you can reject it,
and both of you w ill get nothing. You m ight never see each other again, so he acts like a taker, keeping
$8 and offering you only $2. W hat do you do?

In term s of pure profit, itôs rational for you to accept the offer. A fter all, $2 is better than nothing.
B ut if youôre like m ost people, you reject it. Youôre w illing to sacrifice the m oney to punish the taker
for being unfair, w alking aw ay w ith nothing just to keep him  from  earning $8. Evidence show s that the
vast m ajority of people in this position reject proposals that are im balanced to the tune of 80 percent
or m ore for the divider.*

W hy do w e punish takers for being unfair? Itôs not spite. W eôre not getting revenge on takers for
trying to take advantage of us. Itôs about justice. If youôre a m atcher, youôll also punish takers for
acting unfairly tow ard other people. In another study spearheaded by K ahnem an, people had a choice
betw een splitting $12 evenly w ith a taker w ho had m ade an unfair proposal in the past or splitting
$10 evenly w ith a m atcher w ho had m ade a fair proposal in the past. M ore than 80 percent of the
people preferred to split $10 evenly w ith the m atcher, accepting $5 rather than $6 to prevent the taker
from  getting $6.

In netw orks, new  research show s that w hen people get burned by takers, they punish them  by
sharing reputational inform ation. ñG ossip represents a w idespread, efficient, and low -cost form  of
punishm ent,ò w rite the social scientists M atthew  Feinberg, Joey Cheng, and Robb W iller. W hen
reputational inform ation suggests that som eone has taker tendencies, w e can w ithhold trust and avoid
being exploited. O ver tim e, as their reputations spread, takers end up cutting existing ties and burning
bridges w ith potential new  ties. W hen Layôs taking w as revealed, m any of his form er supportersð
including the B ush fam ilyð distanced them selves from  him . A s W ayne B aker, a University of
M ichigan sociologist and netw orking expert, explains, ñIf w e create netw orks w ith the sole intention
of getting som ething, w e w onôt succeed. W e canôt pursue the benefits of netw orks; the benefits ensue
from  investm ents in m eaningful activities and relationships.ò

B efore w e m ake the leap of investing in relationships, though, w e need to be able to recognize
takers in our everyday interactions. For m any of us, a challenge of netw orking lies in trying to guess
the m otives or intentions of a new  contact, especially since w eôve seen that takers can be quite adept
at posing as givers w hen thereôs a potential return. Is the next person you m eet interested in a genuine
connection or m erely seeking personal gainsð and is there a good w ay to tell the difference?

Luckily, research show s that takers leak clues. W ell, m ore precisely, takers lek clues.
In the anim al kingdom , lekking refers to a ritual in w hich m ales show  off their desirability as

m ates. W hen itôs tim e to breed, they gather in a com m on place and take their established positions.
They put on extravagant displays to im press and court fem ale audiences. Som e do m ating dances.
Som e sing alluring songs. Som e even do acrobatics. The m ost striking display of lekking occurs
am ong m ale peacocks. Each m ating season, the m ales assum e their positions and begin parading their
plum age. They strut. They spread their feathers. They spin around to flaunt their tails.

In the CEO  kingdom , takers do a dance that looks rem arkably sim ilar.
In a landm ark study, strategy professors A rijit C hatterjee and D onald H am brick studied m ore than

a hundred C EO s in com puter hardw are and softw are com panies. They analyzed each com panyôs
annual reports over m ore than a decade, looking for signs of lekking. W hat they found w ould forever
change the face of leadership.



It turns out that w e could have anticipated the collapse of Enron as early as 1997, w ithout ever
m eeting K en Lay or looking at a single num ber. The w arning signs of Enronôs dem ise are visible in a
single im age, captured four years before the com pany unraveled. Take a look at the tw o pictures of
CEO s below , reproduced from  their com paniesô annual reports. Both m en started their lives in
poverty, w orked in the N ixon adm inistration, founded their ow n com panies, becam e rich CEO s, and
donated substantial sum s of m oney to charity. C an you tell from  their facesð or their clothesð w hich
one w as a taker?

The m an on the left is Jon H untsm an Sr., a giver w hom  w eôll m eet in chapter 6, from  his
com panyôs 2006 annual report. The photo on the right depicts K en Lay. Thousands of experts have
analyzed Enronôs financial statem ents, but theyôve m issed an im portant fact: a picture really is w orth
a thousand w ords. H ad w e looked m ore carefully at the Enron reports, w e m ight have recognized the
telltale signs of takers lekking at the helm .

B ut these signs arenôt w here I expected to find them ð theyôre not in the faces or attire of the
CEO s. In their study of C EO s in the com puter industry, C hatterjee and H am brick had a hunch that
takers w ould see them selves as the suns in their com paniesô solar system s. They found several clues
of takers lekking at the top. O ne signal appeared in C EO  interview s. Since takers tend to be self-
absorbed, theyôre m ore likely to use first-person singular pronouns like I, m e, m ine, m y, and m yselfð
versus first-person plural pronouns like we, us, our, ours, and ourselves. In the com puter industry,
w hen talking about the com pany, on average, 21 percent of CEO sô first-person pronouns w ere in the
singular. For the extrem e takers, 39 percent of their first-person pronouns w ere in the singular. O f
every ten w ords that the taker CEO s uttered referencing them selves, four w ere about them selves



alone and no one else.
A nother signal w as com pensation: the taker CEO s earned far m ore m oney than other senior

executives in their com panies. The takers saw  them selves as superior, so they felt entitled to
substantial pay discrepancies in their ow n favor. In the com puter industry, a typical taker CEO  took
hom e m ore than triple the annual salary and bonus of anyone else in the com pany. By contrast, the
average across the industry w as for C EO s to earn just over one and a half tim es the next highest paid.
The taker C EO s also com m anded stock options and other noncash com pensation of seven tim es higher
than the next highest paid, com pared w ith the industry average of tw o and a half tim es higher.*

B ut the m ost interesting clue w as in the annual reports that the com panies produced for
shareholders each year. A t the top of the next page are the pictures of K en Lay and Jon H untsm an Sr.
that I show ed you before, but now  theyôre in context.

The photo on the left appeared in H untsm anôs 2006 annual report. H is im age is tiny, taking up less
than 10 percent of the page. The photo on the right appeared in Enronôs 1997 annual report. The im age
of Lay takes up an entire page.

W hen Chatterjee and H am brick looked at the annual reports from  the com puter com panies, they
noticed dram atic differences in the prom inence of the CEO ôs im age. In som e annual reports, the CEO
w asnôt pictured at all. In other reports, there w as a full-page photo of the CEO  alone. G uess w hich
one is the taker?

For the taker CEO s, it w as all about m e. A big photo is self-glorifying, sending a clear m essage:
ñI am  the central figure in this com pany.ò But is this really a signal of being a taker? To find out,
Chatterjee and H am brick invited security analysts w ho specialized in the inform ation technology
sector to rate the C EO s. The analysts rated w hether each CEO  had an ñinflated sense of self that is
reflected in feelings of superiority, entitlem ent, and a constant need for attention and adm iration . . .



enjoying being the center of attention, insisting upon being show n a great deal of respect,
exhibitionism , and arrogance.ò The analystsô ratings correlated alm ost perfectly w ith the size of the
C EO sô photos.

A t Enron, in that prescient 1997 report, the spotlight w as on K en Lay. O f the first nine pages, tw o
w ere dom inated by giant full-page im ages of Lay and then-CO O  Jeff Skilling. The pattern continued
in 1998 and 1999, w ith full-page photos of Lay and Skilling. By 2000, Lay and Skilling had m oved up
to pages four and five, albeit w ith sm aller im ages. There w ere four different photos of each of them ,
like a film stripð only they w ere better fit for a cartoon. Three of the photos of Lay w ere virtually
identical, revealing the subtle, sm ug sm ile of an executive w ho knew  he w as special. A fairy-tale
ending w as not in the cards for Lay, w ho died of a heart attack before sentencing.

So far, w eôve looked at tw o different w ays to recognize takers. First, w hen w e have access to
reputational inform ation, w e can see how  people have treated others in their netw orks. Second, w hen
w e have a chance to observe the actions and im prints of takers, w e can look for signs of lekking. Self-
glorifying im ages, self-absorbed conversations, and sizable pay gaps can send accurate, reliable
signals that som eone is a taker. Thanks to som e dram atic changes in the w orld since 2001, these
signals are easier to spot today than ever before. N etw orks have becom e m ore transparent, providing
us w ith new  w indow s through w hich w e can view  other peopleôs reputations and lekking.



The Transparent N etw ork
In 2002, just m onths after Enron fell apart, a com puter scientist by the nam e of Jonathan A bram s
founded Friendster, creating the w orldôs first online social netw ork. Friendster m ade it possible for
people to post their profiles online and broadcast their connections to the w orld. In the follow ing tw o
years, entrepreneurs launched LinkedIn, M yspace, and Facebook. Strangers now  had access to one
anotherôs relationships and reputations. By 2012, the w orld population reached seven billion. A t the
sam e tim e, Facebookôs active users approached a billion, m eaning that m ore than 10 percent of the
people in the w orld are connected on Facebook. ñSocial netw orks have alw ays existed,ò w rite
psychologists Benjam in Crosier, G regory W ebster, and H aley D illon. ñIt is only recently that the
Internet has provided a venue for their electronic explosion. . . . From  m undane com m unication to
m eeting the love of oneôs life to inciting political revolutions, netw ork ties are the conduits by w hich
inform ation and resources are spread.ò

These online connections have sim ulated a defining feature of the old w orld. B efore technological
revolutions helped us com m unicate by phone and e-m ail, and travel by car and plane, people had
relatively m anageable num bers of social ties in tightly connected, transparent circles. W ithin these
insulated netw orks, people could easily gather reputational inform ation and observe lekking. A s
com m unication and transportation becam e easier, and the sheer size of the population grew ,
interactions becam e m ore dispersed and anonym ous. Reputations and lekking becam e less visible.
This is w hy K en Lay w as able to keep m uch of his taking hidden. A s he m oved from  one position and
organization to another, his contacts didnôt alw ays have easy access to one another, and the new
people w ho entered his netw ork didnôt gain a great deal of inform ation about his reputation. Inside
Enron, his im prom ptu actions couldnôt be docum ented on YouTube, broadcast on Tw itter, easily
indexed in a G oogle search, or posted anonym ously on internal blogs or the com pany intranet.

N ow , itôs m uch harder for takers to get aw ay w ith being fakers, fooling people into thinking
theyôre givers. O n the Internet, w e can now  track dow n reputational inform ation about our contacts by
accessing public databases and discovering shared connections. A nd w e no longer need a com panyôs
annual report to catch a taker, because lekking in its m any sizes and form s abounds in social netw ork
profiles. Tiny cues like w ords 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,
psychologists asked people to fill out a survey m easuring w hether they w ere takers. Then, the
psychologists sent strangers to visit their Facebook pages. The strangers w ere able to detect the
takers w ith astonishing accuracy.

The takers posted inform ation that w as rated as m ore self-prom oting, self-absorbed, and self-
im portant. They featured quotes that w ere evaluated as boastful and arrogant. The takers also had
significantly m ore Facebook friends, racking up superficial connections so they could advertise their
accom plishm ents and stay in touch to get favors, and posted vainer, m ore flattering pictures of
them selves.

H ow ard Lee, the form er head of South China at G roupon, is one of a grow ing num ber of people
w ho use social m edia to catch takers. W hen Lee hired salespeople, m any of the strong candidates
w ere aggressive, m aking it difficult to distinguish the takers from  the candidates w ho are sim ply
gregarious and driven. Lee w as enam ored w ith one candidate w ho had an outstanding r®sum ®, aced



his interview , and had glow ing references. But the candidate could have been faking: ñtalking to
som eone for an hour only gives you a glim pse, the tip of the iceberg,ò Lee thought, ñand the references
w ere self-selected.ò A  taker could easily find som e superiors to sing his praises.

So Lee searched through his LinkedIn and Facebook netw orks and identified a m utual connection,
w ho shared som e disconcerting inform ation about the candidate. ñH e seem ed to be a taker, and it
carried a lot of w eight. If heôs been ruthless in one com pany, do I w ant to w ork w ith him ?ò Lee feels
that online social netw orks have revolutionized G rouponôs hiring process. ñN ow adays, I donôt need
to call in to a com pany to find out about som eoneôs reputation. Everyone is incredibly connected.
O nce they m ake it past the technical rounds, I check their LinkedIn or Facebook. Som etim es w e have
m utual friends, or w ent to the sam e school, or the people on m y team  w ill have a link to them ,ò Lee
explains. ñYou can understand som eoneôs reputation at a peer level pretty quickly.ò W hen your
relationships and reputations are visible to the w orld, itôs harder to achieve sustainable success as a
taker.

In Silicon Valley, a quiet m an w ho looks like a panda bear is taking transparent netw orks to the
next level. H is nam e is A dam  Forrest Rifkin, and he has been called the giant panda of program m ing.
H e describes him self as a shy, introverted com puter nerd w ho has tw o favorite languages: JavaScript,
the com puter program m ing language, and K lingon, the language spoken by the aliens on Star Trek.*
R ifkin is an ñanagram aniacò: he has spent countless hours rearranging the letters in his nam e to find
the one that captures him  best, generating candidates such as O ffer Radiant Sm irk and Fem inist
Radar Fork. R ifkin has tw o m asterôs degrees in com puter science, ow ns a patent, and has developed
supercom puter applications for N A SA  and Internet system s for M icrosoft. A s the new  m illennium
approached, R ifkin cofounded K now N ow , a softw are start-up w ith R ohit K hare, helping com panies
m anage inform ation m ore efficiently and profitably. K now N ow  achieved a decade of success after
bringing in m ore than $50 m illion in venture funding. B y 2009, w hile still in his thirties, R ifkin
announced his retirem ent.

I cam e across Rifkin w hile scrolling through the LinkedIn connections of D avid H ornik, the
venture capitalist w hom  you m et in the previous chapter. W hen I clicked on Rifkinôs profile, I saw
that he w as com ing out of retirem ent to launch a start-up called PandaW hale, w ith the goal of creating
a public, perm anent record of the inform ation that people exchange. Since Rifkin is clearly a staunch
advocate of transparency in netw orks, I w as curious to see w hat his ow n netw ork looks like. So I did
w hatôs only natural in a connected w orld: I w ent to G oogle and typed ñA dam  Rifkin.ò A s I scrolled
through the search results, the sixteenth link caught m y eye. It said that A dam  R ifkin w as Fortuneôs
best netw orker.



W hat G oes A round C om es A round
In 2011, A dam  Rifkin had m ore LinkedIn connections to the 640 pow erful people on Fortuneôs lists
than any hum an being on the planet. H e beat out lum inaries like M ichael D ell, the billionaire founder
of the D ell com puter com pany, and Jeff W einer, the C EO  of LinkedIn.* I w as stunned that a shy, Star
Trekïloving, anagram -obsessing softw are geek m anaged to build a netw ork that includes the founders
of Facebook, N etscape, N apster, Tw itter, Flickr, and H alf.com .

A dam  Rifkin built his netw ork by operating as a bona fide giver. ñM y netw ork developed little by
little, in fact a little every day through sm all gestures and acts of kindness, over the course of m any
years,ò R ifkin explains, ñw ith a desire to m ake better the lives of the people Iôm  connected to.ò Since
1994, R ifkin has served as a leader and w atchdog in a w ide range of online com m unities, w orking
diligently to strengthen relationships and help people resolve online conflicts. A s the cofounder of
Renkoo, a start-up w ith Joyce Park, Rifkin created applications that w ere used m ore than 500 m illion
tim es by m ore than 36 m illion people on Facebook and M yspace. D espite their popularity, Rifkin
w asnôt satisfied. ñIf youôre going to get tens of m illions of people using your softw are, you really
should do som ething m eaningful, som ething that changes the w orld,ò he says. ñFrankly, I w ould like to
see m ore people helping other people.ò H e decided to shut dow n R enkoo and becom e a full-tim e
giver, offering extensive guidance to start-ups and w orking to connect engineers and entrepreneurs
w ith businesspeople in larger com panies.

To this end, in 2005, Rifkin and Joyce Park founded 106 M iles, a professional netw ork w ith the
social m ission of educating entrepreneurial engineers through dialogue. This netw ork has brought
together m ore than five thousand entrepreneurs w ho m eet tw ice every m onth to help one another learn
and succeed. ñI get roped into giving free advice to other entrepreneurs, w hich is usually w orth less
than they pay for it,ò he m uses, but ñhelping others is m y favorite thing to do.ò

This approach has led to great thingsð not just for Rifkin, but also for those heôs shepherded
along the w ay. In 2001, Rifkin w as a big fan of Blogger, an early blog publishing service. Blogger
had run out of funding, so Rifkin offered a contract to B loggerôs founder to do som e w ork for his ow n
first start-up, K now N ow . ñW e decided to hire him  because w e w anted to see B logger survive,ò
Rifkin says. ñW e gave him  a contract to build som ething for our com pany so w e could use it as a
dem o and he could keep Blogger going.ò The m oney from  the contract helped the founder keep
Blogger afloat, and he w ent on to cofound a com pany called Tw itter. ñThere w ere several other
people w ho also contracted w ith Evan W illiam s so he could keep his com pany going,ò Rifkin
reflects. ñYou never know  w here som ebodyôs going to end up. Itôs not just about building your
reputation; it really is about being there for other people.ò

In the search for Fortuneôs best netw orker, w hen Rifkin popped up as the w inner, the reporter on
the story, Jessica Sham bora, laughed out loud. ñN ot surprisingly, I had already m et him ! Som eone had
referred m e to him  for a story I w as researching on virtual goods and social netw orks.ò Sham bora,
w ho now  w orks at Facebook, says that Rifkin is ñthe consum m ate netw orker, and he didnôt get that
w ay by being som e sort of clim ber, or calculated. People go to A dam  because they know  his heart is
in the right place.ò W hen he first m oved up to Silicon Valley, R ifkin felt that giving w as a natural w ay
to com e out of his shell. ñA s a very shy, sheltered com puter guy, the concept of the netw ork w as m y
north star,ò he says. ñW hen you have nothing, w hatôs the first thing you try to do? You try to m ake a



connection and have a relationship that gives you an opportunity to do som ething for som eone else.ò
O n Rifkinôs LinkedIn page, his m otto is ñI w ant to im prove the w orld, and I w ant to sm ell good

w hile doing it.ò A s of Septem ber 2012, on LinkedIn, 49 people have w ritten recom m endations for
R ifkin, and no attribute is m entioned m ore frequently than his giving. A  m atcher w ould w rite
recom m endations back for the sam e 49 people, and perhaps sprinkle in a few  unsolicited
recom m endations for key contacts, in the hopes that theyôll reciprocate. But Rifkin gives m ore than
five tim es as m uch as he gets: on LinkedIn, he has w ritten detailed recom m endations for 265 different
people. ñA dam  is off the charts in how  m uch he helps,ò says the entrepreneur Raym ond Rouf. ñH e
gives a lot m ore than he receives. Itôs part of his m antra to be helpful.ò

R ifkinôs netw orking style, w hich exem plifies how  givers tend to approach netw orks, stands in
stark contrast to the w ay that takers and m atchers tend to build and extract value from  their
connections. The fact that Rifkin gives a lot m ore than he receives is a key point: takers and m atchers
also give in the context of netw orks, but they tend to give strategically, w ith an expected personal
return that exceeds or equals their contributions. W hen takers and m atchers netw ork, they tend to
focus on w ho can help them  in the near future, and this dictates w hat, w here, and how  they give. Their
actions tend to exploit a com m on practice in nearly all societies around the w orld, in w hich people
typically subscribe to a norm  of reciprocity: you scratch m y back, Iôll scratch yours. If you help m e,
Iôm  indebted to you, and I feel obligated to repay. A ccording to the psychologist R obert Cialdini,
people can capitalize on this norm  of reciprocity by giving w hat they w ant to receive. Instead of just
reactively doing favors for the people w ho have already helped them , takers and m atchers often
proactively offer favors to people w hose help they w ant in the future.* A s netw orking guru K eith
Ferrazzi sum m arizes in N ever Eat Alone, ñItôs better to give before you receive.ò

K en Lay lived by this principle: he had a knack for doing unrequested favors so that im portant
people w ould feel com pelled to respond in kind. W hen he w as kissing up, he w ent out of his w ay to
rack up credits w ith pow erful people w ho he could call in later. In 1994, G eorge W . Bush w as
running for governor of Texas. B ush w as an underdog, but just in case, Lay m ade a donation of
$12,500, as did his w ife. O nce B ush w as elected governor, Lay supported one of Bushôs literacy
initiatives and ended up w riting him  tw o dozen lobbying letters. A ccording to one citizen w atchdog
leader, Lay com m anded ñquid pro quo,ò helping B ush so that B ush w ould support utility deregulation.
In one letter, Lay subtly hinted at his w illingness to continue reciprocating if B ush helped to advance
his goals: ñlet m e know  w hat Enron can do to be helpful in not only passing electricity restructuring
legislation but also in pursuing the rest of your legislative agenda.ò

R eciprocity is a pow erful norm , but it com es w ith tw o dow nsides, both of w hich contribute to the
cautiousness w ith w hich m any of us approach netw orking. The first dow nside is that people on the
receiving end often feel like theyôre being m anipulated. D an W einstein, a form er O lym pic speed
skater and current m arketing consultant at Resource System s G roup, notes that ñsom e of the bigger
m anagem ent consulting firm s ow n box seats at m ajor sporting events. W hen these firm s offer Red Sox
tickets to their clients, the clients know  that theyôre doing so, at least in part, w ith the hopes of getting
som ething in return.ò W hen favors com e w ith strings attached or im plied, the interaction can leave a
bad taste, feeling m ore like a transaction than part of a m eaningful relationship. D o you really care
about helping m e, or are you just trying to create quid pro quo so that you can ask for a favor?

A pparently, K en Lay m ade such an im pression on G eorge W . B ush. W hen B ush w as running for
governor, he asked Lay to chair one of his finance cam paigns. A t the tim e, Lay didnôt think B ush had a



chance, so he declined, stating that he w as already serving on a business council for the D em ocratic
incum bent, A nn Richards. A s a consolation prize, he m ade his $12,500 donation. Then, tow ard the
end of the cam paign, w hen it looked like B ush had a good chance of w inning, Lay quickly m ade
another donation of $12,500. Even though Lay ended up donating m ore m oney to B ush than to
Richards, his decision to give only w hen it w as strategic left an indelible dent in the relationship.
This decision ñrelegated him  forever to the periphery of G eorge W . Bushôs inner circle,ò w rote one
journalist, citing a dozen insiders w ho confided that Lay created ña distance betw een them  that w as
never really bridged.ò Bush never invited Lay to stay in the W hite H ouse, as his father had. W hen the
Enron scandal broke, Lay reached out to a num ber of political officials for help, but Bush w asnôt one
of them ð the relationship w asnôt strong enough.

Thereôs a second dow nside of reciprocity, and itôs one to w hich m atchers are especially
vulnerable. M atchers tend to build sm aller netw orks than either givers, w ho seek actively to help a
w ider range of people, or takers, w ho often find them selves expanding their netw orks to com pensate
for bridges burned in previous transactions. M any m atchers operate based on the attitude of ñIôll do
som ething for you, if youôll do som ething for m e,ò w rites LinkedIn founder R eid H offm an, so they
ñlim it them selves to deals in w hich their im m ediate benefit is at least as great as the benefits for
others . . . If you insist on a quid pro quo every tim e you help others, you w ill have a m uch narrow er
netw ork.ò W hen m atchers give w ith the expectation of receiving, they direct their giving tow ard
people w ho they think can help them . A fter all, if you donôt benefit from  having your favors
reciprocated, w hatôs the value of being a m atcher?

A s these disadvantages of strict reciprocity accrue over tim e, they can lim it both the quantity and
quality of the netw orks that takers and m atchers develop. Both disadvantages ultim ately arise out of a
shortsightedness about netw orks, in that takers and m atchers m ake hard-and-fast assum ptions about
just w ho w ill be able to provide the m ost benefit in exchange. A t 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 m otivating engine. ñW hen you m eet people,ò says form er A pple evangelist and Silicon Valley
legend G uy K aw asaki, regardless of w ho they are, ñyou should be asking yourself, óH ow  can I help
the other person?ôò This m ay strike som e as a w ay to overinvest in others, but as A dam  Rifkin once
learned to great effect, w e canôt alw ays predict w ho can help us.



W aking the Sleeping G iants
In 1993, a college student nam ed G raham  Spencer team ed up w ith five friends to build an Internet
start-up. Spencer w as a shy, introverted com puter engineer w ith a receding hairline, huge glasses, and
an obsession w ith com ic books. Looking back, he says Superm an taught him  justice and virtue, the X -
M en kindled concern for oppressed groups, and Spider-M an gave him  hope: ñeven superheroes could
have a rough tim e in school.ò

Spencer and his friends cofounded Excite, an early W eb portal and search engine that quickly
becam e one of the m ost popular sites on the Internet. In 1998, Excite w as purchased for $6.7 billion,
and Spencer w as flying high as its largest shareholder and chief technology officer. In 1999, shortly
after selling Excite, Spencer received an e-m ail out of the blue from  A dam  Rifkin, w ho w as asking
for advice on a start-up. They had never m et, but Spencer volunteered to sit dow n w ith Rifkin
anyw ay. A fter they m et, Spencer connected R ifkin w ith a venture capitalist w ho ended up funding his
start-up. H ow  did Rifkin get access to Spencer? A nd w hy did Spencer go out of his w ay to help
Rifkin?

Early in 1994, five years before seeking Spencerôs help, R ifkin becam e enam ored w ith an
em erging band. H e w anted to help the band gain popularity, so he put his com puter prow ess into
action and created a fan w ebsite, hosted on the Caltech server. ñIt w as an authentic expression of
being a fan of m usic. I loved the m usic.ò The page took off: hundreds of thousands of people found it
as the band skyrocketed from  anonym ity into stardom .

The band w as called G reen D ay.
Rifkinôs fan site w as so popular in the burgeoning days of the com m ercial Internet that in 1995,

G reen D ayôs m anagers contacted him  to ask if they could take it over and m ake it the bandôs official
page. ñI said, óG reat, itôs all yoursô,ò Rifkin recalls. ñI just gave it to them .ò The previous sum m er, in
1994, m illions of people had visited Rifkinôs site. O ne of the visitors, a serious punk rock fan, felt
that G reen D ay w as really pop m usic. H e had e-m ailed R ifkin to educate him  about ñrealò punk rock.

The fan w as none other than G raham  Spencer. Spencer suggested that w hen people searched for
punk rock on the Internet, they should find m ore than G reen D ay. W hen R ifkin read the e-m ail, he
im agined Spencer as a stereotypical punk rock fan w ith a green M ohaw k. Rifkin had no idea that
Spencer w ould ever be able to help him ð it w ould only com e out m uch later that Spencer had just
started Excite. A taker or m atcher m ight have ignored the e-m ail from  Spencer. But as a giver,
Rifkinôs natural inclination w as to help Spencer spread the w ord about punk rock and help struggling
bands build up a fan base. So Rifkin set up a separate page on the G reen D ay fan site w ith links to the
punk rock bands that Spencer suggested.

Thereôs an elegance to A dam  Rifkinôs experience w ith G raham  Spencer, a satisfying sense of
good deeds rew arded. But if w e take a closer look, w e find an exam ple of just w hat m akes giver
netw orks so pow erful, and it has as m uch to do w ith the five years that passed after Rifkinôs
generosity as w ith the generosity itself. Rifkinôs experiences foreshadow  how  givers have the
advantage of accessing the full breadth of their netw orks.

O ne of Rifkinôs m axim s is ñI believe in the strength of w eak ties.ò Itôs in hom age to a classic study
by the Stanford sociologist M ark G ranovetter. Strong ties are our close friends and colleagues, the
people w e really trust. W eak ties are our acquaintances, the people w e know  casually. Testing the



com m on assum ption that w e get the m ost help from  our strong ties, G ranovetter surveyed people in
professional, technical, and m anagerial professions w ho had recently changed jobs. N early 17
percent heard about the job from  a strong tie. Their friends and trusted colleagues gave them  plenty of
leads.

B ut surprisingly, people w ere significantly m ore likely to benefit from  w eak ties. A lm ost 28
percent heard about the job from  a w eak tie. Strong ties provide bonds, but w eak ties serve as
bridges: they provide m ore efficient access to new  inform ation. O ur strong ties tend to travel in the
sam e social circles and know  about the sam e opportunities as w e do. W eak ties are m ore likely to
open up access to a different netw ork, facilitating the discovery of original leads.

H ereôs the w rinkle: itôs tough to ask w eak ties for help. A lthough theyôre the faster route to new
leads, w e donôt alw ays feel com fortable reaching out to them . The lack of m utual trust betw een
acquaintances creates a psychological barrier. B ut givers like A dam  Rifkin have discovered a
loophole. Itôs possible to get the best of both w orlds: the trust of strong ties coupled w ith the novel
inform ation of w eak ties.

The key is reconnecting, and itôs a m ajor reason w hy givers succeed in the long run.
A fter R ifkin created the punk rock links on the G reen D ay site for Spencer in 1994, Excite took

off, and R ifkin w ent back to graduate school. They lost touch for five years. W hen Rifkin w as m oving
to Silicon Valley, he dug up the old e-m ail chain and drafted a note to Spencer. ñYou m ay not
rem em ber m e from  five years ago; Iôm  the guy w ho m ade the change to the G reen D ay w ebsite,ò
R ifkin w rote. ñIôm  starting a com pany and m oving to Silicon Valley, and I donôt know  a lot of people.
W ould you be w illing to m eet w ith m e and offer advice?ò

R ifkin w asnôt being a m atcher. W hen he originally helped Spencer, he did it w ith no strings
attached, never intending to call in a favor. But five years later, w hen he needed help, he reached out
w ith a genuine request. Spencer w as glad to help, and they m et up for coffee. ñI still pictured him  as
this huge guy w ith a M ohaw k,ò R ifkin says. ñW hen I m et him  in person, he hardly said any w ords at
all. H e w as even m ore introverted than I am .ò B y the second m eeting, Spencer w as introducing R ifkin
to a venture capitalist. ñA  com pletely random  set of events that happened in 1994 led to reengaging
w ith him  over e-m ail in 1999, w hich led to m y com pany getting founded in 2000,ò Rifkin recalls.
ñG ivers get lucky.ò

Yet thereôs reason to believe that part of w hat Rifkin calls luck is in fact a predictable, patterned
response that m ost people have to givers. Thirty years ago, the sociologist Fred G oldner w rote about
w hat it m eans to experience the opposite of paranoia: pronoia. A ccording to the distinguished
psychologist B rian Little, pronoia is ñthe delusional belief that other people are plotting your w ell-
being, or saying nice things about you behind your back.ò

If youôre a giver, this belief m ay be a reality, not a delusion. W hat if other people are actually
plotting the success of givers like A dam  Rifkin?

In 2005, w hen R ifkin w as starting R enkoo w ith Joyce Park, they didnôt have any office space, so
they w ere w orking out of R ifkinôs kitchen. A  colleague w ent out of his w ay to introduce Rifkin to
R eid H offm an, w ho had recently founded LinkedIn, w hich had few er than fifty em ployees at the tim e.
H offm an m et up w ith R ifkin and Park on a Sunday and offered them  free desks at LinkedIn, putting
R ifkin in the heart of Silicon Valley. ñIn the sum m er of 2005, one of the com panies right next to us
w as YouTube, and w e got to m eet them  in their infancy before they really took off,ò Rifkin says.

R ifkinôs experience sheds new  light on the old saying that w hat goes around com es around. These



karm ic m om ents can often be traced to the fact that m atchers are on a m ission to m ake them  happen.
Just as m atchers w ill sacrifice their ow n interests to punish takers w ho act selfishly tow ard others,
theyôll go out of their w ay to rew ard givers w ho act generously tow ard others. W hen A dam  Rifkin
helped people in his netw ork, the m atchers felt it w as only fair to plot his w ell-being. True to form ,
he used his new found access at LinkedIn to plot the w ell-being of other people in his netw ork,
referring engineers for jobs at LinkedIn.

O n a W ednesday evening in M ay, I got to see the panda in his natural habitat. A t a bar for a 106
M iles m eeting in Redw ood City, Rifkin w alked in w ith a huge grin, w earing a San Francisco G iants
jersey. H e w as im m ediately sw arm ed by a group of tech entrepreneursð som e sm ooth, others
endearingly aw kw ard. A s dozens of entrepreneurs piled into the bar, Rifkin w as able to tell m e each
of their stories, w hich w as no sm all feat for som eone w ho receives m ore than eight hundred e-m ails
in a typical day.

H is secret w as deceptively sim ple: he asked thoughtful questions and listened w ith rem arkable
patience. Early in the evening, Rifkin asked one budding entrepreneur how  his com pany w as doing.
The entrepreneur talked for fourteen m inutes w ithout interruption. A lthough the m onologue m ight have
exhausted even the m ost curious of tech geeks, Rifkin never lost interest. ñW here do you need help?ò
he asked, and the entrepreneur m entioned a need for a program m er specializing in an obscure
com puter language. Rifkin started scrolling through his m ental Rolodex and recom m ended candidates
to contact. Later in the evening, one of those candidates arrived in person, and Rifkin m ade the
introduction. A s the crow d grew , R ifkin still took the tim e to have a personal conversation w ith
everyone there. W hen new  m em bers approached him , he typically spent fifteen or tw enty m inutes
getting to know  them , asking w hat m otivated them  and how  he could help them . M any of those people
w ere com plete strangers, but just as he had helped G raham  Spencer eighteen years earlier w ithout
thinking tw ice, he took it upon him self to find them  jobs, connect them  to potential cofounders, and
offer advice for solving problem s in their com panies. Each tim e he gave, he created a new
connection. But is it really possible to keep up w ith all of these contacts?



D orm ant Ties
Because he m aintains such a large netw ork, A dam  Rifkin has a grow ing num ber of dorm ant tiesð
people he used to see often or know  w ell, but w ith w hom  he has since fallen out of contact.
A ccording to m anagem ent professors D aniel Levin, Jorge W alter, and K eith M urnighan, ñadults
accum ulate thousands of relationships over their lifetim es, but, prior to the Internet, they actively
m aintained no m ore than 100 or 200 at any given tim e.ò For the past few  years, these professors have
been asking executives to do som ething that they dread: reactivate their dorm ant ties. W hen one
executive learned of the assignm ent, ñI groaned. If there are dorm ant contacts, they are dorm ant for a
reason, right? W hy w ould I w ant to contact them ?ò

But the evidence tells a different story. In one study, Levin and colleagues asked m ore than tw o
hundred executives to reactivate ties that had been dorm ant for a m inim um  of three years. Each
executive reached out to tw o form er colleagues and sought advice on an ongoing w ork project. A fter
receiving the advice, they rated its value: to w hat extent did it help them  solve problem s and gain
useful referrals? They also rated the advice that they received from  tw o current contacts on the sam e
project. Surprisingly, the executives rated the advice from  the dorm ant ties as contributing m ore value
than the advice from  the current ties. W hy?

The dorm ant ties provided m ore novel inform ation than the current contacts. O ver the past few
years, w hile they w ere out of touch, they had been exposed to new  ideas and perspectives. The
current contacts w ere m ore likely to share the know ledge base and view point that the executives
already possessed. O ne executive com m ented that ñbefore contacting them  I thought that they w ould
not have too m uch to provide beyond w hat I had already thought, but I w as proved w rong. I w as very
surprised by the fresh ideas.ò

D orm ant ties offer the access to novel inform ation that w eak ties afford, but w ithout the
discom fort. A s Levin and colleagues explain, ñreconnecting a dorm ant relationship is not like starting
a relationship from  scratch. W hen people reconnect, they still have feelings of trust.ò A n executive
divulged that ñI feel com fortable . . . I didnôt need to guess w hat his intentions w ere . . . there w as
m utual trust that w e built years ago that m ade our conversation today sm oother.ò Reactivating a
dorm ant tie actually required a shorter conversation, since there w as already som e com m on ground.
The executives didnôt need to invest in building a relationship from  the start w ith their dorm ant ties,
as they w ould w ith w eak ties.

Levin and colleagues asked another group of m ore than one hundred executives to identify ten
dorm ant ties and rank them  in order of the likely value they w ould provide. The executives then
reactivated all ten dorm ant ties and rated the value of the conversations. A ll ten dorm ant ties
provided high value, and there w ere no differences by rank: the executives got just as m uch value
from  their tenth choice as from  their first choice. W hen w e need new  inform ation, w e m ay run out of
w eak ties quickly, but w e have a large pool of dorm ant ties that prove to be helpful. A nd the older w e
get, the m ore dorm ant ties w e have, and the m ore valuable they becom e. Levin and colleagues found
that people in their forties and fifties received m ore value from  reactivating dorm ant ties than people
in their thirties, w ho in turn benefited m ore than people in their tw enties. The executive w ho groaned
about reconnecting adm itted that it ñhas been eye-opening for m e . . . it has show n m e how  m uch
potential I have in m y Rolodex.ò



D orm ant ties are the neglected value in our netw orks, and givers have a distinctive edge over
takers and m atchers in unlocking this value. For takers, reactivating dorm ant ties is a challenge. If the
dorm ant ties are fellow  takers, theyôll be suspicious and self-protective, w ithholding novel
inform ation. If the dorm ant ties are m atchers, they m ay be m otivated to punish takers, as w e saw  in the
ultim atum  gam e. If the dorm ant ties are sm art givers, as youôll see later in this book, they w onôt be so
w illing to help takers. A nd of course, if a takerôs self-serving actions w ere w hat caused a tie to
becom e dorm ant in the first place, it m ay be im possible to revive the relationship at all.

M atchers have a m uch easier tim e reconnecting, but theyôre often uncom fortable reaching out for
help because of their fidelity to the norm  of reciprocity. W hen they ask for a favor, they feel that
theyôll ow e one back. If theyôre already indebted to the dorm ant tie and havenôt yet evened the score,
itôs doubly difficult to ask. A nd for m any m atchers, dorm ant ties havenôt built up a deep reservoir of
trust, since theyôve been m ore like transactional exchanges than m eaningful relationships.

A ccording to netw orking experts, reconnecting is a totally different experience for givers,
especially in a w ired w orld. G ivers have a track record of generously sharing their know ledge,
teaching us their skills, and helping us find jobs w ithout w orrying about w hatôs in it for them , so
w eôre glad to help them  w hen they get back in touch w ith us. Today, A dam  Rifkin spends less tim e
netw orking w ith new  people than he did earlier in his career, focusing instead on a grow ing num ber
of dorm ant ties. ñN ow  m y tim e is spent going back to people w ho I havenôt talked to in a w hile.ò
W hen he reactivates one of his m any dorm ant ties, the contact is usually thrilled to hear from  him . H is
generosity and kindness have earned their trust. Theyôre grateful for his help, and they know  it didnôt
com e w ith strings attached; heôs alw ays w illing to share his know ledge, offer advice, or m ake an
introduction. In 2006, R ifkin w as looking for a dynam ite speaker for a 106 M iles m eeting. H e
reconnected w ith Evan W illiam s, and although W illiam s had becom e fam ous and w as extrem ely busy
w ith the launch of Tw itter, he agreed. ñFive years later, w hen w e asked him  to speak to the group, he
never forgot,ò R ifkin says.

The type of goodw ill that givers like R ifkin build is the subject of fascinating research.
Traditionally, social netw ork researchers m ap inform ation exchange: the flow s of know ledge from
person to person. But w hen W ayne Baker collaborated w ith U niversity of Virginia professor Rob
C ross and IBM ôs A ndrew  Parker, he realized that it w as also possible to track the flow s of energy
through netw orks. In a range of organizations, em ployees rated their interactions w ith one another on
a scale from  strongly de-energizing to strongly energizing. The researchers created an energy netw ork
m ap, w hich looked like a m odel of a galaxy.

The takers w ere black holes. They sucked the energy from  those around them . The givers w ere
suns: they injected light around the organization. G ivers created opportunities for their colleagues to
contribute, rather than im posing their ideas and hogging credit for achievem ents. W hen they disagreed
w ith suggestions, givers show ed respect for the people w ho spoke up, rather than belittling them .

If you m apped energy in A dam  Rifkinôs netw ork, youôd find that he looks like the sun in m any
different solar system s. Several years ago at a holiday party, R ifkin m et a struggling entrepreneur
nam ed R aym ond R ouf. They started chatting, and R ifkin gave him  som e feedback. Six m onths later,
R ouf w as w orking on a new  start-up and reached out to R ifkin for advice. Rifkin replied the sam e day
and set up a breakfast for the next m orning, w here he spent tw o hours giving m ore feedback to Rouf.
A  few  m onths later, they crossed paths again. R ouf had gone tw o years w ithout an incom e, and the
plum bing in his house w asnôt w orking, so he bought a gym  m em bership just to show er there. H e ran



into R ifkin, w ho asked how  the start-up w as going and offered som e invaluable insights about how  to
reposition his com pany. R ifkin then proceeded to introduce R ouf to a venture capitalist, w ho ended up
funding his com pany and becom ing a board m em ber. ñThe tw o of them  w ould have m eetings about
m e, to discuss how  they could help m e,ò R ouf says. Roufôs com pany, G raphScience, has becom e one
of the top Facebook analytics com panies in the w orldð and he says it never w ould have happened
w ithout Rifkinôs help.

R ifkin has even m anaged to light up projects for a H ollyw ood w riter/director. A s youôll see in
chapter 8, they m et because Rifkin shared his contact inform ation openly on the Internet. In a casual
conversation, the H ollyw ood director m entioned that he had just finished production on a Show tim e
series and asked Rifkin for help. ñA lthough he is quite successful in his chosen field, I didnôt put too
m uch credence in his skill as a H ollyw ood publicist,ò says the director. ñBoy w as I w rong!ò W ithin
tw enty-four hours, Rifkin set up m eetings and private screenings of the show  w ith top-ranking
executives at Tw itter and YouTube. The H ollyw ood contact explains:

Itôs im portant to em phasize: A dam  had absolutely no stake in m y show ôs success.
Sink or sw im , he w ouldnôt benefit or suffer either w ay. B ut true to his genuine joy
of giving, he w ent out of his w ay to introduce us to countless m edia
opportunities. W hen the dust had settled, he w as singlehandedly responsible for
positive and glow ing articles in countless national m edia outlets as w ell as
incredible social m edia publicity. In the end, his generosity w as m ore far
reaching and far m ore effective than our show ôs highly paid H ollyw ood publicist.
A s a result, the show  enjoyed the highest ratings ever received in its tim e slot in
Show tim eôs history! Show tim e, so im pressed w ith our m odest show ôs num bers,
has already given the green light to another series. H is generosity is responsible
for the show  being a hit and Show tim e saying yes to m y current series.

For som eone w ho gives off these vibes and inspires such goodw ill, reconnecting is an energizing
experience. Think back to the 265 people for w hom  Rifkin has w ritten LinkedIn recom m endations, or
the hundreds of entrepreneurs he helps in 106 M iles. Itôs not a stretch to im agine that every one of
them  w ill be enthusiastic about reconnecting w ith Rifkin, and helping him  out, if they happen to lose
touch.

B ut A dam  R ifkin isnôt after their helpð at least not for him self. R ifkinôs real aim  is to change our
fundam ental ideas about how  w e build our netw orks and w ho should benefit from  them . H e believes
that w e should see netw orks as a vehicle for creating value for everyone, not just claim ing it for
ourselves. A nd he is convinced that this giver approach to netw orking can uproot the traditional norm
of reciprocity in a m anner thatôs highly productive for all involved.



The Five-M inute Favor
In 2012, a LinkedIn recruiter nam ed Stephanie w as asked to list the three people w ho had the m ost
influence on her career. A dam  Rifkin w as shocked to learn that he appeared on her list, because they
had m et only once, m onths earlier. Stephanie w as searching for a job and m et Rifkin through a friend
of a friend. H e gave her advice, prim arily by text m essage, and helped her find job leads. She e-
m ailed him  to express her gratitude and offered to reciprocate: ñI know  w e only m et in person once
and w e talk only occasionally, but you have helped m e m ore than you know  . . . I really w ould like to
do som ething to help give back to you.ò

But Stephanie w asnôt just looking to help A dam  Rifkin. Instead, she volunteered to attend a 106
M iles m eeting of Silicon Valley entrepreneurs so she could help Rifkin help them . A t the m eeting,
Stephanie w ould give entrepreneurs feedback on their ideas, offer to test their product prototypes, and
facilitate connections w ith potential collaborators and investors. The sam e thing has happened w ith
m any other people w hom  Rifkin helps. Raym ond Rouf often drops by 106 M iles m eetings to assist
other entrepreneurs. So does an engineer nam ed B ob, w ho m et R ifkin in a bar in 2009. They struck up
a conversation, and Rifkin learned that Bob w as out of w ork, so he m ade som e introductions that
landed Bob a position. The com pany w ent out of business, and Rifkin m ade m ore connections that
resulted in a job for Bob at a start-up, w hich w as acquired six m onths later by G oogle. Today, Bob is
a successful G oogle engineer, and heôs paying the help he received forw ard across the 106 M iles
netw ork.

This is a new  spin on reciprocity. In traditional old-school reciprocity, people operated like
m atchers, trading value back and forth w ith one another. W e helped the people w ho helped us, and w e
gave to the people from  w hom  w e w anted som ething in return. B ut today, givers like A dam  Rifkin are
able to spark a m ore pow erful form  of reciprocity. Instead of trading value, Rifkin aim s to add value.
H is giving is governed by a sim ple rule: the five-m inute favor. ñYou should be w illing to do
som ething that w ill take you five m inutes or less for anybody.ò

Rifkin doesnôt think about w hat any of the people he helps w ill contribute back to him . W hereas
takers accum ulate large netw orks to look im portant and gain access to pow erful people, and m atchers
do it to get favors, Rifkin does it to create m ore opportunities for giving. In the w ords of H arvard
political scientist Robert Putnam , ñIôll do this for you w ithout expecting anything specific back from
you, in the confident expectation that som eone else w ill do som ething for m e dow n the road.ò W hen
people feel grateful for Rifkinôs help, like Stephanie, theyôre m ore likely to pay it forw ard. ñI have
alw ays been a very genuine and kind-hearted person,ò Stephanie says, ñbut I had tried to hide it and
be m ore com petitive so that I could get ahead. The im portant lesson I learned from  A dam  is that you
can be a genuinely kind-hearted person and still get ahead in the w orld.ò Every tim e Rifkin
generously shares his expertise or connections, heôs investing in encouraging the people in his
netw ork to act like givers. W hen Rifkin does ask people for help, heôs usually asking for assistance in
helping som eone else. This increases the odds that the people in his vast netw ork w ill seek to add
value rather than trade value, opening the door for him  and others to gain benefits from  people theyôve
never helpedð or even m et. By creating a norm  of adding value, R ifkin transform s giving from  a zero-
sum  loss to a w in-w in gain.

W hen takers build netw orks, they try to claim  as m uch value as possible for them selves from  a



fixed pie. W hen givers like R ifkin build netw orks, they expand the pie so that everyone can get a
larger slice. N ick Sullivan, an entrepreneur w ho has benefited from  R ifkinôs help, says that ñA dam
has the sam e effect on all of us: getting us to help people.ò R ouf elaborates: ñA dam  alw ays w ants to
m ake sure that w hoever heôs giving to is also giving to som ebody else. If people benefit from  his
advice, he m akes sure they help other people he gives advice toð itôs creating a netw ork, and m aking
sure that everybody in his netw ork is helping each other, paying it forw ard.ò

C utting-edge research show s how  R ifkin m otivates other people to give. G iving, especially w hen
itôs distinctive and consistent, establishes a pattern that shifts other peopleôs reciprocity styles w ithin
a group. It turns out that giving can be contagious. In one study, contagion experts Jam es Fow ler and
N icholas C hristakis found that giving spreads rapidly and w idely across social netw orks. W hen one
person m ade the choice to contribute to a group at a personal cost over a series of rounds, other group
m em bers w ere m ore likely to contribute in future rounds, even w hen interacting w ith people w ho
w erenôt present for the original act. ñThis influence persists for m ultiple periods and spreads up to
three degrees of separation (from  person to person to person to person),ò Fow ler and C hristakis find,
such that ñeach additional contribution a subject m akes . . . in the first period is tripled over the
course of the experim ent by other subjects w ho are directly or indirectly influenced to contribute
m ore as a consequence.ò

W hen people w alk into a new  situation, they look to others for clues about appropriate behavior.
W hen giving starts to occur, it becom es the norm , and people carry it forw ard in interactions w ith
other people. To illustrate, im agine that youôre assigned to a group of four. The other three people are
strangers, and youôll each m ake anonym ous decisions, w ith no opportunity to com m unicate, during six
rounds. In each round, each of you w ill receive $3 and decide w hether to take it for yourselves or
give it to the group. If you take it, you get the full $3. If you give it to the group, every group m em ber
gets $2, including you. A t the end of each round, youôll find out w hat everyone decided. The group is
better off if everyone givesð each m em ber w ould end up receiving $8 per round, for a m axim um  total
over six rounds of $48. B ut if you give and no one else does, you only get $12. This creates an
incentive to take, w hich w ill guarantee you $18.

Since you canôt com m unicate w ith one another, giving is a risky strategy. B ut in the actual study,
15 percent of the participants w ere consistent givers: they contributed to the group in all six rounds,
m aking a personal sacrifice for the benefit of the group. A nd it w asnôt as costly as youôd expect.
Surprisingly, the consistent givers still ended up doing w ell: they w alked aw ay w ith an average of 26
percent m ore m oney than participants from  groups w ithout a single consistent giver. H ow  could they
give m ore and get m ore?

W hen the groups included one consistent giver, the other m em bers contributed m ore. The presence
of a single giver w as enough to establish a norm  of giving. B y giving, participants w ere able to m ake
their group m em bers better off and m anaged to get m ore in the process. Even though they earned 50
percent less from  each contribution, because they inspired others to give, they m ade a larger total sum
available to all participants. The givers raised the bar and expanded the pie for the w hole group.

In this experim ent, the consistent givers w ere doing the equivalent of a five-m inute favor w hen
they contributed their m oney every round. They w ere m aking sm all sacrifices to benefit each m em ber
of the group, and it inspired the group m em bers to do the sam e. Through the five-m inute favor, Rifkin
is expanding the pie for his w hole netw ork. In 106 M iles, the norm  is for all five thousand
entrepreneurs to help one another. R ifkin explains that ñyouôre not doing som ebody a favor because



youôre getting som ething in return. The goal of the group is to instill the value of giving: you donôt
have to be transactional about it, you donôt have to trade it. If you do som ething for som ebody in the
group, then w hen you need it, som eone in the group w ill do som ething for you.ò

For takers and m atchers, this type of relentless giving still seem s a bit risky. C an givers like
A dam  R ifkin m aintain their productivity, especially w hen there are no guarantees that their help w ill
com e back around to benefit them  directly? To shed light on this question, Stanford professor Frank
Flynn studied professional engineers at a large telecom m unications firm  in the Bay A rea. H e asked
the engineers to rate them selves and one another on how  m uch they gave and received help from  one
another, w hich allow ed him  to identify w hich engineers w ere givers, takers, and m atchers. H e also
asked each engineer to rate the status of ten other engineers: how  m uch respect did they have?

The takers had the low est status. They burned bridges by constantly asking for favors but rarely
reciprocating. Their colleagues saw  them  as selfish and punished them  w ith a lack of respect. The
givers had the highest status, outdoing the m atchers and takers. The m ore generous they w ere, the
m ore respect and prestige they earned from  their colleagues. Through giving m ore than they got,
givers signaled their unique skills, dem onstrated their value, and displayed their good intentions.

D espite being held in the highest esteem , the givers faced a problem : they paid a productivity
price. For three m onths, Flynn m easured the quantity and quality of w ork com pleted by each engineer.
The givers w ere m ore productive than the takers: they w orked harder and got m ore done. B ut the
m atchers had the highest productivity, beating out the givers. The tim e that the givers devoted to
helping their colleagues apparently detracted from  their ability to finish jobs, reports, and draw ings.
The m atchers w ere m ore likely to call in favors and receive help, and it appeared to keep them  on
track. O n the face of it, this seem s like a stum bling block to the giver style of netw orking. If givers
sacrifice their productivity by helping others, how  can it be w orth it?

Yet A dam  Rifkin has m anaged to be a giver and stay highly productive as the cofounder of several
successful com panies. H ow  does he avoid the tradeoff betw een giving and productivity? H e gives
m ore.

In the study of engineers, the givers didnôt alw ays pay a productivity price. Flynn m easured
w hether the engineers w ere givers, m atchers, or takers by asking their colleagues to rate w hether they
gave m ore, the sam e, or less than they received. This m eant that som e engineers could score as givers
even if they didnôt help others very often, as long as they asked for less in return. W hen Flynn
exam ined the data based on how  often the engineers gave and received help, the givers only took a
productivity dive w hen they gave infrequently. O f all engineers, the m ost productive w ere those w ho
gave oftenð and gave m ore than they received. These w ere the true givers, and they had the highest
productivity and the highest status: they w ere revered by their peers. B y giving often, engineers built
up m ore trust and attracted m ore valuable help from  across their w ork groupsð not just from  the
people they helped.

This is exactly w hat has happened to A dam  Rifkin w ith his five-m inute favors. In the days before
social m edia, Rifkin m ight have toiled in anonym ity. Thanks to the connected w orld, his reputation as
a giver has traveled faster than the speed of sound. ñIt takes him  no tim e to raise funding for his start-
ups,ò R ouf says w ith a trace of astonishm ent. ñH e has such a great reputation; people know  heôs a
good guy. Thatôs a dividend that gets paid because of w ho he is.ò

R ifkinôs experience illustrates how  givers are able to develop and leverage extraordinarily rich
netw orks. By virtue of the w ay they interact w ith other people in their netw orks, givers create norm s



that favor adding rather than claim ing or trading value, expanding the pie for all involved. W hen they
truly need help, givers can reconnect w ith dorm ant ties, receiving novel assistance from  near-
forgotten but trusted sources. ñIôll sum  up the key to success in one w ord: generosity,ò w rites K eith
Ferrazzi. ñIf your interactions are ruled by generosity, your rew ards w ill follow  suit.ò Perhaps itôs not
a coincidence that Ivan M isner, the founder and chairm an of BN I, the w orldôs largest business
netw orking organization, needs just tw o w ords to describe his guiding philosophy: ñG ivers gain.ò

A fter years of rearranging the letters in his nam e, A dam  Rifkin has settled on the perfect anagram :
I Find Karm a.
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T he R ipple E ffect
C ollaboration and the D ynam ics of G iving and Taking C redit

It is w ell to rem em ber that the entire universe, w ith one trifling exception, is com posed of others.
ð John A ndrew  H olm es, form er U .S. representative and senator

You probably donôt recognize G eorge M eyerôs nam e, but youôre definitely fam iliar w ith his w ork. In
fact, odds are that som eone close to you is a big fan of his ideas, w hich have captivated an entire
generation of people around the w orld. A lthough I didnôt know  it belonged to him  until recently, Iôve
adm ired his w ork since I w as nine years old. M eyer is a tall, angular m an in his m id-fifties w ho
sports long, stringy hair and a goatee. If you ran into him  on the street, you w ouldnôt be able to place
his face, but you m ight have a hunch that heôs a G rateful D ead fan. Youôd be right: in the last five
years of Jerry G arciaôs life, M eyer attended at least seventy different G rateful D ead concerts.

M eyer attended college at H arvard, w here he w as nearly suspended after he sold a refrigerator to
a freshm an and accepted paym ent, but never delivered it. H e w as alm ost suspended again w hen he
used an electric guitar to shatter a w indow  of a dorm  room . A rare bright spot in his college career
w as being elected president of the H arvard Lam poon, the fam ous com edy m agazine, but it w as
quickly tarnished by an attem pted coup. A ccording to journalist D avid O w en, M eyerôs peers ñtried to
overthrow  him  in a bitter and vituperative internal battle, because they thought he w asnôt responsible
enough.ò

A fter graduating from  college in 1978, M eyer m oved back hom e and looked for w ays to earn
quick cash. H e spent m uch of his tim e in college gam bling on dog races at a greyhound track, so he
thought he m ight be able to m ake a career out of it. H e parked him self at a public library and began
analyzing scientific strategies for beating the system . It didnôt w ork: after tw o w eeks, he ran out of
m oney.

Three decades later, G eorge M eyer is one of the m ost successful people in show  business. H e has



been a m ajor contributor to a m ovie that grossed m ore than $527 m illion. H e has w on seven Em m y
Aw ards and invented several w ords that have entered English dictionariesð one of w hich w as uttered
every day by m y college room m ate for four years. B ut he is m ost celebrated for his role in a
television phenom enon that has changed the w orld. Insiders m aintain that as m uch as any other person,
he is responsible for the success of the show  that Tim e m agazine nam ed the single best television
series of the tw entieth century.

In 1981, at the recom m endation of tw o friends, M eyer sent a few  w riting sam ples to a new  N BC
show  called Late Night w ith D avid Letterm an. ñEverything in his subm ission, dow n to the last little
detail, w as so beautifully honed,ò Letterm an gushed to O w en. ñI havenôt run across anybody quite like
that since.ò D uring the first season, M eyer invented w hat w as to becom e one of Letterm anôs signature
routines: using a steam  roller to crush ordinary objects, like pieces of fruit. A fter tw o years w ith
Letterm an, M eyer left to w ork on The N ew  Show w ith Lorne M ichaels and then joined Saturday
N ight Live, departing in 1987 to w rite a script for a Letterm an m ovie that w as ultim ately shelved.

W hen M eyerôs tw o friends recom m ended him  to Letterm an, they called him  ñthe funniest m an in
A m erica.ò This w asnôt a statem ent to be taken lightlyð the tw o w ent on to becom e an Em m y-w inning
pair of com edy w riters on show s like Seinfeld, The W onder Years, and M onk. A nd if you look at
w hat G eorge M eyer has accom plished since he finished the Letterm an m ovie script, you m ight be
inclined to agree w ith them .

G eorge M eyer is the m asterm ind of m uch of the hum or on The Sim psons, the longest-running
sitcom  and anim ated program  in A m erica.

The Sim psons has w on tw enty-seven prim e-tim e Em m y Aw ards, six of w hich w ent to M eyer, and
changed the face of anim ated com edy. A lthough M eyer didnôt launch The Sim psonsð it w as created
by M att G roening and developed w ith Jam es L. B rooks and Sam  Sim onð there is w idespread
consensus that M eyer w as the m ost im portant force behind the show ôs success. M eyer w as hired to
w rite for The Sim psons before it prem iered in 1989, and he w as a m ajor contributor for sixteen
seasons as a w riter and executive producer. M eyer ñhas so thoroughly shaped the program  that by
now  the com edic sensibility of The Sim psons could be view ed as m ostly his,ò w rites O w en.
A ccording to hum or w riter M ike Sacks, ñM eyer is largely considered am ong the w riting staff to be its
behind-the-scenes genius am ong geniuses,ò the m an ñresponsible for the best lines and jokes.ò Jon
Vitti, one of the original Sim psons w riters w ho authored m any of the early episodes and later served
as a producer on The O ffice, elaborated that M eyer is ñthe one in the room  w ho w rites m ore of the
show  than anyone elseð his fingerprints are on nearly every script. H e exerts as m uch influence on
the show  as anyone can w ithout being one of the creators.ò

H ow  does a m an like G eorge M eyer becom e so successful in collaborative w ork? Reciprocity
styles offer a pow erful lens for explaining w hy som e people flourish in team s w hile others fail. In
M ultipliers, form er O racle executive Liz W isem an distinguishes betw een geniuses and genius
m akers. G eniuses tend to be takers: to prom ote their ow n interests, they ñdrain intelligence, energy,
and capabilityò from  others. G enius m akers tend to be givers: they use their ñintelligence to am plify
the sm arts and capabilitiesò of other people, W isem an w rites, such that ñlightbulbs go off over
peopleôs heads, ideas flow , and problem s get solved.ò M y goal in this chapter is to explore how  these
differences betw een givers and takers affect individual and group success.



C ollaboration and C reative C haracter
W hen w e consider w hat it takes to attain G eorge M eyerôs level of com edic im pact, thereôs little
question that creativity is a big part of the equation. Carolyn O m ine, a longtim e Sim psons w riter and
producer, says that M eyer ñhas a distinct w ay of looking at the w orld. Itôs com pletely unique.ò
Executive producer and show -runner M ike Scully once com m ented that w hen he first joined The
Sim psons, M eyer ñjust blew  m e aw ay. I had done a lot of sitcom  w ork before, but G eorgeôs stuff w as
so different and so original that for a w hile I w ondered if I w asnôt in over m y head.ò

To unlock the m ystery of how  people becom e highly creative, back in 1958, a Berkeley
psychologist nam ed D onald M acK innon launched a path-breaking study. H e w anted to identify the
unique characteristics of highly creative people in art, science, and business, so he studied a group of
people w hose w ork involves all three fields: architects. To start, M acK innon and his colleagues
asked five independent architecture experts to subm it a list of the forty m ost creative architects in the
United States. A lthough they never spoke to one another, the experts achieved rem arkably high
consensus. They could have nom inated up to tw o hundred architects in total, but after accounting for
overlap, their lists featured just eighty-six. M ore than half of those architects w ere nom inated by m ore
than one expert, m ore than a third by the m ajority of the experts, and 15 percent by all five experts.

From  there, forty of the countryôs m ost creative architects agreed to be dissected psychologically.
M acK innonôs team  com pared them  w ith eighty-four other architects w ho w ere successful but not
highly creative, m atching the creative and ñordinaryò architects on age and geographic location. A ll
of the architects traveled to Berkeley, w here they spent three full days opening up their m inds to
M acK innonôs team , and to science. They filled out a battery of personality questionnaires,
experienced stressful social situations, took difficult problem -solving tests, and answ ered exhaustive
interview  questions about their entire life histories. M acK innonôs team  pored over m ountains of data,
using pseudonym s for each architect so they w ould rem ain blind to w ho w as highly creative and w ho
w as not.

O ne group of architects em erged as significantly m ore ñresponsible, sincere, reliable,
dependable,ò w ith m ore ñgood characterò and ñsym pathetic concern for othersò than the other. The
karm a principle suggests that it should be the creative architects, but it w asnôt. It w as the ordinary
architects. M acK innon found that the creative architects stood out as substantially m ore ñdem anding,
aggressive, and self-centeredò than the com parison group. The creative architects had w hopping egos
and responded aggressively and defensively to criticism . In later studies, the sam e patterns em erged
from  com parisons of creative and less creative scientists: the creative scientists scored significantly
higher in dom inance, hostility, and psychopathic deviance. H ighly creative scientists w ere rated by
observers as creating and exploiting dependency in others. Even the highly creative scientists
them selves agreed w ith statem ents like ñI tend to slight the contribution of others and take undue
credit for m yselfò and ñI tend to be sarcastic and disparaging in describing the w orth of other
researchers.ò

Takers have a knack for generating creative ideas and cham pioning them  in the face of opposition.
Because they have suprem e confidence in their ow n opinions, they feel free of the shackles of social
approval that constrict the im aginations of m any people. This is a distinctive signature of G eorge
M eyerôs com edy. In 2002, he w rote, directed, and starred in a sm all play called U p Your G iggy. In



his m onologues, he called G od ña ridiculous superstition, invented by frightened cavem enò and
referred to m arriage as ña stagnant cauldron of ferm ented resentm ents, scared and judgm ental
conform ity, exaggerated concern for the children . . . and the secret dredging-up of erotic im ages from
past lovers in a desperate and heartbreaking attem pt to m ake spousal sex even possible.ò

The secret to creativity: be a taker?
N ot so fast. M eyer m ay harbor a cynical sense of hum or, deep-seated suspicion about tim e-

honored traditions, and a few  past indiscretions, but in a H ollyw ood universe dom inated by takers, he
has spent m uch of his career in giver style. It started early in life: grow ing up, he w as an Eagle Scout
and an altar boy. A t H arvard, M eyer m ajored in biochem istry and w as accepted to m edical school,
but decided not to attend. H e w as turned off by the hypercom petitive prem ed students he m et in
college, w ho w ould regularly ñsabotage each otherôs experim entsð so lam e.ò A fter being elected
president of the Lam poon, w hen peers attem pted to depose him , O w en notes that ñM eyer not only
survived that coup but also, characteristically, becam e a close friend of his principal rival.ò A fter
graduating and failing at the dog track, M eyer w orked in a cancer research lab and as a substitute
teacher. W hen I asked M eyer w hat drew  him  to com edy, he said, ñI love to m ake people laugh,
entertain people, and try to m ake the w orld a little better.ò

M eyer has used his com edic talent to prom ote social and environm ental responsibility. In 1992,
an early Sim psons episode that M eyer w rote, ñM r. Lisa G oes to W ashington,ò w as nom inated for an
Environm ental M edia Aw ard, granted to the best episodic com edy on television w ith a pro-
environm ental m essage. D uring his tenure, The Sim psons w on six of these aw ards. In 1995, The
Sim psons w on a G enesis Aw ard from  the H um ane Society for raising public aw areness of anim al
issues. M eyer is a vegetarian w ho practices yoga, and in 2005 he cow rote Earth to Am erica, a TBS
special that utilized com edy as a vehicle for raising aw areness about global w arm ing and related
environm ental issues. H e has done extensive w ork for C onservation International, producing
hum orous Pow erPoint lectures to prom ote biodiversity. In 2007, w hen scientists discovered a new
species of m oss frogs in Sri Lanka, they nam ed it after M eyerôs daughter, honoring his contributions to
the G lobal A m phibian A ssessm ent to protect frogs.

Even m ore im pressive than M eyerôs w ork on behalf of the planet is how  he w orks w ith other
people. H is big break cam e w hen he w as w orking on the Letterm an m ovie script in 1988. To provide
som e variety in his w orkday, he w rote and self-published a hum or m agazine called Arm y M an.
ñThere w ere very few  publications that w ere just trying to be funny,ò M eyer told hum orist Eric
Spitznagel, ñso I tried to m ake som ething that had no agenda other than to m ake you laugh.ò The first
issue of Arm y M an w as only eight pages long. M eyer typed it him self, arranged it on his bed, and
started m aking photocopies. Then he gave aw ay his best com edy, sending copies to about tw o
hundred friends for free.

R eaders found Arm y M an hilarious and started passing it along to their friends. The m agazine
quickly attracted a cult follow ing, and it m ade Rolling Stone m agazineôs H ot List of the yearôs best in
entertainm ent. Soon, M eyerôs friends began sending him  subm issions to feature in future issues. By
the second issue, there w as enough dem and for M eyer to circulate about a thousand copies. H e shut it
dow n after the third issue, in part because he couldnôt publish all of his friendsô subm issions but
couldnôt bear to turn them  dow n.

The first issue of Arm y M an debuted w hen The Sim psons w as getting off the ground, and it m ade
its w ay into the hands of executive producer Sam  Sim on, w ho w as just about to recruit a w riting team .



Sim on hired M eyer and a few  of the other contributors to Arm y M an, and they w ent on to m ake The
Sim psons a hit together. In the w ritersô room , G eorge M eyer established him self as a giver. Tim  Long,
a Sim psons w riter and five-tim e Em m y w inner, told m e that ñG eorge has the best reputation of anyone
I know . H eôs incredibly generous in giving and helping other people.ò Sim ilarly, Carolyn O m ine
m arvels, ñEverybody w ho know s G eorge know s he is a truly good person. H e has a code of honor,
and he lives by this code, w ith a supernatural am ount of integrity.ò

G eorge M eyerôs success highlights that givers can be every bit as creative as takers. B y studying
his habits in collaboration, w e can gain a rich appreciation of how  givers w ork in w ays that
contribute to their ow n successð and the success of those around them . B ut to develop a com plete
understanding of w hat givers do effectively in collaboration, itôs im portant to com pare them  w ith
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 cham pion these ideas. But does this
independence com e at a price?



Flying Solo
In the tw entieth century, perhaps no person w as m ore em blem atic of em inent creativity than Frank
Lloyd W right. In 1991, W right w as recognized as the greatest A m erican architect of all tim e by the
A m erican Institute of A rchitects. H e had an extraordinarily productive career, designing the fam ous
Fallingw ater house near Pittsburgh, the G uggenheim  M useum , and m ore than a thousand other
structuresð roughly half of w hich w ere built. In a career that spanned seven decades, he com pleted an
average of m ore than 140 designs and 70 structures per decade.

A lthough W right w as prolific throughout the first quarter of the tw entieth century, beginning in
1924, he took a nine-year nosedive. A s of 1925, ñW rightôs career had dw indled to a few  houses in
Los A ngeles,ò w rite sociologist Roger Friedland and architect H arold Zellm an. A fter studying
W rightôs career, the psychologist Ed de St. A ubin concluded that the low est W right ñever sank
architecturally occurred in the years betw een 1924 and 1933 w hen he com pleted only tw o projects.ò
O ver those nine years, W right w as about thirty-five tim es less productive than usual. D uring one tw o-
year period, he didnôt earn a single com m ission, and he w as ñfloundering professionally,ò notes
architecture critic Christopher H aw thorne. By 1932, ñthe w orld-fam ous Frank Lloyd W rightò w as
ñall but unem ployed,ò w rote biographer Brendan G ill. ñH is last m ajor executed com m ission had been
a house for his cousinò in 1929, and ñhe w as continuously in debt,ò to the point of struggling ñto find
the w herew ithal to buy groceries.ò W hat caused A m ericaôs greatest architect to languish?

W right w as one of the architects invited to participate in M acK innonôs study of creativity.
A lthough he declined the invitation, the portrait of the creative architect that em erged from
M acK innonôs analysis w as the spitting im age of W right. In his designs, Frank Lloyd W right appeared
to be a hum anitarian. H e introduced the concept of organic architecture, striving to foster harm ony
betw een people and the environm ents in w hich they lived. But in his interactions w ith other people,
he operated like a taker. Experts believe that as an apprentice, W right designed at least nine bootleg
houses, violating the term s of his contract that prohibited independent w ork. To hide the illegal w ork,
W right reportedly persuaded one of his fellow  draftsm en to sign off on several of the houses. A t one
point, W right prom ised his son John a salary for w orking as an assistant on several projects. W hen
John asked him  to be paid, W right sent him  a bill item izing the total am ount of m oney that John had
cost over the course of his life, from  birth to the present.

W hen designing the fam ous Fallingw ater house, W right stalled for m onths. W hen the client, Edgar
K aufm ann, finally called W right to announce that he w as driving 140 m iles to see his progress, W right
claim ed the house w as finished. But w hen K aufm ann arrived, W right had not even com pleted a
draw ing, let alone the house. In the span of a few  hours, before K aufm annôs eyes, W right sketched out
a detailed design. K aufm ann had com m issioned a w eekend cottage at one of his fam ilyôs favorite
picnic spots, w here they could see a w aterfall. W right had a radically different idea in m ind: he drew
the house on a rock on top of the w aterfall, w hich w ould be out of sight from  the house. H e convinced
K aufm ann to accept it, and eventually charged him  $125,000 for it, m ore than triple the $35,000
specified in the contract. Itôs unlikely that a giver w ould have ever been com fortable deviating so far
from  a clientôs expectations, let alone convincing him  to endorse it enthusiastically and charging extra
for it. It w as a takerôs m ind-set, it seem s, that gave W right the gall to develop a truly original vision
and sell it to a client.



B ut the very sam e taker tendencies that served W right w ell in Fallingw ater also precipitated his
nine-year slum p. For tw o decades, until 1911, W right m ade his nam e as an architect living in Chicago
and O ak Park, Illinois, w here he benefited from  the assistance of craftspeople and sculptors. In 1911,
he designed Taliesin, an estate in a rem ote W isconsin valley. B elieving he could excel alone, he
m oved out there. B ut as tim e passed, W right spun his w heels during ñlong years of enforced
idleness,ò G ill w rote. A t Taliesin, W right lacked access to talented apprentices. ñThe isolation he
chose by creating Taliesin,ò de St. A ubin observes, ñleft him  w ithout the elem ents that had becom e
essential to his life: architectural com m issions and skillful w orkers to help him  com plete his building
designs.ò

Frank Lloyd W rightôs drought lasted until he gave up on independence and began to w ork
interdependently again w ith talented collaborators. It w asnôt his ow n idea: his w ife O lgivanna
convinced him  to start a fellow ship for apprentices to help him  w ith his w ork. W hen apprentices
joined him  in 1932, his productivity soared, and he w as soon w orking on the Fallingw ater house,
w hich w ould be seen by m any as the greatest w ork of architecture in m odern history. W right ran his
fellow ship program  for a quarter century, but even then, he struggled to appreciate how  m uch he
depended on apprentices. H e refused to pay apprentices, requiring them  to do cooking, cleaning, and
fieldw ork. W right ñw as a great architect,ò explained his form er apprentice Edgar Tafel, w ho w orked
on Fallingw ater, ñbut he needed people like m yself to m ake his designs w orkð although you couldnôt
tell him  that.ò

W rightôs story exposes the gap betw een our natural tendencies to attribute creative success to
individuals and the collaborative reality that underpins m uch truly great w ork. This gap isnôt lim ited
to strictly creative fields. Even in seem ingly independent jobs that rely on raw  brainpow er, our
success depends m ore on others than w e realize. For the past decade, several H arvard professors
have studied cardiac surgeons in hospitals and security analysts in investm ent banks. Both groups
specialize in know ledge w ork: they need serious sm arts to rew ire patientsô hearts and organize
com plex inform ation for stock recom m endations. A ccording to m anagem ent guru Peter D rucker, these
ñknow ledge w orkers, unlike m anual w orkers in m anufacturing, ow n the m eans of production: they
carry that know ledge in their heads and can therefore take it w ith them .ò But carrying know ledge isnôt
actually so easy.

In one study, professors R obert H uckm an and G ary Pisano w anted to know  w hether surgeons get
better w ith practice. Since surgeons are in high dem and, they perform  procedures at m ultiple
hospitals. O ver a tw o-year period, H uckm an and Pisano tracked 38,577 procedures perform ed by
203 cardiac surgeons at forty-three different hospitals. They focused on coronary artery bypass grafts,
w here surgeons open a patientôs chest and attach a vein from  a leg or a section of chest artery to
bypass a blockage in an artery to the heart. O n average, 3 percent of patients died during these
procedures.

W hen H uckm an and Pisano exam ined the data, they discovered a rem arkable pattern. O verall, the
surgeons didnôt get better w ith practice. They only got better at the specific hospital w here they
practiced. For every procedure they handled at a given hospital, the risk of patient m ortality dropped
by 1 percent. B ut the risk of m ortality stayed the sam e at other hospitals. The surgeons couldnôt take
their perform ance w ith them . They w erenôt getting better at perform ing coronary artery bypass grafts.
They w ere becom ing m ore fam iliar w ith particular nurses and anesthesiologists, learning about their
strengths and w eaknesses, habits, and styles. This fam iliarity helped them  avoid patient deaths, but it



didnôt carry over to other hospitals. To reduce the risk of patient m ortality, the surgeons needed
relationships w ith specific surgical team  m em bers.

W hile H uckm an and Pisano w ere collecting their hospital data, dow n the hall at H arvard, a
sim ilar study w as under w ay in the financial sector. In investm ent banks, security analysts conduct
research to produce earnings forecasts and m ake recom m endations to m oney m anagem ent firm s about
w hether to buy or sell a com panyôs stock. Star analysts carry superior know ledge and expertise that
they should be able to use regardless of w ho their colleagues are. A s investm ent research executive
Fred Fraenkel explains: ñA nalysts are one of the m ost m obile W all Street professions because their
expertise is portable. I m ean, youôve got it w hen youôre here and youôve got it w hen youôre there. The
client base doesnôt change. You need your Rolodex and your files, and youôre in business.ò

To test this assum ption, B oris G roysberg studied m ore than a thousand equity and fixed-incom e
security analysts over a nine-year period at seventy-eight different firm s. The analysts w ere ranked in
effectiveness by thousands of clients at investm ent m anagem ent institutions based on the quality of
their earnings estim ates, industry know ledge, w ritten reports, service, stock selection, and
accessibility and responsiveness. The top three analysts in each of eighty industry sectors w ere
ranked as stars, earning betw een $2 m illion and $5 m illion. G roysberg and his colleagues tracked
w hat happened w hen the analysts sw itched firm s. O ver the nine-year period, 366 analystsð 9 percent
ð m oved, so it w as possible to see w hether the stars m aintained their success in new  firm s.

Even though they w ere supposed to be individual stars, their perform ance w asnôt portable. W hen
star analysts m oved to a different firm , their perform ance dropped, and it stayed low er for at least
five years. In the first year after the m ove, the star analysts w ere 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
m ore likely to be unranked. Even five years after the m ove, the stars w ere 5 percent less likely to be
ranked first and 8 percent m ore likely to be unranked. O n average, firm s lost about $24 m illion by
hiring star analysts. Contrary to the beliefs of Fraenkel and other industry insiders, G roysberg and his
colleagues conclude that ñhiring stars is advantageous neither to stars them selves, in term s of their
perform ance, nor to hiring com panies in term s of their m arket value.ò

B ut som e of the star analysts did m aintain their success. If they m oved w ith their team s, the stars
show ed no decline at all in perform ance. The star analysts w ho m oved solo had a 5 percent
probability of being ranked first, w hile the star analysts w ho m oved w ith team m ates had a 10 percent
probability of being ranked firstð the sam e as those w ho didnôt m ove at all. In another study,
G roysberg and his colleagues found that analysts w ere m ore likely to m aintain their star perform ance
if they w orked w ith high-quality colleagues in their team s and departm ents. The star analysts relied
on know ledgeable colleagues for inform ation and new  ideas.

The star investm ent analysts and the cardiac surgeons depended heavily on collaborators w ho
knew  them  w ell or had strong skills of their ow n. If Frank Lloyd W right had been m ore of a giver than
a taker, could he have avoided the nine years in w hich his incom e and reputation plum m eted? G eorge
M eyer thinks so.



I W ish I C ould H ate You
A fter M eyer left Saturday Night Live in 1987, he hightailed it out of N ew  York City and m oved to
Boulder, Colorado, to w ork on the Letterm an m ovie script alone. Just like Frank Lloyd W right, M eyer
had isolated him self from  his collaborators. B ut in stark contrast to W right, M eyer recognized that he
needed other people to succeed. H e knew  his perform ance w as interdependent, not independent: his
ability to m ake people laugh w as due in part to collaborating w ith fellow  com edy w riters. So he
reached out to people w ho had w orked w ith him  at the Lam poon and on his past show s, inviting them
to contribute to Arm y M an. ñI believe that collaboration is such a beautiful thing, especially in
com edy,ò M eyer told m e. ñIn a com m unity of funny people, you can get that rare synergy, jokes you
never could have com e up w ith on your ow n.ò Four colleagues ended up helping M eyer w ith the
inaugural issue. O ne of those colleagues w as Jack H andey, w ho contributed an early installm ent of
ñD eep Thoughts,ò w hich w ent on to becom e a w ildly popular series of jokes. M eyer published ñD eep
Thoughtsò three years before they becam e fam ous on Saturday N ight Live, and they contributed to the
success of Arm y M an.

The juxtaposition of G eorge M eyer w ith Frank Lloyd W right reveals how  givers and takers think
differently about success. W right thought he could take his architectural genius from  C hicago, w here
he w orked w ith a team  of experts, to a rem ote part of W isconsin, w here he w as largely alone.
W rightôs fam ily m otto w as ñtruth against the w orld,ò and itôs a fam iliar them e in W estern culture. W e
tend to privilege the lone genius w ho generates ideas that enthrall us, or change our w orld. A ccording
to research by a trio of Stanford psychologists, A m ericans see independence as a sym bol of strength,
view ing interdependence as a sign of w eakness. This is particularly true of takers, w ho tend to see
them selves as superior to and separate from  others. If they depend too m uch on others, takers believe,
theyôll be vulnerable to being outdone. Like W right, the star analysts w ho left their investm ent banks
w ithout their successful team sð or w ithout considering the quality of the new  team s they w ere joining
ð fell into this trap.

G ivers reject the notion that interdependence is w eak. G ivers are m ore likely to see
interdependence as a source of strength, a w ay to harness the skills of m ultiple people for a greater
good. This appreciation of interdependence heavily influenced the w ay that M eyer collaborated. H e
recognized that if he could contribute effectively to the group, everyone w ould be better off, so he
w ent out of his w ay to support his colleagues. W hen M eyer w rote for Saturday N ight Live in the m id-
1980s as a virtual unknow n, he w as alm ost alw ays in the office, m aking him self available to give
feedback. H e ended up helping fam ous com edians like Jon Lovitz, Phil H artm an, and Randy Q uaid
w ith their w riting and delivery.

Behind the scenes on Saturday Night Live, m any w riters w ere com peting to get their sketches on
the show . ñThere w as a D arw inian elem ent,ò M eyer adm its. ñThere m ight be ten sketches per show ,
and w e w ould have thirty-five or forty sketches on the table. There w as a bit of a battle, and I just
tried to be a good collaborator.ò W hen big stars like M adonna w ere slated to appear on the show , his
colleagues flocked to subm it sketches. M eyer subm itted m aterial for those show s, but he also put in
extra effort on sketches for less electric guests, w ho tended to attract few er sketches. M eyer took it
upon him self to develop com pelling sketches for less glam orous guests like Jim m y Breslin because
that w as w here the show  needed him  m ost. ñI just w anted to be a good soldier,ò M eyer says. ñW hen



people w erenôt as excited, thatôs w hen I felt I had to step up m y gam e.ò H e rose to the occasion,
cow riting a hilarious sketch for B reslin that had Jam es Bond villains on a talk show . Breslin played
G oldfinger, offering tips on designing fortresses and griping about having his schem es thw arted by
B ond. The sketch predated the hit Austin Pow ers spoof of B ond m ovies by m ore than a decade.

M eyerôs pattern of giving continued on The Sim psons. A m ong w riters, the m ost popular task w as
typically to w rite the first draft of an episode, as it allow ed them  to put their creative stam p on it.
M eyer w ould generate plenty of ideas for episodes, but he rarely w rote the first draft. Instead, feeling
that his skills w ere needed m ore in rew riting, he took responsibility for the dirty w ork of spending
m onths helping to rew rite and revise each episode. This is a defining feature of how  givers
collaborate: they take on the tasks that are in the groupôs best interest, not necessarily their ow n
personal interests. This m akes their groups better off: studies show  that on average, from  sales team s
to paper m ill crew s to restaurants, the m ore giving group m em bers do, the higher the quantity and
quality of their groupsô products and services. B ut itôs not just their groups that get rew arded: like
A dam  R ifkin, successful givers expand the pie in w ays that benefit them selves as w ell as their
groups. Extensive research reveals that people w ho give their tim e and know ledge regularly to help
their colleagues end up earning m ore raises and prom otions in a w ide range of settings, from  banks to
m anufacturing com panies. ñO n The Sim psons, I think G eorge surrendered him self to the show ,ò Tim
Long says. ñIntuitively, he understood that the best thing for him  w as for the show  to be as good as
possible.ò

Thereôs a nam e for M eyerôs actions: in the w orld of m ountaineering, itôs called expedition
behavior. The term  w as coined by the N ational O utdoor Leadership School (N O LS), w hich has
provided w ilderness education to thousands of people, including crew s of N A SA astronauts.
Expedition behavior involves putting the groupôs goals and m ission first, and show ing the sam e
am ount of concern for others as you do for yourself. Jeff A shby, a N A SA space shuttle com m ander
w ho has flow n m ore than four hundred orbits around Earth, says that ñexpedition behaviorð being
selfless, generous, and putting the team  ahead of yourselfð is w hat helps us succeed in space m ore
than anything else.ò John K anengieter, w ho directs leadership at N O LS, adds that expedition behavior
is ñnot a zero-sum  gam e: w hen you give it aw ay, you gain m ore in response.ò

Part of M eyerôs success cam e from  expanding the pie: the m ore he contributed to the success of
his show s, the m ore success there w as for the w hole team  to share. B ut M eyerôs expedition behavior
also changed the w ay his colleagues saw  him . W hen givers put a groupôs interests ahead of their ow n,
they signal that their prim ary goal is to benefit the group. A s a result, givers earn the respect of their
collaborators. If M eyer had com peted to draft his strongest sketches for M adonna, his fellow  w riters
m ight have view ed him  as a threat to their ow n status and careers. B y doing his best w ork for less
coveted guests, M eyer w as doing his colleagues a favor. Takers no longer felt that they needed to
com pete w ith him , m atchers felt that they ow ed him , and givers saw  him  as one of them . ñW hen you
w ere breaking your story or rew riting your script in the room , G eorge w as alw ays a w elcom e
addition to the group,ò says D on Payne, a Sim psons w riter since 1998. ñH e w ould alw ays com e up
w ith som ething that w ould m ake your scripts better. Thatôs w hat draw s people to him ; they respect
and adm ire him .ò

In addition to building goodw ill, volunteering for unpopular tasks and offering feedback gave
M eyer the chance to dem onstrate his com edic gifts w ithout leading colleagues to feel insecure. In one
study, U niversity of M innesota researchers Eugene K im  and Theresa G lom b found that highly talented



people tend to m ake others jealous, placing them selves at risk of being disliked, resented, ostracized,
and underm ined. But if these talented people are also givers, they no longer have a target on their
backs. Instead, givers are appreciated for their contributions to the group. B y taking on tasks that his
colleagues didnôt w ant, M eyer w as able to dazzle them  w ith his w it and hum or w ithout eliciting envy.

M eyer sum m arizes his code of honor as ñ(1) Show  up. (2) W ork hard. (3) B e kind. (4) Take the
high road.ò A s he contributed in w ays that revealed his skills w ithout spaw ning jealousy, colleagues
began to adm ire and trust his com edic genius. ñPeople started to see him  as som ebody w ho w asnôt
just m otivated personally,ò Tim  Long explains. ñYou donôt think of him  as a com petitor. H eôs som eone
you can think of on a higher plane, and can trust creatively.ò C arolyn O m ine adds, ñC om pared to other
w ritersô room s Iôve been in, I w ould say The Sim psons tends to look longer for jokes. I think itôs
because w e have w riters, like G eorge, w ho w ill say, óN o, thatôs not quite right,ô even if itôs late, even
if w eôre all tired. I think thatôs an im portant quality. W e need those people, like G eorge, w ho arenôt
afraid to say, óN o, this isnôt good enough. W e can do better.ôò

In a classic article, the psychologist Edw in H ollander argued that w hen people act generously in
groups, they earn idiosyncrasy creditsð positive im pressions that accum ulate in the m inds of group
m em bers. Since m any people think like m atchers, w hen they w ork in groups, itôs very com m on for
them  to keep track of each m em berôs credits and debits. O nce a group m em ber earns idiosyncrasy
credits through giving, m atchers grant that m em ber a license to deviate from  a groupôs norm s or
expectations. A s Berkeley sociologist Robb W iller sum m arizes, ñG roups rew ard individual
sacrifice.ò O n The Sim psons, M eyer am assed plenty of idiosyncrasy credits, earning latitude to
contribute original ideas and shift the creative direction of the show . ñO ne of the best things about
developing that credibility w as if I w anted to try som ething that w as fairly strange, people w ould be
w illing to at least give it a shot at the table read,ò M eyer reflects. ñThey ended up not rew riting m y
stuff as m uch as they had early on, because they knew  I had a decent track record. I think people saw
that m y heart w as in the right placeð m y intentions w ere good. That goes a long w ay.ò

In line w ith M eyerôs experience, research show s that givers get extra credit w hen they offer ideas
that challenge the status quo. In studies that I conducted w ith colleagues Sharon Parker and Catherine
Collins, w hen takers presented suggestions for im provem ent, colleagues w ere skeptical of their
intentions, w riting them  off as self-serving. But w hen ideas that m ight be threatening w ere proposed
by givers, their colleagues listened and rew arded them  for speaking up, know ing they w ere m otivated
by a genuine desire to contribute. ñW hen I think about G eorge in a w ritersô room , nice is not w hat I
w ould say. H eôs spicier than that.ò C arolyn O m ine laughs. ñB ut w hen G eorge is tough, you know  it is
only because he cares so m uch about getting it right.ò

In 1995, during the sixth Sim psons season, M eyer told his colleagues he w ould be leaving the
show  at the end of the season. Rather than seeing his departure as an opportunity for personal
advancem ent, the w riters didnôt w ant to let him  go. They quickly joined forces to recruit him  back,
persuading him  to return as a consultant. Soon they had him  all the w ay back as a full-tim e w riter. ñA t
a very early point, they realized that G eorge w as too im portant to let out of the room ,ò Jon Vitti told
the H arvard C rim son. ñN obodyôs opinion is m ore valued than G eorgeôs.ò Looking back on his
experiences w orking w ith M eyer, Tim  Long adds that ñthereôs som ething m agical about getting the
reputation as som eone w ho cares about others m ore than yourself. It redounds to your benefit in
countless w ays.ò



C laim ing the Lionôs Share of the C redit
A lthough M eyerôs giving strengthened his reputation in the inner circles of show  business, he toiled in
anonym ity in the outside w orld. In H ollyw ood, thereôs an easy solution to this problem . W riters gain
prom inence by claim ing credits on as m any television episodes as possible, w hich proves that the
ideas and scenes w ere their brainchild.

G eorge M eyer shaped and sculpted m ore than three hundred Sim psons episodes, but in quiet
defiance of H ollyw ood norm s, heôs only credited as a w riter on tw elve of them . O n hundreds of
episodes, other w riters got the credit for M eyerôs ideas and jokes. ñG eorge never took w riting credits
on The Sim psons, even though he w as an idea m achine,ò Tim  Long told m e. ñPeople tend to com e up
w ith ideas and jealously guard them , but G eorge w ould create ideas, give them  to som eone else and
never take credit. Thereôs a crucial stretch of The Sim psons over ten years w here heôs not credited
w ith a single joke, even though he w as responsible for a huge num ber of them .ò*

By giving aw ay credit, M eyer com prom ised his visibility. ñFor a long tim e, G eorgeôs tow ering
contribution to w hat som e see as the m ost im portant TV show  of the period w as not as w ell know n as
it should have been,ò Long recalls. ñH e w as generating a trem endous am ount of m aterial, and not
really getting credit.ò Should M eyer have claim ed m ore credit for his efforts? H ogging credit
certainly seem ed to w ork for Frank Lloyd W right: at Taliesin, W right insisted that his nam e be on
every docum ent as head architect, even w hen apprentices took the lead on a project. H e threatened his
apprentices that if they didnôt credit him  first and subm it all docum ents for his approval, he w ould
accuse them  of forgery and take them  to court.

Yet if w e take a closer look at M eyerôs experience, w e m ight draw  the conclusion that w hen
W right had success as an architect, it w as in spite of taking creditð not because of it. M eyerôs
reluctance to take credit m ight have cost him  som e fam e in the short run, but he w asnôt w orried about
it. H e earned credit as an executive producer, landing a half dozen Em m ys for his w ork on The
Sim psons, and felt there w as plenty of credit to go around. ñA lot of people feel theyôre dim inished if
there are too m any nam es on a script, like everybodyôs trying to share a dog bow l,ò M eyer says. ñBut
thatôs not really the w ay it w orks. The thing about credit is that itôs not zero-sum . Thereôs room  for
everybody, and youôll shine if other people are shining.ò

Tim e w ould prove M eyer right. D espite his short-term  sacrifices, M eyer ended up receiving the
credit he deserved. M eyer w as virtually unknow n outside H ollyw ood until 2000, w hen D avid O w en
published his profile in the New Yorker, w ith the headline describing M eyer as ñthe funniest m an
behind the funniest show  on TV.ò W hen O w en contacted key Sim psons w riters for interview s, they
jum ped at the chance to sing M eyerôs praises. A s Tim  Long puts it, ñIt m akes m e incredibly happy to
extol G eorgeôs virtues, even if Iôm  going to em barrass him .ò

Just as m atchers grant a bonus to givers in collaborations, they im pose a tax on takers. In a study
of Slovenian com panies led by M atej Cerne, em ployees w ho hid know ledge from  their cow orkers
struggled to generate creative ideas because their cow orkers responded in kind, refusing to share
inform ation w ith them . To illustrate, consider the career of the m edical researcher Jonas Salk, w ho
began w orking to develop a polio vaccine in 1948. The follow ing year, scientists John Enders,
Frederick Robbins, and Thom as W eller successfully grew  the polio virus in test tubes, paving the
w ay for m ass-producing a vaccine based on a live virus. By 1952, Salkôs research lab at the



U niversity of Pittsburgh had developed a vaccine that appeared to be effective. That year w itnessed
the w orst polio epidem ic in U .S. history. The virus infected m ore than 57,000 people, leading to m ore
than 3,000 deaths and 20,000 cases of paralysis. O ver the next three years, Salkôs m entor, Thom as
Francis, directed the evaluation of a field trial of the Salk vaccine, testing it on m ore than 1.8 m illion
children w ith the help of 220,000 volunteers, 64,000 school w orkers, and 20,000 health care
professionals. O n A pril 12, 1955, in A nn A rbor, M ichigan, Francis m ade an announcem ent that sent a
ripple of hope throughout the country: the Salk vaccine w as ñsafe, effective and potent.ò W ithin tw o
years, the vaccine w as dissem inated through the herculean efforts of the M arch of D im es, and the
incidence of polio fell by nearly 90 percent. By 1961, there w ere just 161 cases in the United States.
The vaccine had sim ilar effects w orldw ide.

Jonas Salk becam e an international hero. B ut at the historic 1955 press conference, Salk gave a
valedictory speech that jeopardized his relationships and his reputation in the scientific com m unity.
H e didnôt acknow ledge the im portant contributions of Enders, R obbins, and W eller, w ho had w on a
N obel Prize a year earlier for their groundbreaking w ork that enabled Salkôs team  to produce the
vaccine. Even m ore disconcertingly, Salk gave no credit to the six researchers in his lab w ho w ere
m ajor contributors to his efforts to develop the vaccineð B yron Bennett, Percival Bazeley, L. Jam es
Lew is, Julius Youngner, Elsie W ard, and Francis Yurochko.

Salkôs team  left the press conference in tears. A s historian D avid O shinsky w rites in Polio: An
Am erican Story, Salk never acknow ledged ñthe people in his ow n lab. This group, seated proudly
together in the packed auditorium , w ould feel painfully snubbed. . . . Salkôs cow orkers from
Pittsburgh . . . had com e expecting to be honored by their boss. A tribute seem ed essential, and long
overdue.ò This w as especially true from  a m atcherôs perspective. O ne colleague told a reporter, ñA t
the beginning, I saw  him  as a father figure. A nd at the end, an evil father figure.ò

O ver tim e, it becam e clear that Julius Youngner felt particularly slighted. ñEverybody likes to get
credit for w hat theyôve done,ò Youngner told O shinsky. ñIt w as a big shock.ò The snub fractured their
relationship: Youngner left Salkôs lab in 1957 and w ent on to m ake a num ber of im portant
contributions to virology and im m unology. In 1993, they finally crossed paths at the University of
Pittsburgh, and Youngner shared his feelings. ñW e w ere in the audience, your closest colleagues and
devoted associates, w ho w orked hard and faithfully for the sam e goal that you desired,ò Youngner
began. ñD o you rem em ber w hom  you m entioned and w hom  you left out? D o you realize how
devastated w e w ere at that m om ent and ever afterw ard w hen you persisted in m aking your cow orkers
invisible?ò Youngner reflected that Salk ñw as clearly shaken by these m em ories and offered little
response.ò

Jonas Salkôs m om ent of taking sole credit haunted him  for the rest of his career. H e launched the
Salk Institute for B iological Studies, w here hundreds of researchers continue to push the envelope of
hum anitarian science today. B ut Salkôs ow n productivity w anedð later in his career, he tried
unsuccessfully to develop an A ID S vaccineð and he w as shunned by his colleagues. H e never w on a
N obel Prize, and he w as never elected to the prestigious N ational A cadem y of Sciences.* ñIn the
com ing years, alm ost every prom inent polio researcher w ould gain entrance,ò O shinsky w rites. ñThe
m ain exception, of course, w as Jonas Salk. . . . A s one observer put it, Salk had broken the óunw ritten
com m andm entsô of scientific research,ò w hich included ñThou shalt give credit to others.ò A ccording
to Youngner, ñPeople really held it against him  that he had grandstanded like that and really done the
m ost un-collegial thing that you can im agine.ò



Salk thought his colleagues w ere jealous. ñIf som eone does som ething and gets credit for it, then
there is this tendency to have this com petitive response,ò he acknow ledged in rare com m ents about
the incident. ñI w as not unscathed by A nn A rbor.ò But Salk passed aw ay in 1995 w ithout ever
acknow ledging the contributions of his colleagues. Ten years later, in 2005, the University of
Pittsburgh held an event to com m em orate the fiftieth anniversary of the vaccine announcem ent. W ith
Youngner in attendance, Salkôs son, A ID S researcher Peter Salk, finally set the record straight. ñIt
w as not the accom plishm ent of one m an. It w as the accom plishm ent of a dedicated and skilled team ,ò
Peter Salk said. ñThis w as a collaborative effort.ò

It appears that Jonas Salk m ade the sam e m istake as Frank Lloyd W right: he saw  him self as
independent rather than interdependent. Instead of earning the idiosyncrasy credits that G eorge M eyer
attained, Salk w as penalized by his colleagues for taking sole credit.

W hy didnôt Salk ever credit the contributions of his colleagues to the developm ent of the polio
vaccine? Itôs possible that he w as jealously guarding his ow n accom plishm ents, as a taker w ould
naturally do, but I believe thereôs a m ore convincing answ er: he didnôt feel they deserved credit. W hy
w ould that be?



The R esponsibility B ias
To understand this puzzle, w e need to take a trip to Canada, w here psychologists have been asking
m arried couples to put their relationships on the line. Think about your m arriage, or your m ost recent
rom antic relationship. O f the total effort that goes into the relationship, from  m aking dinner and
planning dates to taking out the garbage and resolving conflicts, w hat percentage of the w ork do you
handle?

Letôs say you claim  responsibility for 55 percent of the total effort in the relationship. If youôre
perfectly calibrated, your partner w ill claim  responsibility for 45 percent, and your estim ates w ill
add up to 100 percent. In actuality, psychologists M ichael R oss and Fiore Sicoly found that three out
of every four couples add up to significantly m ore than 100 percent. Partners overestim ate their ow n
contributions. This is know n as the responsibility bias: exaggerating our ow n contributions relative to
othersô inputs. Itôs a m istake to w hich takers are especially vulnerable, and itôs partially driven by the
desire to see and present ourselves positively. In line w ith this idea, Jonas Salk certainly didnôt avoid
the spotlight. ñO ne of his great gifts,ò O shinsky w rites, ñw as a knack for putting him self forw ard in a
m anner that m ade him  seem  genuinely indifferent to his fam e. . . . Reporters and photographers w ould
alw ays find Salk grudging but available. H e w ould w arn them  not to w aste too m uch of his tim e; he
w ould grouse about the im portant w ork they w ere keeping him  from  doing; and then, having lodged
his form ulaic protest, he w ould fully accom m odate.ò

But thereôs another factor at play thatôs both m ore pow erful and m ore flattering: inform ation
discrepancy. W e have m ore access to inform ation about our ow n contributions than the contributions
of others. W e see all of our ow n efforts, but w e only w itness a subset of our partnersô efforts. W hen
w e think about w ho deserves the credit, w e have m ore know ledge of our ow n contributions. Indeed,
w hen asked to list each spouseôs specific contributions to their m arriage, on average, people w ere
able to com e up w ith eleven of their ow n contributions, but only eight of their partnersô contributions.

W hen Salk claim ed sole credit for the polio vaccine, he had vivid m em ories of the blood, sw eat,
and tears that he invested in developing the vaccine, but com paratively little inform ation about his
colleaguesô contributions. H e literally hadnôt experienced w hat Youngner and the rest of the team  did
ð and he w asnôt present for the N obel Prizeïw inning discovery that Enders, R obbins, and W eller
m ade.

ñEven w hen people are w ell intentioned,ò w rites LinkedIn founder Reid H offm an, ñthey tend to
overvalue their ow n contributions and undervalue those of others.ò This responsibility bias is a m ajor
source of failed collaborations. Professional relationships disintegrate w hen entrepreneurs, inventors,
investors, and executives feel that their partners are not giving them  the credit they deserve, or doing
their fair share.

In H ollyw ood, betw een 1993 and 1997 alone, m ore than four hundred screenplaysð roughly a
third of all subm ittedð w ent to credit arbitration. If youôre a taker, your driving m otivation is to m ake
sure you get m ore than you give, w hich m eans youôre carefully counting every contribution that you
m ake. Itôs all too easy to believe that youôve done the lionôs share of the w ork, overlooking w hat your
colleagues contribute.

G eorge M eyer w as able to overcom e the responsibility bias. The Sim psons has contributed m any
w ords to the English lexicon, the m ost fam ous being H om erôs dôoh! response to an event that causes



m ental or physical anguish. M eyer didnôt invent that w ord, but he did coin yoink, the fam iliar phrase
that Sim psons characters utter w hen they snatch an item  from  another characterôs hands. In 2007, the
hum or m agazine Cracked ran a feature on the top w ords created by The Sim psons. M aking the list
w ere classics like crom ulent (describing som ething thatôs fine, acceptable, or illegitim ately
legitim ate) and tom acco (a crossbreed of tom ato and tobacco m ade by H om er, first suggested in a
1959 Scientific Am erican piece, and actually crossbred in 2003 by a Sim psons fan nam ed R ob
B auer). B ut the top invented w ord on the list w as m eh, the expression of pure indifference that
debuted in the sixth season of the show . In one episode, M arge Sim pson is fascinated by a w eaving
loom  at a Renaissance Fair, having studied w eaving in high school. She w eaves a m essage: ñH i B art,
I am  w eaving on a loom .ò B artôs response: ñm eh.ò Six years later, an episode aired in w hich Lisa
Sim pson actually spells out the w ord.

M eh has appeared in num erous dictionaries, from  M acm illan (ñused for show ing that you do not
care w hat happens or that you are not particularly interested in som ethingò) to D ictionary.com  (ñan
expression of boredom  or apathyò) to C ollins English D ictionary (ñan interjection to suggest
indifference or boredom ð or as an adjective to say som ething is m ediocre or a person is
unim pressedò). Several years ago, G eorge M eyer w as caught by surprise w hen a Sim psons w riter
shared a m em ory w ith him  about the episode in w hich m eh first appeared. ñH e rem inded m e I had
w orked on that episode, and he thought I cam e up w ith the w ord m eh. I didnôt rem em ber it.ò W hen I
asked Tim  Long w ho created m eh, he w as pretty confident it w as G eorge M eyer. ñIôm  alm ost sure he
invented m eh. Itôs everyw hereð m ost people donôt even realize it started w ith The Sim psons.ò
Eventually, conversations w ith w riters jogged M eyerôs m em ory. ñI w as trying to think of a w ord that
w ould be the easiest w ord to say w ith m inim al effortð just a parting of the lips and air w ould com e
out.ò

W hy didnôt M eyer have a better m em ory of his contributions? A s a giver, his focus w as on
achieving a collective result that entertained others, not on claim ing personal responsibility for that
result. H e w ould suggest as m any lines, jokes, and w ords as possible, letting others run w ith them  and
incorporate them  into their scripts. H is attention centered on im proving the overall quality of the
script, rather than on tracking w ho w as responsible for it. ñA lot of the stuff is just like a basketball
assist. W hen som ebody w ould say, óG eorge, that w as yours,ô I genuinely did not know ,ò M eyer says.
ñI tended to not be able to rem em ber the stuff that I had done, so I w asnôt alw ays saying w hen I did
this and that. I w as saying w hen w e did this and that. I think itôs good to get into the habit of doing
that.ò

R esearch show s that itôs not terribly difficult for m atchers and takers to develop this habit. Recall
that the responsibility bias occurs because w e have m ore inform ation about our ow n contributions
than othersô. The key to balancing our responsibility judgm ents is to focus our attention on w hat others
have contributed. A ll you need to do is m ake a list of w hat your partner contributes before you
estim ate your ow n contribution. Studies indicate that w hen em ployees think about how  m uch help they
receive from  their bosses before thinking about how  m uch they contribute to their bosses, their
estim ates of their bossesô contributions double, from  under 17 percent to over 33 percent. Bring
together a w ork group of three to six people and ask each m em ber to estim ate the percentage of the
total w ork that he or she does. A dd up their estim ates, and the average total is over 140 percent. A sk
them  to reflect on each m em berôs contributions before their ow n, and the average total drops to 123
percent.



G ivers like M eyer do this naturally: they take care to recognize w hat other people contribute. In
one study, psychologist M ichael M cCall asked people to fill out a survey m easuring w hether they
w ere givers or takers, and to m ake decisions in pairs about the im portance of different item s for
surviving in the desert. H e random ly told half of the pairs that they failed and the other half that they
succeeded. The takers blam ed their partners for failures and claim ed credit for successes. The givers
shouldered the blam e for failures and gave their partners m ore credit for successes.

This is G eorge M eyerôs m odus operandi: heôs incredibly tough on him self w hen things go badly,
but quick to congratulate others w hen things go w ell. ñB ad com edy hurts G eorge physically,ò Tim
Long says. M eyer w ants each joke to m ake people laughð and m any to m ake them  think. A lthough he
holds other people to the sam e high standards that he sets for him self, heôs m ore forgiving of their
m istakes. Early in his career, M eyer w as fired from  a show  called Not Necessarily the News after six
w eeks. Tw enty years later, he ran into the boss w ho fired him . She apologizedð firing him  w as
clearly a m istakeð and braced herself for M eyer to be angry. A s he shared the story w ith m e, M eyer
laughed: ñIt w as just lovely to see her again. I said óCom e on, look w here w e are; all is forgiven.ô
There are a few  people in H ollyw ood w ho thrive on driving their enem iesô faces into the dirt. Thatôs
such a hollow  m otivation. A nd you donôt w ant to have all these people out there trying to underm ine
you.ò

In the Sim psons rew rite room , being m ore forgiving of others than of him self helped M eyer get the
best ideas out of others. ñI tried to create a clim ate in the room  w here everybody feels that they can
contribute, that itôs okay to fall on your face m any, m any tim es,ò he says. This is know n as
psychological safetyð the belief that you can take a risk w ithout being penalized or punished.
Research by H arvard Business School professor A m y Edm ondson show s that in the type of
psychologically safe environm ent that M eyer helped create, people learn and innovate m ore.* A nd
itôs givers w ho often create such an environm ent: in one study, engineers w ho shared ideas w ithout
expecting anything in return w ere m ore likely to play a m ajor role in innovation, as they m ade it safe
to exchange inform ation. D on Payne recalls that w hen he and fellow  w riter John Frink joined The
Sim psons, they w ere intim idated by the talented veterans on the show , but M eyer m ade it safe to
present their ideas. ñG eorge w as incredibly supportive, and took us under his w ing. H e m ade it very
easy to join in and participate, encouraged us to pitch and didnôt denigrate us. H e listened, and asked
for our opinions.ò

W hen revising scripts, m any com edy w riters cut m aterial ruthlessly, leaving the people w ho
w rote that m aterial psychologically w ounded. M eyer, on the other hand, says he ñtried to specialize in
the em otional support of other people.ò W hen w riters w ere freaking out about their scripts being
rew ritten, he w as often the one to console them  and calm  them  dow n. ñI w as alw ays dealing w ith
people in extrem is; I w ould often talk people dow n from  panic,ò M eyer observes. ñI got good at
soothing them , and show ing them  a different w ay to look at the situation.ò A t the end of the day, even
if he w as trashing their w ork, they knew  he cared about them  as people. C arolyn O m ine com m ents
that ñG eorge does not m ince w ords; heôll com e right out and tell you if he thinks the joke you pitched
is dum b, but you never feel heôs saying youôre dum b.ò Tim  Long told m e that w hen you give M eyer a
script to read, ñItôs as if you just handed him  a baby, and itôs his responsibility to tell you if your
babyôs sick. H e really cares about great w ritingð and about you.ò



The Perspective G ap
If overcom ing the responsibility bias gives us a clearer understanding of othersô contributions, w hat is
it that allow s us to offer support to colleagues in collaborations, w here em otions can run high and
people often take criticism  personally? Sharing credit is only one piece of successful group w ork.
M eyerôs related abilities to console fellow  w riters w hen their w ork w as being cut, and to create a
psychologically safe environm ent, are a hallm ark of another im portant step that givers take in
collaboration: seeing beyond the perspective gap.

In an experim ent led by N orthw estern U niversity psychologist Loran N ordgren, people predicted
how  painful it w ould be to sit in a freezing room  for five hours. They m ade their predictions under
tw o different conditions: w arm  and cold. W hen the w arm  group estim ated how  m uch pain they w ould
experience in the freezing room , they had an arm  in a bucket of w arm  w ater. The cold group also
m ade their judgm ents w ith an arm  in a bucket, but it w as filled w ith ice w ater. W hich group w ould
expect to feel the m ost pain in the freezing room ?

A s you probably guessed, it w as the cold group. People anticipated that the freezing room  w ould
be 14 percent m ore painful w hen they had their arm  in a bucket of ice w ater than a bucket of w arm
w ater. A fter literally feeling the cold for a m inute, they knew  several hours w ould be aw ful. But there
w as a third group of people w ho experienced cold under different circum stances. They stuck an arm
in a bucket of ice w ater, but then took the arm  out and filled out a separate questionnaire. A fter ten
m inutes had passed, they estim ated how  painful the freezing room  w ould be.

Their predictions should have resem bled the cold groupôs, having felt the freezing tem perature
just ten m inutes earlier, but they didnôt. They w ere identical to the w arm  group. Even though they had
felt the cold ten m inutes earlier, once they w erenôt cold anym ore, they could no longer im agine it.
This is a perspective gap: w hen w eôre not experiencing a psychologically or physically intense state,
w e dram atically underestim ate how  m uch it w ill affect us. For instance, evidence show s that
physicians consistently think their patients are feeling less pain than they actually are. W ithout being
in a state of pain them selves, physicians canôt fully realize w hat itôs like to be in that state.

In a San Francisco hospital, a respected oncologist w as concerned about a patient. ñH eôs not as
m entally clear as he w as yesterday.ò The patient w as old, and he had advanced m etastatic cancer. The
oncologist decided to order a spinal tap to see w hat w as w rong, in the hopes of prolonging the
patientôs life. ñM aybe he has an infectionð m eningitis, a brain abscessð som ething treatable.ò

The neurologist on call, Robert Burton, had his doubts. The patientôs prognosis w as grim , and the
spinal tap w ould be extrem ely painful. But the oncologist w as not ready to throw  in the tow el. W hen
Burton entered the room  w ith the spinal tap tray, the patientôs fam ily protested. ñPlease, no m ore,ò
they said together. The patientð too frail to speak from  a term inal illnessð nodded, declining the
spinal tap. Burton paged the oncologist and explained the fam ilyôs w ishes to avoid the spinal tap, but
the oncologist w as not ready to give up. Finally, the patientôs w ife grabbed Burtonôs arm , begging him
for support in refusing the oncologistôs plan to do the spinal tap. ñItôs not w hat w e w ant,ò the w ife
pleaded. The oncologist w as still determ ined to save the patient. H e explained w hy the spinal tap w as
essential, and eventually, the fam ily and patient gave in.

Burton perform ed the spinal tap, w hich w as challenging to carry out and quite painful for the
patient. The patient developed a pounding headache, fell into a com a and died three days later due to



the cancer. A lthough the oncologist w as a prom inent expert in his field, Burton rem em bers him
ñm ainly for w hat he taught m e about uncritical acceptance of believing that you óare doing good.ô The
only w ay you can really know  is if you ask the patient and you have a dialogue.ò

In collaborations, takers rarely cross this perspective gap. Theyôre so focused on their ow n
view points that they never end up seeing how  others are reacting to their ideas and feedback. O n the
other hand, researcher Jim  B erry and I discovered that in creative w ork, givers are m otivated to
benefit others, so they find w ays to put them selves in other peopleôs shoes. W hen G eorge M eyer w as
editing the w ork of Sim psons anim ators and w riters, he w as facing a perspective gap. H e w as cutting
their favorite scenes and jokes, not his ow n. Recognizing that he couldnôt literally feel w hat they w ere
feeling, he found a close substitute: he reflected on w hat it felt like to receive feedback and have his
w ork revised w hen he w as in their positions.

W hen he joined The Sim psons in 1989, M eyer had w ritten a Thanksgiving episode that included a
dream  sequence. H e thought the sequence w as hilarious, but Sam  Sim on, the show  runner at the tim e,
didnôt agree. W hen Sim on cut the dream  from  the script, M eyer w as furious. ñI flipped out. I w as so
enraged that Sam  had to send m e to do another task, just to get m e out of the room .ò W hen criticizing
and changing the w ork of anim ators and w riters, M eyer w ould look back on this experience. ñI could
relate to that sense of being eviscerated w hen other people w ere rew riting their stuff,ò he told m e.
This m ade him  m ore em pathetic and considerate, helping other people to sim m er dow n from  intense
states and accept his revisions.

Like M eyer, successful givers shift their fram es of reference to the recipientôs perspective. For
m ost people, this isnôt the natural starting point. C onsider the com m on dilem m a of giving a gift for a
w edding or a new  babyôs arrival. W hen the recipient has created a registry, do you pick som ething
from  the registry or send a unique gift?

O ne evening, m y w ife w as searching for a w edding gift for som e friends. She decided it w as
m ore thoughtful and considerate to find som ething that w asnôt on their registry, and chose to send
candlesticks, assum ing that our friends w ould appreciate the unique gift. Personally, I w as perplexed.
Several years earlier, w hen w e received w edding gifts, m y w ife w as often disappointed w hen people
sent unique gifts, rather than choosing item s from  our registry. She knew  she w anted particular item s,
and it w as quite rare for anyone to send a gift that she preferred over the ones she had actually
selected. K now ing that she preferred the registry gift w hen she w as the recipient, w hy did she opt for
a unique gift w hen she w as in the giving role?

To get to the bottom  of this puzzle, researchers Francesca G ino of H arvard and Frank Flynn of
Stanford exam ined how  senders and receivers react to registry gifts and unique gifts. They found that
senders consistently underestim ated how  m uch recipients appreciated registry gifts. In one
experim ent, they recruited ninety people to either give or receive a gift from  A m azon.com . The
receivers had tw enty-four hours to create a w ish list of ten products in the price range of tw enty to
thirty dollars. The senders accessed the w ish lists and w ere random ly assigned to either choose a
registry gift (from  the list) or a unique gift (an idea of their ow n).

The senders expected that the recipients w ould appreciate the unique gift as som ew hat m ore
thoughtful and personal. In fact, the opposite w as true. The recipients reported significantly greater
appreciation of the registry gifts than the unique gifts. The sam e patterns em erged w ith friends giving
and receiving w edding gifts and birthday gifts. The senders preferred to give unique gifts, but the
recipients actually preferred the gifts they solicited on their registries and w ish lists.



W hy? Research show s that w hen w e take othersô perspectives, w e tend to stay w ithin our ow n
fram es of reference, asking ñH ow  w ould I feel in this situation?ò W hen w eôre giving a gift, w e
im agine the joy that w e w ould experience in receiving the gifts that w eôre selecting. But this isnôt the
sam e joy that the recipient w ill experience, because the recipient has a different set of preferences. In
the giverôs role, m y w ife loved the candlesticks she picked out. But if our friends w ere enam ored
w ith those candlesticks, they w ould have put them  on their gift registry.*

To effectively help colleagues, people need to step outside their ow n fram es of reference. A s
G eorge M eyer did, they need to ask, ñH ow  w ill the recipient feel in this situation?ò This capacity to
see the w orld from  another personôs perspective develops very early in life. In one experim ent,
Berkeley psychologists Betty R epacholi and A lison G opnik studied fourteen-m onth-old and eighteen-
m onth-old toddlers. The toddlers had tw o bow ls of food in front of them : one w ith goldfish crackers
and one w ith broccoli. The toddlers tasted food from  both bow ls, show ing a strong preference for
goldfish crackers over broccoli. Then, they w atched a researcher express disgust w hile tasting the
crackers and delight w hile tasting the broccoli. W hen the researcher held out her hand and asked for
som e food, the toddlers had a chance to offer either the crackers or the broccoli to the researcher.
W ould they travel outside their ow n perspectives and give her the broccoli, even though they
them selves hated it?

The fourteen-m onth-olds didnôt, but the eighteen-m onth-olds did. A t fourteen m onths, 87 percent
shared the goldfish crackers instead of the broccoli. B y eighteen m onths, only 31 percent m ade this
m istake w hile 69 percent had learned to share w hat others liked, even if it differed from  w hat they
liked. This ability to im agine other peopleôs perspectives, rather than getting stuck in our ow n
perspectives, is a signature skill of successful givers in collaborations.* Interestingly, w hen G eorge
M eyer first started his career as a com edy w riter, he didnôt use his perspective-taking skills in the
service of helping his colleagues. H e saw  his fellow  w riters as rivals:

W hen you start out, you see other people as obstacles to your success. But that
m eans your w orld w ill be full of obstacles, w hich is bad. In the early years,
w hen som e of m y colleagues and friendsð even close friendsð w ould have a
rip-roaring success of som e kind, it w as hard for m e. I w ould feel jealousy, that
their success som ehow  w as a reproach to m e. W hen you start your career,
naturally youôre m ainly interested in advancing yourself and prom oting yourself.

B ut as M eyer w orked on television show s, he began to run into the sam e people over and over. It
w as a sm all w orld, and a connected one. ñI realized itôs a very sm all pond. There are only a few
hundred people at any one tim e w riting television com edy for a living,ò M eyer says. ñItôs a good idea
not to alienate these guys, and m ost of the jobs you get are m ore or less through w ord of m outh, or a
recom m endation. Itôs really im portant to have a good reputation. I quickly learned to see other
com edy w riters as allies.ò M eyer began to root for other people to succeed. ñItôs not a zero-sum
gam e. So if you hear that som ebody got a pilot picked up, or one of their show s w ent to series, in a
w ay thatôs really good, because com edy is doing better.ò

This w asnôt the path that Frank Lloyd W right follow ed. H e w as undoubtedly a genius, but he
w asnôt a genius m aker. W hen W right succeeded, it didnôt m ultiply the success of other architects; it
usually cam e at their expense. A s W rightôs son John reflected, ñYou do a good job building your



buildings in keeping w ith your ideal. But you have been w eak in your support of others in their desire
for this sam e attainm ent.ò W hen it cam e to apprentices, his son charged, W right never ñstood behind
one and helped him  up.ò In one case, W right prom ised his apprentices a drafting room  so they could
w ork, but it w asnôt until seven years after starting the Taliesin fellow ship that he m ade good on his
prom ise. A t one point, a client adm itted that he preferred to hire W rightôs apprentices over W right
him self, as the apprentices m atched his talent but exceeded his conscientiousness w hen it cam e to
com pleting w ork on schedule and w ithin budget. W right w as enraged, and he forbade his architects
from  accepting independent com m issions, requiring them  to put his nam e at the top of all their w ork.
A num ber of his m ost talented and experienced apprentices quit, protesting that W right exploited them
for personal gain and stole credit for their w ork. ñIt is am azing,ò de St. A ubin observes, ñthat few  of
the hundredsò of W rightôs ñapprentices w ent on to achieve significant, independent careers as
practicing architects.ò

G eorge M eyerôs success had the opposite effect on his collaborators: it rippled, cascaded, and
spread to the people around him . M eyerôs colleagues call him  a genius, but itôs striking that he has
also been a genius m aker. By helping his fellow  w riters on The Sim psons, G eorge M eyer m ade them
m ore effective at their jobs, m ultiplying their collective effectiveness. ñH e m ade m e a better w riter,
inspiring m e to think outside the box,ò D on Payne com m ents. M eyerôs w illingness to volunteer for
unpopular tasks, help other people im prove their jokes, and w ork long hours to achieve high
collective standards rubbed off on his colleagues. ñH e m akes everyone try harder,ò Jon Vitti told a
H arvard Crim son reporter, w ho exclaim ed that ñM eyerôs presence spurs other Sim psons w riters to
be funnier,ò extolling M eyerôs gift for ñinspiring greatness in those around him .ò

M eyer left The Sim psons in 2004 and is currently w orking on his first novelð tentatively titled
Kick M e 1,000,000 Tim es or Iôll D ieð but his influence in the w ritersô room  persists. Today,
ñG eorgeôs voice is strongly in the D N A  of the show ,ò says Payne, ñand he show ed m e that you donôt
have to be a jerk to get ahead.ò C arolyn O m ine adds that ñW e all picked up a lot of G eorgeôs com edic
sense. Even though heôs not here at The Sim psons anym ore, w e som etim es think in his w ay.ò Years
later, M eyer is still w orking to lift his colleagues up. D espite w inning five Em m y Aw ards, Tim  Long
hadnôt achieved his lifelong dream : he w anted to be published in The New Yorker. In 2010, Long sent
M eyer a draft of a subm ission. M eyer responded sw iftly w ith incisive feedback. ñH e just w ent
through it line by line, and he w as incredibly generous. H is notes helped m e fix things that w ere
bugging m e at the bottom  of m y soul, but I couldnôt articulate them .ò Then, M eyer 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, Longôs dream  w as fulfilledð tw ice.

B y the tim e M eyer released the second issue of Arm y M an, he had thirty contributors. They all
w rote jokes for free, and their careers soared along w ith M eyerôs. A t least seven of those
contributors w ent on to w rite for The Sim psons. O ne contributor, Spike Feresten, w rote a single
Sim psons episode in 1995, and becam e an Em m y-nom inated w riter and producer on Seinfeld, w here
he w rote the fam ous ñSoup N aziò episode. A nd the Arm y M an contributors w ho didnôt becom e
Sim psons w riters achieved success elsew here. For exam ple, Bob O denkirk is a w ell-know n w riter
and actor, Roz Chast is a staff cartoonist for The New Yorker, and A ndy Borow itz becam e a
bestselling author and creator of ñThe Borow itz Report,ò a satire colum n and w ebsite w ith m illions
of fans. B efore that, Borow itz coproduced the hit m ovie Pleasantville and created The Fresh Prince
of Bel-Air, w hich in turn launched W ill Sm ithôs career. By inviting them  to w rite for Arm y M an,



M eyer helped them  soar. ñI just asked the people w ho m ade m e laugh to contribute,ò M eyer told M ike
Sacks. ñI didnôt realize they w ould becom e illustrious.ò
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Finding the D iam ond in the R ough
The Fact and Fiction of Recognizing Potential

W hen w e treat m an as he is, w e m ake him  w orse than he is; w hen w e treat him  as if he already w ere
w hat he potentially could be, w e m ake him  w hat he should be.

ð attributed to Johann W olfgang von G oethe, G erm an w riter, physicist, biologist, and artist

W hen B arack O bam a entered the W hite H ouse, a reporter asked him  if he had a favorite app. W ithout
hesitating, O bam a nam ed the iReggie, w hich ñhas m y books, m y new spapers, m y m usic all in one
place.ò The iReggie w asnôt a piece of softw are, though. It w as a m an nam ed R eggie Love, and no one
w ould have guessed that he w ould becom e an indispensable resource to President O bam a.

Love w as a star athlete at D uke, w here he accom plished the rare feat of playing key roles on both
the football and basketball team s. But after tw o years of failed N FL tryouts follow ing graduation, he
decided to shift gears. H aving studied political science and public policy at D uke, Love pursued an
internship on Capitol H ill. W ith a background as a jock and little w ork experience, he ended up w ith
a position in the m ailroom  of O bam aôs Senate office. Yet w ithin a year, at the young age of tw enty-six,
Love w as prom oted up from  the m ailroom  to becom e O bam aôs body m an, or personal assistant.

Love w orked eighteen-hour days and flew  m ore than 880,000 m iles w ith O bam a. ñH is ability to
juggle so m any responsibilities w ith so little sleep has been an inspiration to w atch,ò O bam a said.
ñH e is the m aster of w hat he does.ò W hen O bam a w as elected president, an aide rem arked that Love
ñtook care of the president.ò Love w ent out of his w ay to respond to every letter that cam e into his
office. ñI alw ays w anted to acknow ledge people, and let them  know  their voice w as heard,ò Love
told m e. A ccording to a reporter, Love is ñknow n for his exceptional and universal kindness.ò

D ecades earlier, in Loveôs hom e state of N orth Carolina, a w om an nam ed Beth Traynham  decided
to go back to school to study accounting. Beth w as in her early thirties, and num bers w ere not her
strong suit. She didnôt learn to tell tim e on an analog clock until she w as in third grade, and in high
school, she leaned heavily on a boyfriend to get her through her m ath classes. Even in adulthood, she



struggled w ith percentages.
W hen it cam e tim e to take the certified public accountant (C PA ) exam , Beth w as convinced that

she w ould fail. B eyond the fact that she had trouble w ith m ath, she w as facing serious tim e
constraints. She w as juggling a full-tim e job w ith taking care of three children at hom eð tw o of w hom
w ere toddlers, both of w hom  cam e dow n w ith chicken pox w ithin tw o w eeks of the exam . The low est
point cam e w hen she spent an entire w eekend trying to understand pension accounting, and after three
days, felt like she understood less than w hen she started. W hen B eth sat dow n to take the CPA  exam ,
right off the bat, she had a panic attack w hen she looked at the m ultiple-choice questions. ñI w ould
rather go through natural childbirth (again) than ever have to sit for that exam  again,ò Beth said. She
left dejected, certain that she had failed.

O n a M onday m orning in A ugust 1992, Bethôs phone rang. The voice on the other end of the line
said that she had earned the gold m edal on the C PA  exam  in N orth C arolina. She thought it w as a
friend playing a joke on her, so she called the state board later that day to verify the new s. It w asnôt a
joke: B eth had the single highest score in the entire state. Later, she w as dum bfounded w hen she
received another aw ard: the national Elijah W att Sells Aw ard for D istinctive Perform ance, granted to
the top ten C PA  exam  scores in the w hole country, beating out 136,525 other candidates. Today, Beth
is a w idely respected partner at the accounting firm  H ughes, Pittm an &  G upton, LLC . She has been
nam ed an Im pact 25 financial leader and one of the top tw enty-five w om en in business in the
R esearch Triangle.

B eth Traynham  and R eggie Love have led dram atically different lives. A side from  their
professional success and their N orth C arolina roots, there is one com m on thread that unites them . H is
nam e is C . J. Skender, and he is a living legend.

Skender teaches accounting, but to call him  an accounting professor doesnôt do him  justice. H eôs a
unique character, know n for his tradem ark bow  ties and his ability to recite the w ords to thousands of
songs and m ovies on com m and. H e m ay w ell be the only fifty-eight-year-old m an w ith fair skin and
w hite hair w ho displays a poster of the rapper 50 C ent in his office. A nd w hile heôs a genuine
num bers w hiz, his im pact in the classroom  is im possible to quantify. Skender is one of a few
professors for w hom  D uke University and the U niversity of N orth C arolina look past their rivalry to
cooperate: he is in such high dem and that he has perm ission to teach sim ultaneously at both schools.
H e has earned m ore than tw o dozen m ajor teaching aw ards, including fourteen at UN C , six at D uke,
and five at N orth C arolina State. A cross his career, he has now  taught close to six hundred classes
and evaluated m ore than thirty-five thousand students. B ecause of the tim e that he invests in his
students, he has developed w hat m ay be his single m ost im pressive skill: a rem arkable eye for talent.

In 2004, Reggie Love enrolled in C . J. Skenderôs accounting class at D uke. It w as a sum m er
course that Love needed to graduate, and w hile m any professors w ould have w ritten him  off as a
jock, Skender recognized Loveôs potential beyond athletics. ñFor som e reason, D uke football players
have never flocked to m y class,ò Skender explains, ñbut I knew  R eggie had w hat it took to succeed.ò
Skender w ent out of his w ay to engage Love in class, and his intuition w as right that it w ould pay
dividends. ñI knew  nothing about accounting before I took C . J.ôs class,ò Love says, ñand the
fundam ental base of know ledge from  that course helped guide m e dow n the road to the W hite H ouse.ò
In O bam aôs m ailroom , Love used the know ledge of inventory that he learned in Skenderôs class to
develop a m ore efficient process for organizing and digitizing a huge backlog of m ail. ñIt w as the
num ber-one thing I im plem ented,ò Love says, and it im pressed O bam aôs chief of staff, putting Love on



the radar. In 2011, Love left the W hite H ouse to study at W harton. H e sent a note to Skender: ñIôm  on
the train to Philly to start the executive M BA  program  and one of the first classes is financial
accountingð and I just w anted to say thanks for sticking w ith m e w hen I w as in your class.ò

A  dozen years earlier, after B eth Traynham  took the C PA exam , she approached Skender to w arn
him  about her disappointing perform ance. She told him  she w as sure she flunked the entire exam , but
Skender knew  better. H e prom ised: ñIf you didnôt pass, Iôll pay your m ortgage.ò Skender w as right
againð and he w asnôt just right about B eth. That spring, the silver and bronze m edalists on the CPA
exam  in N orth Carolina w ere also his students. Skenderôs students earned the top three scores of all
3,396 C PA  candidates w ho took the exam . It w as the first tim e in N orth C arolina that any school had
sw ept the m edals, and although accounting w as a m ale-dom inated field, all three of Skenderôs
m edalists w ere w om en. In total, Skender has had m ore than forty different students w in C PA  m edals
by placing in the top three in the state. H e has also dem onstrated a knack for identifying future
teachers: m ore than three dozen students have follow ed in his footsteps into university teaching. H ow
does he know  talent w hen he sees it?

It m ay sound like pure intuition, but C . J. Skenderôs skill in recognizing potential has rigorous
science behind it. Spotting and cultivating talent are essential skills in just about every industry; itôs
difficult to overstate the value of surrounding ourselves w ith stars. A s w ith netw orking and
collaboration, w hen it com es to discovering the potential in others, reciprocity styles shape our
approaches and effectiveness. In this chapter, I w ant to show  you how  givers succeed by recognizing
potential in others. A long w ith tracing Skenderôs techniques, w eôll take a look at how  talent scouts
identify w orld-class athletes, w hy people end up overinvesting in low -potential candidates, and w hat
top m usicians say about their first teachers. But the best place to start is the m ilitary, w here
psychologists have spent three decades investigating w hat it takes to identify the m ost talented cadets.



Star Search
In the early 1980s, a psychologist nam ed D ov Eden published the first in a series of extraordinary
results. H e could tell w hich soldiers in the Israel D efense Forces (ID F) w ould becom e top
perform ers before they ever started training.

Eden is a physically slight but psychologically intense m an w ho grew  up in the United States.
A fter finishing his doctorate, he im m igrated to Israel and began conducting research w ith the ID F. In
one study, he exam ined com prehensive assessm ents of nearly a thousand soldiers w ho w ere about to
arrive for training w ith their platoons. H e had their aptitude test scores, evaluations during basic
training, and appraisals from  previous com m anders. Using this inform ation alone, w hich w as
gathered before the beginning of training for their current roles, Eden w as able to identify a group of
high-potential trainees w ho w ould em erge as stars.

O ver the next eleven w eeks, the trainees took tests m easuring their expertise in com bat tactics,
m aps, and standard operating procedures. They also dem onstrated their skill in operating a w eapon,
w hich w as evaluated by experts. Sure enough, the candidates Eden spotted as high-potentials at the
outset did significantly better than their peers over the next three m onths: they scored 9 percent higher
on the expertise tests and 10 percent higher on the w eapons evaluation. W hat inform ation did Eden
use to identify the high-potentials? If you w ere a platoon leader in the ID F, w hat characteristics w ould
you value above all others in your soldiers?

Itôs helpful to know  that Eden drew  his inspiration from  a classic study led by the H arvard
psychologist Robert Rosenthal, w ho team ed up w ith Lenore Jacobson, the principal of an elem entary
school in San Francisco. In eighteen different classroom s, students from  kindergarten through fifth
grade took a H arvard cognitive ability test. The test objectively m easured studentsô verbal and
reasoning skills, w hich are know n to be critical to learning and problem  solving. R osenthal and
Jacobson shared the test results w ith the teachers: approxim ately 20 percent of the students had show n
the potential for intellectual bloom ing, or spurting. A lthough they m ight not look different today, their
test results suggested that these bloom ers w ould show  ñunusual intellectual gainsò over the course of
the school year.

The H arvard test w as discerning: w hen the students took the cognitive ability test a year later, the
bloom ers im proved m ore than the rest of the students. The bloom ers gained an average of tw elve IQ
points, com pared w ith average gains of only eight points for their classm ates. The bloom ers
outgained their peers by roughly fifteen IQ  points in first grade and ten IQ  points in second grade.
Tw o years later, the bloom ers w ere still outgaining their classm ates. The intelligence test w as
successful in identifying high-potential students: the bloom ers got sm arterð and at a faster rateð than
their classm ates.

Based on these results, intelligence seem s like a strong contender as the key differentiating factor
for the high-potential students. But it w asnôtð at least not in the beginning. W hy not?

The students labeled as bloom ers didnôt actually score higher on the H arvard intelligence test.
Rosenthal chose them  at random .

The study w as designed to find out w hat happened to students w hen teachers believed they had
high potential. Rosenthal random ly selected 20 percent of the students in each classroom  to be
labeled as bloom ers, and the other 80 percent w ere a control group. The bloom ers w erenôt any



sm arter than their peersð the difference ñw as in the m ind of the teacher.ò
Yet the bloom ers becam e sm arter than their peers, in both verbal and reasoning ability. Som e

students w ho w ere random ly labeled as bloom ers achieved m ore than 50 percent intelligence gains in
a single year. The ability advantage to the bloom ers held up w hen the students had their intelligence
tested at the end of the year by separate exam iners w ho w erenôt aw are that the experim ent had
occurred, let alone w hich students w ere identified as bloom ers. A nd the students labeled as bloom ers
continued to show  gains after tw o years, even w hen they w ere being taught by entirely different
teachers w ho didnôt know  w hich students had been labeled as bloom ers. W hy?

Teachersô beliefs created self-fulfilling prophecies. W hen teachers believed their students w ere
bloom ers, they set high expectations for their success. A s a result, the teachers engaged in m ore
supportive behaviors that boosted the studentsô confidence and enhanced their learning and
developm ent. Teachers com m unicated m ore w arm ly to the bloom ers, gave them  m ore challenging
assignm ents, called on them  m ore often, and provided them  w ith m ore feedback. M any experim ents
have replicated these effects, show ing that teacher expectations are especially im portant for
im proving the grades and intelligence test scores of low -achieving students and m em bers of
stigm atized m inority groups. In a com prehensive review  of the evidence, psychologists Lee Jussim
and K ent H arber concluded, ñSelf-fulfilling prophecies in the classroom  are real.ò

B ut w e all know  that children are im pressionable in the early phases of intellectual developm ent.
W hen D ov Eden began his research at the ID F, he w ondered w hether these types of self-fulfilling
prophecies could play out w ith m ore fully form ed adults. H e told som e platoon leaders that he had
review ed aptitude test scores, evaluations during basic training, and appraisals from  previous
com m anders, and that the ñaverage com m and potential of your trainees is appreciably higher than the
usual level . . . Therefore, you can expect unusual achievem ents from  the trainees in your group.ò

A s in the elem entary school study, Eden had selected these trainees as high-potentials at random .
H e w as testing the effect of leaders believing that their trainees w ere high-potentials. A m azingly, the
trainees random ly labeled as high-potentials did significantly better on expertise tests and w eapons
evaluations than the trainees w ho w ere not arbitrarily designated as high-potentials. Just like the
teachers, w hen the platoon leaders believed in the traineesô potential, they acted in w ays that m ade
this potential a reality. The platoon leaders w ho held high expectations of their trainees provided
m ore help, career advice, and feedback to their trainees. W hen their trainees m ade m istakes, instead
of assum ing that they lacked ability, the platoon leaders saw  opportunities for teaching and learning.
The supportive behaviors of the platoon leaders boosted the confidence and ability of the trainees,
enabling and encouraging them  to achieve higher perform ance.

Evidence show s that leadersô beliefs can catalyze self-fulfilling prophecies in m any settings
beyond the m ilitary. M anagem ent researcher B rian M cN att conducted an exhaustive analysis of
seventeen different studies w ith nearly three thousand em ployees in a w ide range of w ork
organizations, from  banking to retail sales to m anufacturing. O verall, w hen m anagers w ere random ly
assigned to see em ployees as bloom ers, em ployees bloom ed. M cN att concludes that these
interventions ñcan have a fairly large effect on perform ance.ò H e encourages m anagers to ñrecognize
the possible pow er and influence in (a) having a genuine interest and belief in the potential of their
em ployees . . . and (b) engaging in actions that support others and com m unicate that belief . . .
increasing othersô m otivation and effort and helping them  achieve that potential.ò

Som e m anagers and teachers have already internalized this m essage. They see people as



bloom ers naturally, w ithout ever being told. This is rarely the case for takers, w ho tend to place little
trust in other people. Because they assum e that m ost people are takers, they hold relatively low
expectations for the potential of their peers and subordinates. R esearch show s that takers harbor
doubts about othersô intentions, so they m onitor vigilantly for inform ation that others m ight harm  them ,
treating others w ith suspicion and distrust. These low  expectations trigger a vicious cycle,
constraining the developm ent and m otivation of others. Even w hen takers are im pressed by another
personôs capabilities or m otivation, theyôre m ore likely to see this person as a threat, w hich m eans
theyôre less w illing to support and develop him  or her. A s a result, takers frequently fail to engage in
the types of supportive behaviors that are conducive to the confidence and developm ent of their peers
and subordinates.

M atchers are better equipped to inspire self-fulfilling prophecies. Because they value reciprocity,
w hen a peer or subordinate dem onstrates high potential, m atchers respond in kind, going out of their
w ay to support, encourage, and develop their prom ising colleagues and direct reports. B ut the
m atcherôs m istake lies in w aiting for signs of high potential. Since m atchers tend to play it safe, they
often w ait to offer support until theyôve seen evidence of prom ise. Consequently, they m iss out on
opportunities to develop people w ho donôt show  a spark of talent or high potential at first.

G ivers donôt w ait for signs of potential. Because they tend to be trusting and optim istic about
other peopleôs intentions, in their roles as leaders, m anagers, and m entors, givers are inclined to see
the potential in everyone. By default, givers start by view ing people as bloom ers. This is exactly
w hat has enabled C . J. Skender to develop so m any star students. H e isnôt unusual in recognizing
talented people; he sim ply starts by seeing everyone as talented and tries to bring out the best in them .
In Skenderôs m ind, every student w ho w alks into his classroom  is a diam ond in the roughð able and
w illing to be m ined, cut, and polished. H e sees potential w here others donôt, w hich has set in m otion
a series of self-fulfilling prophecies.



Polishing the D iam ond in the R ough
In 1985, a student of Skenderôs nam ed M arie A rcuri sat for the CPA exam . She w asnôt a good
standardized test taker, and she didnôt pass the first tim e. A few  days later, she received a letter in the
m ail from  Skender. H e w rote to every single student w ho had taken the exam , congratulating those
w ho passed and encouraging those w ho didnôt. For the past quarter century, M arie has saved the
letter:

Your husband, fam ily, and friends love you because of the beautiful person you
have m ade yourselfð not because of a perform ance on an exam ination.
Rem em ber that . . . Focus on N ovem ber. C oncentrate on practice . . . I w ant
w hatôs best for you. You W ILL get through this thing, M arie. I w rite on m y tests,
ñThe prim ary purpose has already been served by your preparation for this
exam ò . . . Success doesnôt m easure a hum an being, effort does.

Studies show  that accountants are m ore likely to achieve their potential w hen they receive the
type of encouragem ent that Skender provided. Several years ago, seventy-tw o new  auditors joined a
Big Four accounting firm . H alf of the auditors w ere random ly assigned to receive inform ation that
they had high potential to succeed. The study w as led by researcher Brian M cN att, w ho had a
doctorate, tw o accounting degrees, a CPA certification, and five years of experience as an accountant
and auditor. M cN att read the r®sum ®s of the auditors w ho w ere random ly assigned to believe in their
potential. Then, he m et w ith each of the auditors and inform ed them  that they w ere hired after a highly
com petitive selection process, m anagem ent had high expectations for their success, and they had the
skills to overcom e challenges and be successful. Three w eeks later, M cN att sent them  a letter
reinforcing this m essage. For a full m onth, the auditors w ho received M cN attôs m essage earned higher
perform ance ratings than the auditors in the control group, w ho never m et w ith M cN att or received a
letter from  him . This w as true even after controlling for the auditorsô intelligence test scores and
college grades.

This is the effect that Skenderôs letter had on M arie A rcuri. H e encouraged her to believe in her
potential and set high expectations for her to succeed. ñH e saw  the best in his students, and still sees
the best in his students,ò M arie says. She took the exam  again and passed tw o sections, leaving tw o
m ore to go. A long the w ay, Skender continued encouraging her. ñH e w asnôt going to let m e slack off
one bit. H e w ould call m e and check in on m y progress.ò She passed the final section and earned her
CPA in 1987, tw o years after she started taking the four sections of the exam . ñThe difference he m ade
in m y life [w as in] m aking sure m y priorities w ere in order, keeping m e on track, and preventing m e
from  throw ing in the tow el,ò M arie explains. ñI knew  how  m uch heôd invested in m e, and I w as not
going to let him  dow n.ò Today, M arie ow ns tw o Lexus autom obile dealerships. ñThe accounting
background and the skills in reading financial statem ents have been valuable. B ut m ore than C. J.
taught m e m aterial for m y job, he built m y character, m y passion, and m y determ ination. H is
com m itm ent to m aking sure that I got through led m e to realize that Iôd rather be defined by
perseverance than by w hether or not I passed an exam .ò

Skenderôs approach contrasts w ith the basic m odel m ost com panies follow  w hen it com es to



leadership developm ent: identify high-potential people, and then provide them  w ith the m entoring,
support, and resources needed to grow  to achieve their potential. To identify these high-potential
future leaders, each year com panies spend billions of dollars assessing and evaluating talent. D espite
the popularity of this m odel, givers recognize that it is fatally flaw ed in one respect. The
identification of talent m ay be the w rong place to start.

For m any years, psychologists believed that in any dom ain, success depended on talent first and
m otivation second. To groom  w orld-class athletes and m usicians, experts looked for people w ith the
right raw  abilities, and then sought to m otivate them . If you w ant to find people w ho can dunk like
M ichael Jordan or play piano like B eethoven, itôs only natural to start by screening candidates for
leaping ability and an ear for m usic. But in recent years, psychologists have com e to believe that this
approach m ay be backw ard.

In the 1960s, a pioneering psychologist nam ed R aym ond C attell developed an investm ent theory
of intelligence. H e proposed that interest is w hat drives people to invest their tim e and energy in
developing particular skills and bases of know ledge. Today, w e have com pelling evidence that
interest precedes the developm ent of talent. It turns out that m otivation is the reason that people
develop talent in the first place.

In the 1980s, the psychologist Benjam in B loom  led a landm ark study of w orld-class m usicians,
scientists, and athletes. B loom ôs team  interview ed tw enty-one concert pianists w ho w ere finalists in
m ajor international com petitions. W hen the researchers began to dig into the em inent pianistsô early
experiences w ith m usic, they discovered an unexpected absence of raw  talent. The study show ed that
early on m ost of the star pianists seem ed ñspecial only w hen com paring one child w ith others in the
fam ily or neighborhood.ò They didnôt stand out on a local, regional, or national levelð and they
didnôt w in m any early com petitions.

W hen Bloom ôs team  interview ed the w orld-class pianists and their parents, they stum bled upon
another surprise. The pianists didnôt start out learning from  piano teachers w ho w ere experts. They
typically took their first piano lessons w ith a teacher w ho lived nearby in their neighborhoods. In The
Talent C ode, D aniel C oyle w rites that ñFrom  a scientific perspective, it w as as if the researchers had
traced the lineage of the w orldôs m ost beautiful sw ans back to a scruffy flock of barnyard chickens.ò
O ver tim e, even w ithout an expert teacher at the outset, the pianists m anaged to becom e the best
m usicians in the w orld. The pianists gained their advantage by practicing m any m ore hours than their
peers. A s M alcolm  G ladw ell show ed us in O utliers, research led by psychologist A nders Ericsson
reveals that attaining expertise in a dom ain typically requires ten thousand hours of deliberate
practice. B ut w hat m otivates people to practice at such length in the first place? This is w here givers
often enter the picture.

W hen the pianists and their parents talked about their first piano teachers, they consistently
focused on one them e: the teachers w ere caring, kind, and patient. The pianists looked forw ard to
piano lessons because their first teachers m ade m usic interesting and fun. ñThe children had very
positive experiences w ith their first lessons. They m ade contact w ith another adult, outside their
hom e, w ho w as w arm , supportive, and loving,ò B loom ôs team  explains. The w orld-class pianists had
their initial interest sparked by teachers w ho w ere givers. The teachers looked for w ays to m ake
piano lessons enjoyable, w hich served as an early catalyst for the intense practice necessary to
develop expertise. ñExploring possibilities and engaging in a w ide variety of m usical activities took
precedenceò over factors such as ñright or w rong or good or bad.ò



The sam e patterns em erged for w orld-class tennis players. W hen Bloom ôs team  interview ed
eighteen A m erican tennis players w ho had been ranked in the top ten in the w orld, they found that
although their first coaches ñw ere not exceptional coaches, they tended to be very good w ith young
children . . . W hat this first coach provided w as m otivation for the child to becom e interested in
tennis and to spend tim e practicing.ò

In roles as leaders and m entors, givers resist the tem ptation to search for talent first. B y
recognizing that anyone can be a bloom er, givers focus their attention on m otivation. The top-ranked
tennis players tended to have a first coach w ho took ña special interest in the tennis player,ò Bloom ôs
team  notes, ñusually because he perceived the player as being m otivated and w illing to w ork hard,
rather than because of any special physical abilities.ò

In the accounting classroom , looking for m otivation and w ork ethic, not only intellectual ability, is
part of w hat has m ade C . J. Skender so successful in recognizing talent. W hen Skender bet Beth
Traynham  that she w ould pass the C PA  exam , it w asnôt because she w as unusually gifted in
accounting. It w as because he noticed ñhow  hard she w orked all sem ester.ò W hen Skender recognized
that Reggie Love had prom ise, w hereas others w rote him  off as just another jock, it w as because
Love ñw orked diligently, and w as alw ays prepared for class,ò Skender says. ñH e w as interested in
learning and bettering him self.ò W hen Skender encouraged M arie A rcuri, it w as because she w as ñthe
m ost involved and com m itted individual I have ever m et. H er persistence set her apart.ò

The psychologist A ngela D uckw orth calls this grit: having passion and perseverance tow ard
long-term  goals. H er research show s that above and beyond intelligence and aptitude, gritty peopleð
by virtue of their interest, focus, and driveð achieve higher perform ance. ñPersistence is incredibly
im portant,ò says psychologist Tom  K olditz, a brigadier general w ho headed up behavioral sciences
and leadership at the U.S. M ilitary A cadem y for a dozen years. The standard selection rate for A rm y
officers to key com m and positions is 12 percent; K olditzôs form er faculty have been selected at rates
as high as 75 percent, and he chalks m uch of it up to selecting candidates based on grit. A s G eorge
A nders w rites in The Rare Find, ñyou canôt take m otivation for granted.ò

O f course, natural talent also m atters, but once you have a pool of candidates above the threshold
of necessary potential, grit is a m ajor factor that predicts how  close they get to achieving their
potential. This is w hy givers focus on gritty people: itôs w here givers have the greatest return on their
investm ent, the m ost m eaningful and lasting im pact. A nd along w ith investing their tim e in m otivating
gritty people, givers like Skender strive to cultivate grit in the first place. ñSetting high expectations
is so im portant,ò Skender says. ñYou have to push people, m ake them  stretch and do m ore than they
think possible. W hen they take m y tests, I w ant them  thinking it w as the toughest exam  theyôve ever
seen in their lives. It m akes them  better learners.ò To encourage effort, he gives them  a half dozen past
exam s for practice. ñThey need to m ake a significant investm ent, and it pays off. Forcing them  to w ork
harder than they ever have in their lives benefits them  in the long run.ò

O ne of the keys to cultivating grit is m aking the task at hand m ore interesting and m otivating. In
Bloom ôs study, across the board, the talented m usicians and athletes w ere initially taught by givers,
teachers w ho

liked children and rew arded them  w ith praise, signs of approval, or even candy
w hen they did anything right. They w ere extrem ely encouraging. They w ere
enthusiastic about the talent field and w hat they had to teach these children. In



m any cases . . . they treated the child as a friend of the fam ily m ight. Perhaps the
m ajor quality of these teachers w as that they m ade the initial learning very
pleasant and rew arding.

This description could have been w ritten about Skender. A t first glance, he seem s to fit the
stereotype of an accounting w hiz.* But at various stages in his life, Skender aspired to be a disc
jockey, m usician, actor, talk show  host, and stand-up com edian. Set foot in his classroom , and youôll
see that he hasnôt quite given up on these dream s. True to his com pulsive nature and eclectic taste, he
punctuates his courses w ith entertaining routines to keep his students engaged, playing four songs at
the start of each class and tossing candy bars to the first students w ho shout out the correct answ ers to
m usic trivia. This is how  a poster of a rapper ended up on his w all. ñIf you w ant to engage your
audience, if you really w ant to grab their attention, you have to know  the w orld they live in, the m usic
they listen to, the m ovies they w atch,ò he explains. ñTo m ost of these kids, accounting is like a root
canal. B ut w hen they hear m e quote Usher or Cee Lo G reen, they say to them selves, óW hoa, did that
fat old w hite-haired guy just say w hat I thought he said?ô A nd then youôve got ôem .ò

B y cultivating interest in accounting, Skender believes that his students w ill be m ore likely to
invest the tim e and energy necessary to m aster the discipline. ñC. J. is the epitom e of som eone w ho is
em pathetic,ò Reggie Love says. ñH e know s m ore about m usic than anyone, and heôs alw ays able to
w eave it into the lecture to help people connect w ith the m aterial. W hen you think about having to
take a hard course, w hich typically isnôt very interesting, having to keep up w ith it is challenging. C .
J. m ade it interesting, and I ended up w orking harder as a result.ò Love earned an A in Skenderôs
class. D avid M oltz, a form er student of Skenderôs w ho w orks at G oogle, elaborates that Skender
ñhelps every single student (and person) he com es across in any w ay possible. H e sacrifices
hundreds of hours of his personal life to m ake an im pact on the lives of students and teach as m any of
them  as possible. H e goes out of his w ay to m ake everyone that he engages w ith feel special.ò



Throw ing G ood M oney A fter B ad Talent
Because they see potential all around them , givers end up investing a lot of their tim e in encouraging
and developing people to achieve this potential. These investm ents donôt alw ays pay off; som e
candidates lack the raw  talent, and others donôt sustain their passion or m aintain the requisite level of
grit. Skender once w rote m ore than one hundred recom m endation letters for a student w ho w as
applying to graduate program s outside of accounting. She w as rejected by all of the program s in her
first year, and she decided to apply again, so he dutifully rew rote the recom m endation letters. W hen
the schools turned her dow n once m ore, Skender revised his recom m endation letters for a third year
in a row . Finally, after three strikes, Skender encouraged her to pursue a different route.

If Skender w ere m ore of a taker or a m atcher, w ould he have given up sooner, saving his ow n tim e
and the studentôs? D o givers overinvest in people w ho possess loads of passion but fall short on
aptitude, and how  do they m anage their priorities to focus on people w ho show  prom ise w hile
investing less in those w ho donôt? To find out, thereôs now here better to look than professional
basketball, w here the annual N BA draft tests talent experts on an international stage.

The late Stu Inm an is rem em bered as the m an behind tw o of the w orst draft m istakes in the history
of the N ational Basketball A ssociation. In 1972, the Portland Trail Blazers had the first pick in the
draft. Inm an w as serving as the director of player personnel, and he picked center LaRue M artin, w ho
turned out to be a disappointm ent, averaging just over five points and four rebounds per gam e in four
seasons w ith the Blazers. In drafting M artin, Inm an passed up tw o of the greatest players in N BA
history. The second pick that year w as Bob M cA doo, w ho scored m ore points in his first season than
M artin did in his entire career. M cA doo w as nam ed Rookie of the Year, and tw o years later, he w as
the N B Aôs M ost Valuable Player. In his fourteen-year N B A career, M cA doo w on the league scoring
title tw ice, played on tw o cham pionship team s, and m ade five A ll-Star team s. In that draft, Inm an also
m issed out on Julius Ervingð better know n as D r. J.ð w ho w as selected tw elfth. Erving ended up
leading his team s to three cham pionships, w inning four M V P aw ards, m aking sixteen A ll-Star team s,
and becom ing one of the top five leading scorers in the history of professional basketball. Both
M cA doo and Erving are m em bers of the Basketball H all of Fam e.

A dozen years later, after being prom oted to general m anager of the B lazers, Stu Inm an had the
chance to redeem  him self. In the 1984 N BA draft, Inm an had the second pick. H e chose another
center, Sam  Bow ie, w ho w as over seven feet tall, but athletic and coordinated: he could shoot, pass,
and steal, not to m ention block shots and grab rebounds. But Bow ie never lived up to his potential.
W hen he retired from  basketball, ESPN  nam ed him  the w orst draft pick in the history of N orth
A m erican professional sports. In 2003, Sports Illustrated, w hose cover Bow ie had graced years
earlier, called him  the second-biggest draft flop in the history of the N BA . The biggest? LaRue
M artin.

In selecting Bow ie second, Inm an passed up on a shooting guard from  N orth Carolina nam ed
M ichael Jordan. W ith the third pick, the Chicago Bulls selected Jordan, and the rest is history. A fter
being nam ed Rookie of the Year, Jordan racked up six cham pionships, ten scoring titles, and eleven
M VP aw ards w hile m aking fourteen A ll-Star team s and averaging m ore points than any player ever.
H e w as recognized as the greatest N orth A m erican athlete of the tw entieth century by ESPN .

Inm an recognized Jordanôs potential, but the B lazers already had tw o strong guards. They needed



a center, so he drafted Sam  B ow ie. W ith that choice, he didnôt just m iss out on M ichael Jordan; he
also passed up future H all of Fam ers C harles Barkley (drafted fifth) and John Stockton (drafted
sixteenth). It w as bad enough that Inm an chose M artin over M cA doo and Erving, and Bow ie over
Jordan, B arkley, and Stockton. But drafting professional basketball players is at best an im perfect
science, and even great m anagers and coaches m ake m istakes.

W hat w as w orse w as that the B lazers held on to both players far longer than they should have.
They kept LaR ue M artin for four seasons, and by the tim e they decided to trade him , he had virtually
no value. The B lazers couldnôt even get an actual player in exchange for M artinð they gave him  aw ay
in exchange for ñfuture considerationsò from  the Seattle SuperSonics, w ho ended up letting him  go
before the season even started. That w as the end of M artinôs basketball career, and it w as an
em barrassing outcom e for Inm an. ñIt w as a sore subject,ò said Jack R am say, w ho w as the B lazersô
coach in M artinôs last year and now  serves as an ESPN  analyst. ñB ecause LaRue couldnôt play. H e
w as trying to m ake the team  w hen I got there, but w e had no place for him . H e had no offensive gam e.
A nd he w asnôt a rebounder or shot blocker even though he w as six-eleven. So he had no skills.ò The
B lazers follow ed a sim ilar path w ith Sam  B ow ie. In 1989, after five lackluster seasons, the B lazers
finally traded Bow ie to the N ew  Jersey N ets. W hy did the B lazers hold on to Sam  Bow ie and LaR ue
M artin for so long?

Stu Inm an w as w idely know n as a giver. A fter playing college basketball and coaching high
school basketball for a few  years, Inm an m ade the leap to college coach, eventually becom ing the
head coach at his alm a m ater, San Jose State. In this role, Inm an seem ed to prioritize playersô interests
ahead of his ow n success. O ne of Inm anôs star recruits w as Tom m ie Sm ith, an exceptional athlete w ho
cam e to San Jose State to run track and play football and basketball. O n the freshm an basketball team ,
Sm ith w as the top scorer and rebounder, so in his sophom ore year, he began practicing w ith the
varsity basketball team  under Inm an. O ne day, Sm ith cam e by Inm anôs office and announced that he
w as going to quit basketball to focus on track. ñI thought he w as going to blow  up at m e,ò Sm ith
w rites, ñbut he didnôt. C oach Inm an said, óO kay, Tom , I understand,ô he shook m y hand and told m e to
be sure to com e by to see him  w henever I w anted to, and that I w as alw ays w elcom e back if I
changed m y m ind. That w as the greatest thing in the w orld for m e.ò

It w asnôt so great for Inm an. Sm ithôs speed could have added a great deal to the San Jose State
basketball team ; a few  years later, in 1968, Sm ith w on the O lym pic gold m edal in the 200-m eter dash,
setting a w orld record. B ut Inm an had w anted w hat w as best for Sm ith. A long w ith letting top talent
w alk aw ay, Inm an m ade room  for gritty players even if they lacked talent. W hen a skinny w hite player
nam ed Terry M urphy tried out for the varsity team , Inm an respected his w ork ethic and invited him  on
board. M urphy recalls being one of the w orst players Inm an had ever coached: ñI scored four points
the w hole year.ò

D espite this lackluster perform ance, Inm an told M urphy, ñIôm  never gonna cut you, youôre
enthusiastic and you play hard and youôre a good guy.ò Inm an w as ñcontinually giving advice to any
basketball junkie w ho sought it,ò w rites W ayne Thom pson, a reporter w ho covered the Blazers
throughout Inm anôs tenure. H e couldnôt help it: ñTeaching at any level on any subject is the m ost
rew arding thing you can do,ò Inm an told Thom pson. ñI just love to see the expression on the face of a
student w ho gets it for the first tim e. Just w atching the learning process com e to full bloom  gives m e
such a rush.ò

O nce Inm an developed a positive im pression of players, w as he too com m itted to teaching and



developing them , so m uch that he invested in m otivated players even if they lacked the requisite
talent? In the classroom , C . J. Skender can afford to dedicate his tim e to students w ho dem onstrate
interest and drive, as he can teach and m entor a large num ber of students each sem ester. Conversely,
in professional basketball and m ost w ork organizations, w e face m ore lim its: m aking a bet on one
personôs potential m eans passing on others.

Inm an had m ade a com m itm ent to developing LaRue M artin and Sam  Bow ie. If Inm an had been
m ore of a taker, doesnôt it seem  obvious that he w ould have cut his losses m uch m ore quickly and
m oved on to other players? The m om ent he realized that M artin and Bow ie w erenôt contributing to his
team ôs success, a taker w ouldnôt feel any sense of responsibility to them . A nd if Inm an had been m ore
of a m atcher, w ouldnôt he have been m ore w illing to let them  go? Surely a m atcher w ould grow
frustrated that his investm ents in M artin and B ow ie w ere not being reciprocated or rew arded.

It m ight seem  that givers have a harder tim e letting go. But in reality, the exact opposite is true. It
turns out that givers are the least vulnerable to the m istake of overinvesting in peopleð and that being
a giver is w hat prevented Stu Inm an from  m aking far w orse m istakes.



Facing the M irror: Looking G ood or D oing G ood?
Barry Staw  is a w orld-renow ned organizational behavior professor at the U niversity of California at
Berkeley, and he has spent his career trying to understand w hy people m ake bad decisions in
organizations. In an ingenious study, Staw  and H a H oang collected data on all 240-plus players w ho
w ere picked in the first tw o rounds of the N B A draft betw een 1980 and 1986, in hopes of seeing w hat
effect draft position had on a playerôs career. They m easured each playerôs perform ance w ith a series
of different m etrics: scoring (points per m inute, field goal percentage, and free throw  percentage),
toughness (rebounds and blocks per m inute), and quickness (assists and steals per m inute). Staw  and
H oang controlled for each playerôs perform ance on all of these m etrics, as w ell as for the playerôs
injuries and illnesses, w hether the player w as a guard, forw ard, or center, and the quality of the
playerôs team  based on w in/loss records. Then they exam ined how  m uch tim e on the court the players
received and how  long their team s kept them  before trading them , to see if team s m ade the m istake of
overinvesting in players just because they drafted them  early.

The results produced a devastating conclusion: team s couldnôt let go of their big bets. They stuck
w ith the players w hom  they drafted early, giving them  m ore playing tim e and refusing to trade them
even if they played poorly. A fter taking perform ance out of the equation, players w ho w ere drafted
earlier still spent m ore m inutes on the court and w ere less likely to be traded. For every slot higher in
the draft, players w ere given an average of tw enty-tw o m ore m inutes in their second season, and their
team s w ere still investing m ore in them  by their fifth season, w hen each draft slot higher accounted
for eleven m ore m inutes on the court. A nd for every slot higher in the draft, players w ere 3 percent
less likely to be traded.

This study is a classic case of w hat Staw  calls escalation of com m itm ent to a losing course of
action. O ver the past four decades, extensive research led by Staw  show s that once people m ake an
initial investm ent of tim e, energy, or resources, w hen it goes sour, theyôre at risk for increasing their
investm ent. G am blers in the hole believe that if they just play one m ore hand of poker, theyôll be able
to recover their losses or even w in big. Struggling entrepreneurs think that if they just give their start-
ups a little m ore sw eat, they can turn it around. W hen an investm ent doesnôt pay off, even if the
expected value is negative, w e invest m ore.

Econom ists explain this behavior using a concept know n as the ñsunk cost fallacyò: w hen
estim ating the value of a future investm ent, w e have trouble ignoring w hat w eôve already invested in
the past. Sunk costs are part of the story, but new  research show s that other factors m atter m ore. To
figure out w hy and w hen escalation of com m itm ent happens, researchers at M ichigan State University
analyzed 166 different studies. Sunk costs do have a sm all effectð decision m akers are biased in
favor of their previous investm entsð but three other factors are m ore pow erful. O ne is anticipated
regret: w ill I be sorry that I didnôt give this another chance? The second is project com pletion: if I
keep investing, I can finish the project. But the single m ost pow erful factor is ego threat: if I donôt
keep investing, Iôll look and feel like a fool. In response to ego threat, people invest m ore, hoping to
turn the project into a success so they can prove to othersð and them selvesð that they w ere right all
along.

In one study led by Staw , w hen California bank custom ers defaulted on loans, the m anagers w ho
originally funded the loans struggled to let go and w rite off the losses. ñB ankers w ho have been



closely associated w ith decisions to fund problem  loans are the ones to show  the greatest difficulty in
acknow ledging the subsequent risks of these loans and the likelihood of default,ò Staw  and colleagues
w rite. The study show ed that w hen m anagers w ho originally funded the problem  loans left the bank,
the new  m anagers w ere significantly m ore likely to w rite the loans off. The new  m anagers had no
personal responsibility for the problem  loans, so their egos w erenôt under threat; they didnôt feel
com pelled to justify the original decisions as w ise.

R esearch suggests that due to their susceptibility to ego threat, takers are m ore vulnerable to
escalation of com m itm ent than givers. Im agine that youôre running an aircraft com pany, and you have
to decide w hether or not to invest $1 m illion in a plane thatôs invisible to radar technology. You find
out that the project is not doing w ell financially, and a com petitor has already finished a better m odel.
B ut youôve m ade significant investm ents: the project is 50 percent com plete, and youôve already spent
$5 m illion and eighteen m onths w orking on it. H ow  likely are you to invest the extra $1 m illion?

In this study by H enry M oon at London Business School, before m aking their investm ent
decisions, 360 people com pleted a questionnaire that included giver statem ents such as ñI keep m y
prom isesò and taker statem ents such as ñI try to get others to do m y duties.ò The takers w ere
significantly m ore likely to invest the extra $1 m illion than the givers. They felt responsible for an
investm ent that w as going bad, so they com m itted m ore to protect their pride and save face. A s
U niversity of South C arolina m anagem ent professors B ruce M eglino and A udrey K orsgaard explain,
ñalthough the organization itself m ight be better off if the decision w ere abandoned, such action
w ould cause the decision m aker to incur significant personal costs (e.g., loss of career m obility, loss
of reputation). B ecause escalating his or her com m itm ent allow s the decision m aker to keep the
prospect of failure hidden, such behavior is personally rationalò from  the perspective of a taker.

The givers, on the other hand, w ere prim arily concerned about protecting other people and the
organization, so they w ere m ore w illing to adm it their initial m istakes and de-escalate their
com m itm ent. O ther studies show  that people actually m ake m ore accurate and creative decisions
w hen theyôre choosing on behalf of others than them selves. W hen people m ake decisions in a self-
focused state, theyôre m ore likely to be biased by ego threat and often agonize over trying to find a
choice thatôs ideal in all possible dim ensions. W hen people focus on others, as givers do naturally,
theyôre less likely to w orry about egos and m iniscule details; they look at the big picture and
prioritize w hat m atters m ost to others.

A rm ed w ith this understanding, itôs w orth revisiting the story of Stu Inm an. A s a giver, although he
felt invested in the players he drafted first, he felt a stronger sense of responsibility to the team . ñStu
w as a kind person, considerate of other peopleôs feelings,ò W ayne Thom pson told m e. ñBut he never
let that influence selections. If he didnôt think a guy could play, he put his arm  around him  and w ished
him  w ell.ò Inm an w asnôt the one responsible for keeping Sam  B ow ie on board; Inm an left the Blazers
in 1986, just tw o years after drafting B ow ie. A  taker m ight have continued to defend the bad decision,
but Inm an adm itted his error in choosing B ow ie over Jordan. ñA ll our scouts thought Bow ie w as the
answ er to our problem s, and I did, too,ò Inm an said, but ñit w as a m istake.ò*

Inm an didnôt escalate his com m itm ent to LaRue M artin either. A lthough the B lazers kept M artin
for four seasons, Inm an and his colleagues took early action in response to M artinôs poor
perform ance. In his rookie season, w hen there w ere clear signs that M artin w as floundering, a taker
m ight have given him  extra playing tim e in an effort to justify choosing him  ahead of Bob M cA doo
and Julius Erving. B ut this w asnôt w hat happened. The Blazers granted the starting center position to



the hardw orking Lloyd N eal, w ho w as just 6'7'', putting M artin at backup. In his rookie season,
M artin averaged less than thirteen m inutes per gam e on the court, com pared w ith thirty-tw o for
M cA doo and forty-tw o for Erving. In his second season, M artin continued to underperform , and
instead of escalating com m itm ent by giving him  m ore tim e on the court, the B lazers gave him  lessð
under eleven m inutes per gam e, w hereas M cA doo played forty-three and Erving played over forty.
Inm an and his colleagues m anaged to overcom e the tem ptation to keep betting on M artin.

A  m ajor reason w hy givers are less vulnerable than takers to escalation of com m itm ent has to do
w ith responses to feedback, as dem onstrated in research by A udrey K orsgaard, Bruce M eglino, and
Scott Lester on how  givers and takers react to inform ation about their perform ance. In one study,
people filled out a survey indicating w hether they w ere givers or takers and m ade ten decisions about
how  to solve problem s. Then, all participants received a perform ance score and a suggestion to
delegate their authority m ore w hen m aking decisions. The score w as random ly assigned so that half of
the participants learned that their perform ance w as above average, w hereas the other half w ere told
that they w ere below  average. Then, all participants m ade ten m ore decisions. W ould they use the
suggestion to delegate m ore?

W hen they believed they w ere above average, the takers follow ed the suggestion, delegating 30
percent m ore often. But w hen they believed they w ere below  average, the takers only delegated 15
percent m ore often. O nce they felt criticized, they w ere less w illing to accept the recom m endation for
im provem ent. They protected their pride by refusing to believe that they m ade poor decisions,
discounting the negative feedback. The givers, on the other hand, accepted the criticism  and follow ed
the suggestion. Even w hen they received negative feedback indicating that they w ere below  average,
the givers delegated 30 percent m ore often.

In escalation situations, takers often struggle to face the reality that an initial choice has gone bad.
Takers tend to ñdiscount social inform ation and perform ance feedback that does not support their
favorable view  of them selves,ò w rite M eglino and K orsgaard, w hereas givers ñm ay be m ore apt to
accept and act on social inform ation w ithout carefully evaluating the personal consequences.ò G ivers
focus m ore on the interpersonal and organizational consequences of their decisions, accepting a blow
to their pride and reputations in the short term  in order to m ake better choices in the long term .

This receptivity to negative feedback helped Stu Inm an recognize w hen he had m ade a bad
investm ent. Inm an w as adm ired around the league for his openness to criticism . M any coaches ñtook
issue w ith m y m ore incendiary critiques,ò w rites reporter Steve D uin, but ñthey never bothered
Inm an,ò w ho w as ñpatient and generous,ò and ñone of the m ost gracious m en ever associated w ith the
N BA .ò W hen LaR ue M artin underperform ed, the Blazers coach at the tim e, Jack M cCloskey, voiced
his concerns to Inm an. ñH e w orked hard and w as a very nice young m an, but he w asnôt skilled. It w as
that sim ple. I tried to develop his skills around the basket, and he w asnôt an outside player. H e didnôt
have the skills to be the num ber-one pick.ò A taker m ight have rejected the negative feedback, but
Inm an listened to it.

A fter M artinôs second season, in 1974, the Blazers landed the first pick in the draft again. H aving
de-escalated their com m itm ent to M artin, they needed another center to replace him , so Inm an drafted
one, a young m an from  UCLA nam ed B ill W alton. In his rookie season, W alton w as the starting center,
averaging thirty-three m inutes a gam e, roughly tw ice as m any as M artin in the backup position. This
arrangem ent continued for another year, after w hich Inm an unloaded M artin.

The next season w as 1976ï1977, and W alton led the B lazers to the N BA cham pionship over the



Philadelphia 76ers, w ho w ere led by Julius Erving. W alton w as the Finals M VP, and the next year, he
w as the league M V P. A fter he retired, he m ade the Basketball H all of Fam e and w as nam ed one of the
fifty greatest players in N B A history. Inm an w as the architect of the 1977 cham pionship team , w hich
had been last in the division the previous year, and rem ains the only team  in the B lazersô four-decade
history to w in the title. A ccording to Jack Ram say, w ho coached the w inning team , Inm an w as ñnever
in the spotlight, and never taking proper credit for the team  he assem bled.ò



G lim psing G lim m ers in C hunks of C oal
A s a giver, Inm an built this cham pionship team  w ith an approach that m irrored C. J. Skenderôs: seeing
potential in players w here others didnôt. ñInm an w anted a com plete portfolio on everybody he w as
interested in,ò w rites W ayne Thom pson. ñN o doubt that is w hat m ade him  so successful in finding
diam onds in the rough.ò H alf of the top six scorers on the cham pionship team ð and five of the top
nineð w ere drafted late by Inm an, in the second or third round. ñH e w as w ay ahead of the curve in
seeing potential,ò noted Steve D uin. ñStu, in the subculture of basketball gurus, w as near the apex. H e
w as considered a genius,ò said M avericks president N orm  Sonju. In a chronicle of the 1984 draft,
Filip B ondy w rites that Inm an w as view ed by m any as ñthe best personnel m an in the league. H e w as
so good, so respected, that other clubs w ould track his scouting m issions and listen very carefully to
rum ors about w hich players m ight interest him .ò

In the 1970s, m ost basketball team s w ere focusing heavily on observable physical talents such as
speed, strength, coordination, agility, and vertical leap. Inm an thought it w as also im portant to pay
attention to the inner attributes of players, so he decided to begin evaluating their psychological
m akeup. Before a draft, along w ith review ing a playerôs statistics and w atching him  play, Inm an
w anted to understand him  as a person. H e w ould w atch players closely during the pregam e w arm -up
to see how  hard they w orked, and he w ould interview  their coaches, fam ily m em bers, friends, and
teachers about issues of m otivation, m ind-set, and integrity. A ccording to the O regonian, ñInm an
m ade his reputation by finding undervalued players. . . . H is eye for talent w as as sharp as his feel for
people. H e w anted players w hose character and intelligence w ere as high as their vertical jum ps.ò

In 1970, Inm an joined the Blazers, then a brand-new  N BA team , as chief talent scout. That
sum m er, he held an open tryout for people to put their basketball skills to the test. It w as partially a
public relations stunt to generate local excitem ent about basketball, but Inm an w as also looking for
players w ho had gone overlooked by other team s. N one of the guys from  the open tryout m ade the
team , but Inm anôs fascination w ith unlikely candidates w ould bear fruit several years later. In 1975,
w ith the tw enty-fifth pick in the second round of the draft, Inm an selected a little-know n Jew ish
forw ard nam ed Bob G ross. Coaches and fans thought it w as a m istake. G ross had played college
basketball at Seattle, averaging ten points a gam e, and then transferred to Long Beach State, w here he
averaged just six and a half points in his junior year. ñThe story of Bob G rossôs collegiate and
professional basketball life w as that nobody noticed him ,ò w rote Frank Coffey in a book about the
Blazers, ñuntil they really started looking hard.ò

Inm an happened to see a gam e betw een Long Beach and M ichigan State, and his interest w as
piqued w hen G ross hustled to block a shot on w hat should have been an easy Spartan layup on a fast
break. Inm an took a closer look and saw  m ore evidence of G rossôs w ork ethic: he m ore than doubled
his scoring average from  his junior to senior year, w hen he put in m ore than sixteen points a gam e.
Inm an ñdiscovered a jew el, a consistent, hardw orking, extraordinarily effective basketball player,ò
Coffey w rote. G ross w as praised by one of his college coaches for ñunselfish dedication to the team .ò
W hen the Blazers m ade the Finals in his third N B A season, G ross delivered, pouring in an average of
seventeen points per gam e. In the pivotal gam es five and six, he guarded Julius Erving and led the
Blazers by scoring tw enty-five and tw enty-four points. A ccording to B ill W alton, ñB ob G ross w as the
ógrease guyô for that team . H e m ade it flow  . . . Bob w ould run relentlessly, guard and defend . . .



W ithout B ob . . . Portland could not have w on the cham pionship.ò
Inm an recognized that givers w ere undervalued by m any team s, since they didnôt hog the spotlight

or use the flashiest of m oves. H is philosophy w as that ñItôs not w hat a player is, but w hat he can
becom e . . . that w ill allow  him  to grow .ò W hen Inm an saw  a guy practice w ith grit and play like a
giver, he classified him  as a diam ond in the rough. In fact, thereôs a close connection betw een grit and
giving. In m y ow n research, Iôve found that because of their dedication to others, givers are w illing to
w ork harder and longer than takers and m atchers. Even w hen practice is no longer enjoyable, givers
continue exerting effort out of a sense of responsibility to their team .

This pattern can be seen in m any other industries. Consider R ussell Sim m ons, the cofounder of the
hip-hop label D ef Jam  R ecords, w hich launched the careers of LL C ool J and the B eastie B oys.
Sim m ons is often called the godfather of hip-hop, and he w as giving aw ay m usic for free as early as
1978, long before m ost labels started doing that. W hen I asked him  about his success, he attributed it
to finding and prom oting givers. ñG ood givers are great getters; they m ake everybody better,ò
Sim m ons explains. O ne of his favorite givers is K evin Liles, w ho started w orking for free as an intern
and rose all the w ay up to becom e president of D ef Jam . A s an intern, Liles w as the first to arrive at
w ork and the last to leave. A s a prom otion director, Liles w as responsible for one region, but he w ent
out of his w ay to prom ote other regions too. ñEverybody started to look at K evin as a leader, because
they all looked to him  for direction. H e gave until people couldnôt live w ithout him .ò In selecting and
prom oting talent, Sim m ons w rites, ñThe m ost im portant quality you can show  m e is a com m itm ent to
giving.ò

Stu Inm an knew  that gritty givers w ould be w illing to put the good of the team  above their ow n
personal interests, w orking hard to fulfill the roles for w hich they w ere needed. In the fabled 1984
draft, after selecting Sam  B ow ie, Inm an took a forw ard nam ed Jerom e K ersey in the second round
w ith the forty-sixth pick overall. K ersey cam e from  Longw ood College, a little-know n D ivision II
school in Virginia, yet blossom ed into an excellent N B A  player. A Longw ood sports adm inistrator
said that K ersey ñhad the best w ork ethic of anyone thatôs ever been here,ò w hich is w hat led Inm an to
recognize his prom ise w hen few  N B A insiders did. The next year, in 1985, Inm an found another
hidden gem  of a point guard w ith the tw enty-fourth pick in the draft: Terry Porter, a gritty giver w ho
earned acclaim  for his hustle and selflessness. H e m ade tw o A ll-Star team s w ith the B lazers and
played seventeen strong N B A  seasons, and in 1993, he w on the J. W alter K ennedy Citizenship Aw ard,
aw arded annually to one player, coach, or trainer w ho dem onstrates ñoutstanding service and
dedication to the com m unity.ò A long w ith providing tickets for disadvantaged children to attend
gam es and prom oting graduation parties free of drugs and alcohol, Porter has given extensively to
boysô and girlsô clubs, w orking in partnership w ith his form er team m ate Jerom e K ersey.

Perhaps Inm anôs best investm ent occurred in the 1983 draft, w hen the Blazers had the fourteenth
pick. Inm an selected shooting guard C lyde D rexler, w ho w as passed up by other team s because he
w asnôt regarded as a very strong shooter. A lthough he w as the fifth shooting guard chosen, D rexler is
now  w idely regarded as the steal of the 1983 draft. H e outscored all other players in the draft,
averaging m ore than 20 points a gam e in his career, and w as the only player in that draft to m ake the
all-N B A  team , at least one A ll-Star gam e (he m ade ten of them ), the O lym pics, and the B asketball
H all of Fam e. B y the tim e he retired, D rexler joined legends O scar R obertson and John H avlicek as
the third player in N B A history to rack up m ore than 20,000 points, 6,000 rebounds, and 3,000
assists. Like W alton, D rexler w as designated one of the fifty greatest players of all tim e. H ow  did



Inm an know  D rexler w ould be such a star w hen so m any other team s let him  slide by?
A s a giver, Inm an w as open to outside advice. W hile at San Jose State, Inm an m et B ruce O gilvie,

a pioneer in sports psychology w ho ñcam e onto the sports scene w hen psychologists w ere referred to
as óshrinksô and any player going to visit one w as seen as a problem .ò M ost general m anagers and
coaches avoided psychologists like O gilvie, approaching the so-called science skeptically. Som e
view ed psychological assessm ent as irrelevant; others w orried that it w ould threaten their ow n
expertise and standing.

W hereas takers often strive to be the sm artest people in the room , givers are m ore receptive to
expertise from  others, even if it challenges their ow n beliefs. Inm an em braced O gilvie and his
m ethods w ith open arm s, requiring players to undergo several hours of evaluation before the draft.
Inm an w orked w ith O gilvie to assess players on their selflessness, desire to succeed, w illingness to
persevere, receptivity to being coached, and dedication to the sport. Through these assessm ents,
Inm an could develop a deep understanding of a playerôs tendencies tow ard grit and giving. ñO ther
N BA team s w ere taking psychological looks at draftable players, but none to the degree that w e used
it and trusted it,ò Inm an said. ñYou had to like the talent before you w ould consider it in your
evaluation. B ut it provided a clear barom eter as to w hether the guy w ould fulfill his potential.ò

W hen O gilvie assessed D rexler, Inm an w as im pressed w ith his psychological profile. Inm an
interview ed the coaches w ho had seen D rexler play at H ouston, and there w as a consistent them e:
D rexler played like a giver. ñClyde w as the glue on that team . I w as taken by the alm ost unanim ous
reaction from  other coaches in that league,ò Inm an explained. ñThey said he did w hat he had to do to
w in a gam e. H is ego never interfered w ith his w ill to w in.ò A ccording to Bucky B uckw alter, w ho
w as then a scout, ñThere w as som e reluctance from  team s . . . H e w as not a great shooter.ò B ut Inm an
and his team  decided that D rexler could ñlearn to shoot from  the perim eter, or som ehow  m ake up for
it w ith his other talents.ò Inm an w as right: D rexler ñturned out to be a m ore skilled player . . . than I
w ould have expected,ò Buckw alter said.

Even Inm anôs bad bets on the basketball court have gone on to success elsew here; the m an knew  a
giver w hen he saw  one. LaRue M artin has w orked at UPS for tw enty-five years, m ost recently as the
com m unity services director in Illinois. In 2008, he received a letter out of the blue from  form er
Blazers ow ner Larry W einberg: ñyou certainly are a w onderful role m odel in the w ork you are doing
for U PS.ò M artin has played basketball w ith President O bam a, and in 2011, he w as elected to the
board of directors of the Retired Players A ssociation. ñI w ould love to be able to give back,ò M artin
said.

A nd rem em ber Terry M urphy, Inm anôs w orst player at San Jose State? Inm an gave M urphy a
chance but didnôt see a future for him  in basketball, so he encouraged him  to go out for volleyball.
Inm an w as spot-on about his w ork ethic: M urphy ended up m aking the U.S. national volleyball team .
But M urphy didnôt leave basketball behind altogether: in 1986, to raise m oney for the Special
O lym pics, he started a three-on-three street basketball tournam ent in D allas. By 1992, H oop It Up had
m ore than 150,000 players and a m illion fans. Five years later, there w ere 302 events in tw enty-seven
different countries, raising m illions of dollars for charity.

Perhaps the best testam ent to Inm anôs success is that although he m issed out on M ichael Jordan as
a player, he outdid Jordan as a talent evaluator. A s a basketball executive, Jordan has developed a
reputation that conveys m ore taker cues than giver. This w as foreshadow ed on the court, w here
Jordan w as know n as self-absorbed and egotistical. A s Jordan him self once rem arked, ñTo be



successful you have to be selfish.ò Coaches had to w alk on eggshells to give him  constructive
feedback, and in his H all of Fam e speech, Jordan w as w idely criticized for thanking few  people and
vilifying those w ho doubted him . Back in his playing days, he w as a vocal advocate for a greater
share of team  revenues going to players. N ow , as an ow ner, he has pushed for greater revenue to
ow ners, presum ably to put m ore m oney in his ow n pockets.*

W hen it com es to betting on talent for too long, Jordanôs m oves as an executive offer a fascinating
contrast w ith Inm anôs. W hen Jordan becam e president of basketball operations for the W ashington
W izards, he used the first pick in the 2001 draft to select center K w am e Brow n. Brow n w as straight
out of high school, loaded w ith talent, but seem ed to lack grit, and never cam e anyw here near his
potential. Later, he w ould be called the second-biggest N BA draft bust of the decade and one of the
one hundred w orst picks in sports history. A fter Brow n, the second and third picks in the drafts w ere
also centers, and they fared far better. The second pick w as Tyson Chandler, w ho w ent on to m ake the
2012 U.S. O lym pic team . The third pick w as Pau G asol, another young center less than a year and a
half older than Brow n. G asol w on the R ookie of the Year aw ard, and in the com ing decade, he w ould
m ake four A ll-Star team s, w in tw o N BA cham pionships, and earn the J. W alter K ennedy Citizenship
Aw ard. B oth G asol and Chandler sw am ped Brow nôs perform ance in scoring, rebounding, and
blocking shots.

B row nôs disappointing results appeared to threaten Jordanôs ego. W hen Jordan cam e out of
retirem ent to play for the W izards alongside Brow n, he routinely berated and belittled Brow n, w hose
poor perform ance w as hurting the team ð and m aking Jordanôs draft choice look foolish. In his first
season, B row n put up paltry num bers, averaging less than five points and four rebounds per gam e. Yet
in his second season, Brow nôs m inutes on the court doubled.

Jordan w as fired from  the W izards after that season, but he w asnôt ready to give up on Brow n.
N early a decade later, in 2010, B row n signed a contract w ith the Charlotte Bobcats, a team  ow ned by
none other than M ichael Jordan. ñM ichael w as very m uch a part of this,ò Brow nôs agent said. ñH e
w anted this to happen.ò

B y that point, Brow n had played ten seasons for four different team s, averaging under seven
points and six rebounds in m ore than five hundred gam es. In his previous season, he w as spending
just thirteen m inutes on the court. W hen B row n joined Jordanôs B obcats, his playing tim e w as
doubled to tw enty-six m inutes a gam e. The Bobcats gave Brow n m ore m inutes than he had played in
the prior tw o seasons com bined, yet he continued to struggle, averaging under eight points and seven
rebounds. Jordan ñw anted to give K w am e another opportunity,ò B row nôs agent said. ñThereôs been so
m uch w ritten about the fact that this w as M ichaelôs first pick and so m uch criticism  directed at both of
them  w hen it didnôt w ork out.ò A giver m ight adm it the m istake and m ove on, but Jordan w as still
trying to turn the bad investm ent around. ñI love M ichael, but he just has not done a good job,ò says
friend and form er O lym pic team m ate Charles B arkley. ñI donôt think M ichael has hired enough people
around him  w ho w ill disagree.ò U nder Jordanôs direction, in 2012, the Bobcats finished w ith the
w orst w inning percentage in N B A history.

C onversely, Inm anôs team s achieved surprising levels of success. In addition to building the 1977
team  that w ent from  last place to the title in just a year w ith a large num ber of unknow ns, Inm anôs
draft picks m ade the Blazers a form idable team  for years to com e. A fter he left the Blazers in 1986,
the team  flourished under the leadership of D rexler, Porter, and K ersey. The three hidden gem s,
discovered by Inm an in three consecutive years, led the Blazers to the Finals tw ice. O nce again,



Inm an rarely received the credit. To the casual fan, it m ay appear that Inm an w as a failure, but
basketball insiders regard him  as one of the finest talent evaluators the sport has ever seen. Inm anôs
experience, coupled w ith research evidence, reveals that givers donôt excel only at recognizing and
developing talent; theyôre also surprisingly good at m oving on w hen their bets donôt w ork out.

Stu Inm an spent the last four years of his life volunteering as an assistant coach for the Lake
O sw ego H igh School basketball team  in O regon. ñH e had them  to a T,ò said Lake O sw egoôs head
coach. ñN ot only did he have them  as basketball players, he had their characters, too. H e took tim e
not to prejudge people but to see them  as they really are.ò A t Lake O sw ego, Stu Inm an helped to
groom  a young player nam ed K evin Love, w ho has gone on to pursue the legacy that Sam  Bow ie and
LaRue M artin never fulfilled: thrive as a big m an w ho can shoot. A s a 6'10'' center, Love has m ade
the U.S. O lym pic team  and tw o A ll-Star team s in his first four seasons, been nam ed the N BAôs m ost
im proved player, and w on the three-point shooting cham pionship.

ñIf you choose to cham pion great talent, you w ill be picking one of the m ost altruistic things a
person can do,ò w rites G eorge A nders. ñIn any given year, quick-hit operators m ay m ake m ore m oney
and w in m ore recognition, at least briefly. O ver tim e, though, that dynam ic reverses.ò



5

T he Pow er of Pow erless C om m unication
H ow to Be M odest and Influence People

Speak softly, but carry a big stick.
ð Theodore R oosevelt, U .S. president

D ave W alton took a deep breath. H e w as an em ploym ent law  expert w ho specialized in trade secrets
and em ployee com petition cases. A s a partner at the firm  Cozen O ôC onnor, D ave w as one of the
youngest law yers to be elected shareholder, and he had been nam ed a Pennsylvania Super Law yerð
Rising Star for several years. But he w as about to stand up and give his first closing argum ent in front
of a jury.

It w as 2008, and D ave w as representing a com pany that ow ned A cm e-H ardesty, a Pennsylvania
castor oil distributor that received its supplies from  Jayant O ils and D erivatives in M um bai, India. In
D ecem ber 2006, the CEO  of A cm eôs parent com pany w as inform ed that Jayant w as setting up a U.S.
office and sales organization, and w ould no longer supply A cm e w ith castor oil. D uring the follow ing
m onth, A cm e executives learned that Jayant w as planning to sell castor oil products directly to
custom ers in the U.S. m arket, com peting w ith A cm e for business.

In the sum m er of 2006, tw o A cm e em ployees had jum ped ship to Jayant and helped them  set up
the com peting com pany. A cm eôs parent com pany filed suit against Jayant and the tw o em ployees,
accusing them  of stealing trade secrets and confidential inform ation.

D ave prepared diligently and spoke passionately. H e presented evidence that in M arch 2006,
w hile still w orking for A cm e, the em ployees agreed to financial term s to help Jayant start the
com peting distributor. In June, each of the tw o received initial paym ents of $50,000 from  Jayant for
consulting services.

The em ployees gave notice that they w ere leaving and w ent straight to India w ithout inform ing
A cm e of their new  positions. D ave argued that in India, they incorporated know ledge from  A cm e into



Jayantôs business plan. O ne em ployee provided Jayant w ith a list of U.S. custom er prospects that he
w as paid to develop for A cm e, D ave claim ed, and the Jayant president adm itted that A cm eôs
docum ents w ere used to generate projections for investors. D ave further argued that w hile the
em ployees w ere setting up the plan for Jayant in India, they used false e-m ail aliases that gave them
continued access to A cm eôs orders.

The defendants w ere represented by three different prom inent law  firm s, and D aveôs opponent in
the trial w as highly articulate. H e had tw enty-five years of experience, a law  degree from  C olum bia
and an undergraduate degree from  C ornell, and a slew  of aw ards under his belt, including being
nam ed one of the top one hundred law yers in Pennsylvania and the litigator of the w eek for the entire
country. O ne source described him  as an ñaccom plished, know ledgeable, and sophisticated law yer
w ho is am azing on his feet in court.ò

The defense attorney w as eloquent and polished, telling the jury that Jayant engaged in legitim ate
com petition, as it w as entitled to do. A cm e did lose som e custom ers, the law yer adm itted, but it
w asnôt because the em ployees did anything w rong. A cm e w as the m iddle m an distributing Jayantôs
castor oil products to custom ers. B y cutting out the m iddlem an, Jayant w as able to sell the products
m ore cheaply, w hich is precisely the point of fair com petition. The em ployees w ere being treated
poorly at A cm e: one described it as a ñhellhole,ò the w orst job of her life. The defense attorney
nailed his key argum ents, and he questioned the credibility of D aveôs m ain w itnesses. D ave w as
im pressed w ith the skill that the defense attorney dem onstrated. ñH e w as really good. H e m ade better
argum ents than w e anticipated.ò

D ave knew  the trial could go either w ay. O n the one hand, he had painted a com pelling portrait
that Jayant and the tw o em ployees w ere guilty. O n the other hand, this w as a high-pressure, high-
profile case. It w as D aveôs first tim e taking the lead in a jury trial; he w as by far the youngest law yer
there. D uring one of his exam inations, an old foe reared its head: D ave started stam m ering. This
happened a few  m ore tim es, and it signaled that he lacked confidence.

D ave w as particularly concerned about the effect on one particular juror. D uring the trial, this
juror m ade it clear that he w as in favor of the defendants: he felt that Jayant and the em ployees had
done nothing w rong. The juror responded enthusiastically to the defense attorney, nodding
appreciatively throughout his argum ents and laughing loudly at his jokes. In contrast, w hen D ave
spoke, the juror avoided eye contact, sm irked, and m ade dism issive gestures. Throughout the trial, the
juror cam e to court w earing blue jeans. B ut on the day of the closing argum ents, the juror arrived
w earing a suit and tie. W hen D ave w atched the juror w altz in, his heart sank. The juror w anted to be
the forem an, and he w as obviously vying to turn the jury against D aveôs case.

D ave finished his closing, and the jury w ent into deliberation. W hen they cam e out, the
antagonistic juror w alked out first. H e had been elected forem an, and he read the verdict.

The jury ruled in favor of D aveôs client, to the tune of $7 m illion. D aveôs victory set a record for
the largest trade-secret verdict in Pennsylvania. Thereôs no doubt that D ave presented a brilliant case,
speaking w ith conviction as a true expert in his field. B ut there w as another factor that gave him  the
slightest edge.

Thereôs som ething that separates D ave W alton from  other distinguished law yersð and itôs
som ething that he shares w ith form er G E C EO  Jack W elch, Vice President Joe B iden, singer C arly
Sim on, 20/20 anchor John Stossel, actor Jam es Earl Jones, and B ill W alton of the Portland Trail
B lazers, w ho is now  a basketball announcer.



They all stutter.
Stuttering is a speech disorder that affects about 1 percent of the population. G row ing up, D ave

W alton w as teased and ridiculed for stuttering. W hen he graduated from  college, he applied for a
sales job, but w as turned dow n. ñThe interview er told him  he w ould never m ake it in sales because
of his stutter,ò his w ife M ary says. W hen D ave decided to apply to law  school, m any of his friends
and fam ily m em bers raised their eyebrow s, hoping he w ouldnôt have to do any public speaking. In
law  school, it seem ed that their fears w ere prescient. D ave recalls that during his first m ock court
argum ent, the judge started crying. ñShe felt bad for m e.ò

M ost people see stuttering as a disability, and w e m arvel at people like Jack W elch and Jam es
Earl Jones, w hose confident dem eanors typically bear little trace of their speech difficulties. But the
truth is far m ore interesting and com plex. M any people w ho stutter end up becom ing quite successful,
and itôs not alw ays because they have conquered their stuttering. In the trade secrets trial, w hen D ave
stam m ered and tripped over a couple of argum ents, som ething strange happened.

The jurors liked him .
A t the end of the trial, several jurors approached him . ñThey told m e that they really respected m e

because they knew  that I had a stutter,ò D ave says. ñThey stressed that m y stutter w as m inor but that
they noticed it and that they talked about it. The jurors said they adm ired m y courage in being a trial
law yer.ò

D ave didnôt w in the trial because of his stutter. B ut it m ay have created a stronger connection w ith
the jury, helping to tip the balance in his favor. W hen the jurors com m ended him , D ave w as
ñsurprised and a little em barrassed . . . M y first thought w as, óI donôt rem em ber stuttering that m uch.ô
A s the jurors w alked aw ay from  m e, I realized that I had som ething that w as natural and genuine. It
w as an epiphanyð m y stutter could be an advantage.ò

In this chapter, I w ant to explore how  D ave W altonôs experience reveals critical but
counterintuitive clues about influencing othersð and how  D ave exem plifies w hat givers do differently
w hen they seek influence. In To Sell Is H um an, D aniel 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, w e need to com m unicate in w ays that persuade and m otivate. But the best m ethod for
influence m ay not be the one that first com es to m ind.

R esearch suggests that there are tw o fundam ental paths to influence: dom inance and prestige.
W hen w e establish dom inance, w e gain influence because others see us as strong, pow erful, and
authoritative. W hen w e earn prestige, w e becom e influential because others respect and adm ire us.

These tw o paths to influence are closely tied to our reciprocity styles. Takers are attracted to, and
excel in, gaining dom inance. In an effort to claim  as m uch value as possible, they strive to be superior
to others. To establish dom inance, takers specialize in powerful com m unication: they speak
forcefully, raise their voices to assert their authority, express certainty to project confidence, prom ote
their accom plishm ents, and sell w ith conviction and pride. They display strength by spreading their
arm s in dom inant poses, raising their eyebrow s in challenge, com m anding as m uch physical space as
possible, and conveying anger and issuing threats w hen necessary. In the quest for influence, takers
set the tone and control the conversation by sending pow erful verbal and nonverbal signals. A s a
result, takers tend to be m uch m ore effective than givers in gaining dom inance. B ut is that the m ost
sustainable path to influence?

W hen our audiences are skeptical, the m ore w e try to dom inate them , the m ore they resist. Even



w ith a receptive audience, dom inance is a zero-sum  gam e: the m ore pow er and authority I have, the
less you have. W hen takers com e across som eone m ore dom inant, theyôre at risk of losing their
influence. Conversely, prestige isnôt zero-sum ; thereôs no lim it to the am ount of respect and
adm iration that w e can dole out. This m eans that prestige usually has m ore lasting value, and itôs
w orth exam ining how  people earn it.

The opposite of a takerôs pow erful com m unication style is called powerless com m unication.
Pow erless com m unicators tend to speak less assertively, expressing plenty of doubt and relying
heavily on advice from  others. They talk in w ays that signal vulnerability, revealing their w eaknesses
and m aking use of disclaim ers, hedges, and hesitations. In W estern societies, Susan Cain w rites in
Q uiet, people expect us to com m unicate pow erfully. W eôre told that great leaders use ñpow er talkò
and ñpow er w ordsò to forcefully convey their m essages. By using pow erless com m unication, surely
people w ind up at a disadvantage w hen it com es to influence.

U m , w ell, not quite.
I think.
In this chapter, m y aim  is to challenge traditional assum ptions about the im portance of

assertiveness and projecting confidence in gaining influence. It turns out this style doesnôt alw ays
serve us w ell, and givers instinctively adopt a pow erless com m unication style that proves
surprisingly effective in building prestige. I w ant to trace how  givers develop prestige in four
dom ains of influence: presenting, selling, persuading, and negotiating. Because they value the
perspectives and interests of others, givers are m ore inclined tow ard asking questions than offering
answ ers, talking tentatively than boldly, adm itting their w eaknesses than displaying their strengths,
and seeking advice than im posing their view s on others. Is it possible that these form s of pow erless
com m unication can becom e pow erful?



Presenting: The Value of Vulnerability
A t age tw enty-six, tw o years after finishing m y doctorate in organizational psychology, I w as asked to
teach senior m ilitary leaders how  to m otivate their troops. The m ilitary w as trying to transition from  a
com m and-and-control m odel to a m ore collaborative approach, and I happened to be doing research
related to the topic. M y first assignm ent w as a four-hour class for tw enty-three colonels in the U.S.
A ir Force. They w ere form er fighter pilots, having logged an average of m ore than 3,500 flight hours
and 300 com bat hours. Their aircraft of choice: F-16s carrying rockets and precision-guided
m unitions. A nd just as Top G un had taught m e, they had badass nicknam es.

Striker w as in charge of m ore than 53,000 officers and a $300 m illion operating budget. Sand
D une w as an aerospace engineer w ho flew  com bat m issions in operations D esert Storm , Iraqi
Freedom , and Enduring Freedom . Boom er w as running program s that cost m ore than $15 billion,
including unm anned aircraft that could be flow n from  N ew  M exico to A fghanistan by rem ote control.

The colonels w ere in their forties and fiftiesð tw ice m y age. They had spent their careers in an
organization that rew arded seniority, and I had none. A lthough I had som e relevant know ledge and a
doctorate, I w as w ay out of m y league, and it show ed. A t the end of the day, the colonels com pleted
course feedback form s. Tw o com m ents w ere particularly revealing:

Stealth: ñM ore quality inform ation in audience than on podium .ò
G unner: ñThe instructor w as very know ledgeable, but not yet experienced
enough . . . slightly m issed the needs of the audience. The m aterial w as very
academ ic . . . I gained very little from  the session. I trust the instructor did
gain useful insight.ò

O thers w ere gentler, but the m essage still cam e through loud and clear. B om ber said, ñThe
professors get younger every year,ò and Stingray added, ñI prefer that m y professors be older than I
am  or I start to believe that I am  approaching m iddle age and w e all know  that is not true . . . donôt
w e?ò

I had started m y presentation to the colonels w ith pow erful com m unication: I talked confidently
about m y credentials. This w asnôt how  I usually opened in the classroom . In m y role as a professor,
Iôve alw ays felt a strong sense of responsibility to give to m y students, and I tend to be m ore
concerned about connecting w ith students than establishing m y authority. W hen I teach
undergraduates, I open m y very first class w ith a story about m y biggest failures. W ith the A ir Force
colonels, though, I w as w orried about credibility, and I only had four hoursð instead of m y usual four
m onthsð to establish it. D eviating from  m y typical vulnerable style, I adopted a dom inant tone in
describing m y qualifications. But the m ore I tried to dom inate, the m ore the colonels resisted. I failed
to w in their respect, and I felt disappointed and em barrassed.

I had another session w ith A ir Force colonels com ing up on m y schedule, so I decided to try a
different opening. Instead of talking confidently about m y credentials, I opened w ith a m ore
pow erless, self-deprecating rem ark:

ñI know  w hat som e of you are thinking right now :
óW hat can I possibly learn from  a professor w hoôs tw elve years old?ôò



There w as a split second of aw kw ard silence, and I held m y breath.
Then the room  erupted w ith bursts of laughter. A  colonel nam ed H aw k piped up: ñC om e on, thatôs

w ay off base. Iôm  pretty sure youôre thirteen.ò From  there, I proceeded to deliver a near carbon copy
of m y first presentationð after all, the inform ation I had to deliver on m otivation hadnôt changed. B ut
afterw ard, w hen I looked at the feedback, it differed night and day from  m y previous session:

ñSpoke w ith personal experience. H e w as the right age! H igh energy; clearly
successful already.ò
ñA dam  w as obviously know ledgeable regarding the topic and this translated
into his passion and interest. This allow ed him  to be very effective. O ne
w ordð EX CELLEN T!ò
ñA lthough junior in experience, he dealt w ith the studies in an interesting
w ay. G ood job. Very energetic and dynam ic.ò
ñI canôt believe A dam  is only tw elve! H e did a great job.ò

Pow erless com m unication had m ade all the difference. Instead of w orking to establish m y
credentials, I m ade m yself vulnerable, and called out the elephant in the room . Later, I adopted the
sam e approach w hen teaching A rm y generals and N avy flag officers, and it w orked just as w ell. I
w as using m y natural com m unication style, and it helped m e connect w ith a skeptical audience.

Takers tend to w orry that revealing w eaknesses w ill com prom ise their dom inance and authority.
G ivers are m uch m ore com fortable expressing vulnerability: theyôre interested in helping others, not
gaining pow er over them , so theyôre not afraid of exposing chinks in their arm or. By m aking
them selves vulnerable, givers can actually build prestige.

B ut thereôs a tw ist: expressing vulnerability is only effective if the audience receives other signals
establishing the speakerôs com petence. In a classic experim ent led by the psychologist Elliot
A ronson, students listened to one of four tapes of a candidate auditioning for a Q uiz Bow l team . H alf
of the tim e, the candidate w as an expert, getting 92 percent of questions right. The other half of the
tim e, the candidate had only average know ledge, getting 30 percent right.

A s expected, audiences favored the expert. B ut an interesting w rinkle em erged w hen the tape
included a clum sy behavior by the candidate. D ishes crashed, and the candidate said, ñO h, m y
goodnessð Iôve spilled coffee all over m y new  suit.ò

W hen the average candidate w as clum sy, audiences liked him  even less.
B ut w hen the expert w as clum sy, audiences liked him  even m ore.
Psychologists call this the pratfall effect. Spilling a cup of coffee hurt the im age of the average

candidate: it w as just another reason for the audience to dislike him . But the sam e blunder helped the
expert appear hum an and approachableð instead of superior and distant.* This explains w hy D ave
W altonôs stuttering m ade a positive im pression on the jury. The fact that D ave w as w illing to m ake
him self vulnerable, putting his stutter out for the w orld to see, earned their respect and adm iration.
The jurors liked and trusted him , and they listened carefully to him . This set the stage for D ave to
convince them  w ith the substance of his argum ents.

Establishing vulnerability is especially im portant for a law yer like D ave W alton. D ave has a
giver tendency: he spends a great deal of tim e m entoring junior associates, and he fights passionately
for justice on behalf of his clients. B ut these arenôt the first attributes that a jury sees: his appearance



doesnôt exactly ooze w arm th. ñIôm  a big guy w ith a m ilitary look,ò D ave explains,

and I have an intense streak. In the trade secrets trial, I w ouldnôt say stuttering is
w hy I w on, but it helped m y credibility: it m ade m e a real person. It gave them  an
insight into m y character that they liked. It hum anized m e: this is a guy w e can
pull for. It m ade m e seem  less polished, and m ore credible as an advocate.
People think you have to be this polished, perfect person. A ctually, you donôt
w ant a law yer w ho is too slick. G ood trial law yers aim  to be an expert and a
regular guy at the sam e tim e.

W hen D ave W alton stands in front of a jury in spite of his stutter, they can see that he cares deeply
about his clientsð he believes in them  enough that heôs w illing to expose his ow n vulnerability to
support them . This sends a pow erful m essage to his audience that helps w in them  over by increasing
his prestige and softening the dom inance in his natural appearance.



Selling: Separating the Sw indlers from  the Sam aritans
Expressing vulnerability in w ays that are unrelated to com petence m ay build prestige, but itôs only a
starting point for givers to exercise influence. To effectively influence people, w e need to convert the
respect that w e earn into a reason for our audiences to change their attitudes and behaviors. N ow here
is this clearer than in sales, w here the entire job depends on getting people to buyð and buy m ore. W e
often stereotype salespeople as m anipulative and M achiavellian, thinking of great sellers as
intim idating, confrontational, self-serving, or even som etim es deceitful. D aniel Pink finds that the first
w ords that com e to m ind w hen w e think of salespeople are pushy, ugh, and yuck. In one study, people
ranked the forty-four m ost com m only chosen M BA occupations in term s of how  socially responsible
they w ere. Salesperson ranked forty-third, barely above stockbroker at the very bottom  of the social
responsibility list. This sets up the expectation that top salespeople m ust be takers, yet in the opening
chapter, w e saw  a preview  of evidence that m any highly productive salespeople are givers. H ow  do
givers sell effectively?

Bill G rum bles is a pow erful executive, but if you m et him , you probably w ouldnôt realize it. H e
speaks so softly that you m ight find yourself leaning forw ard just to hear him . A fter w orking his w ay
up to a vice presidency at H BO , he becam e the president of w orldw ide distribution for TBS.
Throughout his career, G rum bles has gone out of his w ay to help and m entor others. Today, he spends
his tim e coaching business students on leadership and volunteering to give them  career advice. Early
on, pow erless com m unication actually helped him  rise to the top of H B O ôs sales charts.

Back in 1977, H BO  w as an unknow n brand; m ost A m ericans didnôt even have cable. G rum bles
w as in his late tw enties, and he w as sent to open an H BO  sales office in K ansas City. H e had no sales
experience, so he started doing w hat he did best as a giver: asking questions. H is questions w ere
sincere, and custom ers responded. ñI w ould be on a sales call, and Iôd look at the w alls, around the
office, and see their interests. Iôd ask about their grandchildren, or their favorite sports team . I w ould
ask a question, and custom ers w ould talk for tw enty m inutes.ò O ther salespeople w ere bringing in one
contract a m onth. G rum bles w as four tim es as productive: he brought in one contract a w eek.

By asking questions and listening to the answ ers, G rum bles show ed his custom ers that he cared
about their interests. This built prestige: custom ers respected and adm ired the concern that he
show ed. A fter one of his early sales calls, a custom er took him  aside to tell him  he w as a ñgreat
conversationalist.ò G rum bles laughs: ñIôd hardly said a thing!ò

A sking questions opened the door for custom ers to experience w hat the psychologist Jam es
Pennebaker calls the joy of talking. Years ago, Pennebaker divided strangers into sm all groups.
Im agine that youôve just joined one of his groups, and you have fifteen m inutes to talk w ith strangers
about a topic of your choice. You m ight chat about your hom etow n, w here you w ent to college, or
your career.

A fter the fifteen m inutes are up, you rate how  m uch you like the group. It turns out that the m ore
you talked, the m ore you like the group. This isnôt surprising, since people love to talk about
them selves. But let m e ask you another question: H ow  m uch did you learn about the group?

Logically, learning about the people around you should depend on listening. The less you talk, the
m ore you should discover about the group. But Pennebaker found the opposite: the m ore you talk, the
m ore you think youôve learned about the group. By talking like a taker and dom inating the



conversation, you believe youôve actually com e to know  the people around you, even though they
barely spoke. In O pening U p, Pennebaker m uses, ñM ost of us find that com m unicating our thoughts is
a suprem ely enjoyable learning experience.ò

Itôs the givers, by virtue of their interest in getting to know  us, w ho ask us the questions that enable
us to experience the joy of learning from  ourselves. A nd by giving us the floor, givers are actually
learning about us and from  us, w hich helps them  figure out how  to sell us things w e already value.

To shed further light on how  givers sell successfully, I w ant to take you on a journey to Raleigh,
N orth C arolina, w here Iôm  posing as a m ystery shopper. Iôm  w orking w ith an innovative optom etry
com pany called Eye C are A ssociates, w ith the goal of figuring out w hat distinguishes star sellers
from  the rest of the pack. Every em ployee in the com pany has filled out a survey about w hether
theyôre givers, takers, or m atchers, and now  itôs tim e for m e to see them  in action.

I enter an eye care office and express an interest in replacing a pair of broken sunglass fram es that
I purchased at LensCrafters. I w alk over to a display case, and Iôm  approached by m y very first
salesm an. H e show s m e a snazzy pair of glasses, and sw iftly launches into a com pelling pitch w ith
pow erful com m unication. The lenses are tailor-m ade for driving. The contours of the fram es
accentuate the shape of m y face. The color m atches m y skin tone. Iôve never been m istaken for cool,
but I briefly flirt w ith the fantasy that these shades could transform  m e into Jam es Bondð or at least
Jam es W oods. W hen I express concerns about the price, the salesm an confidently assures m e that
theyôre w orth it. They fit m e so perfectly, he says, that the designers m ust have had a w inning face like
m ine in m ind w hen they created these shades. I develop a sneaking suspicion that heôs flattering m e to
m ake the sale. Taker?

A t another office, the salesperson offers to do m e a favor. H eôll replace m y fram es for free, if I
sw itch over to his office for eye exam s. M atcher . . . and I have the survey data to back it up.

W hoôs the m ore successful seller: the taker or the m atcher?
N either. B oth are right in the m iddle of the pack.
A t a third office in K nightdale, N orth C arolina, I m eet K ildare Escoto. K ildare is an im posing

figure, w ith thick eyebrow s and a thin goatee. H eôs a serious w eightlifter, and if you asked him  right
now , he could drop and do a hundred push-ups w ithout breaking a sw eat. H is parents are from  the
D om inican R epublic, and he grew  up in rough-and-tum ble N ew  York City. H e has the sam e title as the
tw o salespeople I m et at other offices, but his style couldnôt be m ore different.

W eôre the exact sam e age, but K ildare calls m e ñsir,ò and I sense that he m eans it. H e speaks
softly and asks m e som e basic questions before he even pulls out a single tray of sunglasses from  the
case. H ave I ever been here before? D o I have a prescription to fill? W hatôs m y lifestyle likeð do I
play sports? H e listens carefully to m y answ ers and gives m e som e space to contem plate.

I have 20/20 vision, but K ildare is so good that I suddenly feel the urge to buy a pair of shades. I
blow  m y cover. I tell him  Iôm  studying the techniques of outstanding salespeopleð is he w illing to
discuss his approach? K ildare objects. ñI donôt look at it as selling,ò he explains. ñI see m yself as an
optician. W eôre in the m edical field first, retail second, sales m aybe third. M y job is to take the
patient, ask the patient questions, and see w hat the patient needs. M y m ind-set is not to sell. M y job is
to help. M y m ain purpose is to educate and inform  patients on w hatôs im portant. M y true concern in
the long run is that the patient can see.ò

The data reveal tw o striking facts about K ildare Escoto. First, in m y survey, he had the single
highest giver score of any em ployee in the com pany. Second, he w as also the top-selling optician in



the entire com pany, bringing in m ore than double the average sales revenue.
Itôs not a coincidence. The second-highest seller also m ore than doubled the average, and sheôs a

giver too. H er nam e is N ancy Phelps, and she has the sam e philosophy as K ildare. ñI get involved
w ith patients, ask w here they w ork, w hat their hobbies are, w hat they like to do on vacations. Itôs
about the patients and their needs.ò Itôs revealing that w hen patients w alk in the door, they ask for
N ancy. ñIôm  a real believer in giving patients their new  fresh eyes that theyôre going to see their best
in,ò she says.

To see w hether K ildare and N ancy are exceptions to the rule, D ane Barnes and I asked hundreds
of opticians to com plete a survey m easuring w hether they w ere takers, m atchers, or givers. W e also
gave them  an intelligence test, assessing their ability to solve com plex problem s. Then w e tracked
their sales revenue over the course of an entire year.

Even after controlling for intelligence, the givers outsold the m atchers and takers. The average
giver brought in over 30 percent m ore annual revenue than m atchers and 68 percent m ore than takers.
Even though m atchers and takers together represented over 70 percent of the sellers, half of the top
sellers w ere givers. If all opticians w ere givers, the average com panyôs annual revenue w ould spike
from  approxim ately $11.5 m illion to m ore than $15.1 m illion. G ivers are the top sellers, and a key
reason is pow erless com m unication.

A sking questions is a form  of pow erless com m unication that givers adopt naturally. Q uestions
w ork especially w ell w hen the audience is already skeptical of your influence, such as w hen you lack
credibility or status, or w hen youôre in a highly com petitive negotiation situation. N eil R ackham  spent
nine years studying expert and average negotiators. H e identified expert negotiators as those w ho
w ere rated as highly effective by both sides, and had a strong track record of success w ith few
failures. H e recorded m ore than one hundred negotiations and com bed through them  to see how  the
experts differed from  average negotiators. The expert negotiators spent m uch m ore tim e trying to
understand the other sideôs perspective: questions m ade up over 21 percent of the expertsô com m ents
but less than 10 percent of the average negotiatorsô com m ents.

If K ildare w ere a taker, heôd be m ore interested in leading w ith his ow n answ ers than asking
questions. But instead of telling patients w hat they w ant, he asks them  w hat they w ant. O ne day, M rs.
Jones com es out of an eye exam , and K ildare approaches her to find out if sheôs interested in a new
pair of glasses. In one eye, sheôs nearsighted. In the other eye, sheôs farsighted. H er doctor has
prescribed a m ultifocal lens, but sheôs clearly skeptical. Sheôs there to get her eyes exam ined, and has
no intention of m aking an expensive purchase. She tells K ildare she doesnôt w ant to try the new  lens.

Instead of delivering an assertive pitch, K ildare starts asking her questions. ñW hat kind of w ork
do you do?ò H e learns that she w orks at a com puter, and he notices that w hen sheôs trying to read, she
turns her head to privilege her nearsighted eye. W hen sheôs looking at som ething in the distance, as
w hen driving, she turns her head the other w ay to rely on her farsighted eye. K ildare asks w hy the
doctor has prescribed a new  lens, and she m entions that sheôs struggling w ith distance, com puter
w ork, and reading. H e sees that sheôs getting frustrated and reassures her: ñIf you feel you donôt need
corrective lenses, Iôm  not going to w aste your tim e. Let m e just ask you one m ore question: w hen w ill
you w ear these glasses?ò She says they w ould really only be useful at w ork, and theyôre aw fully
expensive if she can only w ear them  part of the day.

A s he listens to her answ er, K ildare realizes that his custom er has a m isconception about how
m ultifocal lenses can be used. H e gently explains that she can use m ultifocal lenses not only at w ork,



but also in the car and at hom e. Sheôs intrigued, and she tries them  on. A few  m inutes later, she
decides to get fitted for her very first pair of m ultifocal glasses, spending $725. A taker m ight have
lost the sale. By asking questions, K ildare w as able to understand her concerns and address them .

B ut m aybe w eôre stacking the deck in favor of givers. A fter all, opticians are selling in the health
care industry, w here itôs easy to believe in the product and care about patients in need. Can givers
succeed in sales jobs w here custom ers are m ore skeptical, like insurance? In one study, m anagers
rated the giving behaviors of m ore than a thousand insurance salespeople. Even in insurance, the
higher the salespersonôs giver score, the greater that salespersonôs revenue, policies sold,
applications, sales quotas m et, and com m issions earned.

B y asking questions and getting to know  their custom ers, givers build trust and gain know ledge
about their custom ersô needs. O ver tim e, this m akes them  better and better at selling. In one study,
pharm aceutical salespeople w ere assigned to a new  product w ith no existing client base. Each
quarter, even though the salespeople w ere paid com m ission, the givers pulled further ahead of the
others.* M oreover, giving w as the only characteristic to predict perform ance: it didnôt m atter w hether
the salespeople w ere conscientious or carefree, extroverted or introverted, em otionally stable or
anxious, and open-m inded or traditional. The defining quality of a top pharm aceutical salesperson
w as being a giver. A nd pow erless com m unication, m arked by questions, is the defining quality of
how  givers sell.

O ut of curiosity, are you planning to vote in the next presidential election?
B y asking you that one question, Iôve just increased the odds that you w ill actually vote by 41

percent.
Thatôs another benefit of pow erless com m unication. M any people assum e that the key to

persuasive skill is to deliver a confident, assertive pitch. But in daily life, w eôre bom barded by
advertisers, telem arketers, salespeople, fund-raisers, and politicians trying to convince us that w e
w ant to buy their products, use their services, and support their causes. W hen w e hear a pow erful
persuasive m essage, w e get suspicious. In som e cases, w eôre concerned about being tricked, duped,
or m anipulated by a taker. In other situations, w e just w ant to m ake our ow n free choices, rather than
having our decisions controlled by som eone else. So if I tell you to go out and vote, you m ight resist.
But w hen I ask if youôre planning to vote, you donôt feel like Iôm  trying to influence you. Itôs an
innocent query, and instead of resisting m y influence, you reflect on it. ñW ell, I do care about being a
good citizen, and I w ant to support m y candidate.ò This doesnôt feel like Iôm  persuading you. A s
A ronson explains, youôve been convinced by som eone you already like and trust:

Yourself.
D ave W alton know s w hy questions are effective persuasive devices. H e sees great law yers as

salespeople, and itôs im portant that they donôt sell their argum ents too assertively, like takers. ñThe
art of advocacy is to lead you to m y conclusion on your term s. I w ant you to form  your ow n
conclusions: youôll hold on to them  m ore strongly. I try to w alk jurors up to that line, drop them  off,
and let them  m ake up their ow n m inds.ò Thoughtful questions pave the w ay for jurors to persuade
them selves. A ccording to A ronson, ñin direct persuasion, the audience is constantly aw are of the fact
that they have been persuaded by another. W here self-persuasion occurs, people are convinced that
the m otivation for change has com e from  w ithin.ò

B y asking people questions about their plans and intentions, w e increase the likelihood that they
actually act on these plans and intentions. Research show s that if I ask you w hether youôre planning to



buy a new  com puter in the next six m onths, youôll be 18 percent m ore likely to go out and get one. But
it only w orks if you already feel good about the intention that the question targets. Studies show  that
asking questions about your plans to floss your teeth and avoid fatty foods significantly enhances the
odds that you w ill actually floss and eat healthy. These are desirable actions, so questions open the
door for you to persuade yourself to engage in them .* But if I ask about your plans to do som ething
undesirable, questions donôt w ork. For exam ple, are you planning to eat som e chocolate-covered
grasshoppers this m onth?

A fter thinking about it, youôre probably even less likely to do it. In the exam ples that w eôve
covered so far, the givers w ere selling desirable products to interested custom ers. W hen B ill
G rum bles w as selling H BO , he had custom ers w ho w ere open to a better cable product. W hen
K ildare Escoto and N ancy Phelps sell glasses, they have patients w ho need new  fram es or lenses.
H ow  do givers change the m inds of audiences w ho arenôt so receptive?



Persuading: The Technique of Tentative Talk
In 2004, Volksw agenôs retail them e w as ñD rive it. Youôll get it.ò C onsum ers connected w ith the
double m eaning. The line conveyed that to fully appreciate a Volksw agenôs perform ance features, you
had to sit behind the w heel. It also carried another m essage: if you take the car for a test drive, youôll
love it so m uch that youôll end up buying it. It w as just one of a string of m em orable cam paigns from
A rnold W orldw ide, Volksw agenôs advertising agency. But D on Lane, the m an w ho generated the
clever ñD rive it. Youôll get itò them e, never appeared in the credits.

Lane w as a senior account executive, not a m em ber of the creative departm ent. H is job w as to
package and sell the creative team ôs ideas. O ne day, w hile stuck on a strategic brief for the creative
team , an idea popped into his head. Instead of w riting the strategy, he w rote a sam ple script that
ended w ith the line, ñD rive it. Youôll get it.ò

It w asnôt standard practice for an account person to com e to the creative team  w ith a solution,
instead of a problem  to solve. In fact, it w as forbidden for an account guy to contribute to the creative
process. So Lane had a dilem m a: how  could he get the creative team  to listen? If he w ere a taker, he
m ight have storm ed into the creative directorôs office to pitch the line, lobby pow erfully for it, and
dem and full credit. If he w ere a m atcher, he m ight have offered a favor to the creative team  and hoped
for reciprocity, or called in a favor ow ed. But Lane leaned in the giver direction. H e w asnôt
concerned about the credit; he just w anted to help the creative team  and see a good line get
im plem ented. ñIn our business, creative people are gifted and deserve to get m ost of, if not all of, the
credit. Som e account m anagem ent people resent that,ò Lane says. ñI knew  that m y job w as to help
creative people and provide space for them  to com e up w ith ideas. I didnôt really care if anyone knew
it w as m y idea. It didnôt m atter w here the idea cam e from . If it w orked, w e w ould all share in the
success.ò

Lane w alked into the creative directorôs office. Instead of using pow erful com m unicationð ñI
have a great line, you should use itòð he w ent w ith a softer approach. H e presented a sam ple radio
script to show  how  it w ould w ork. Then he said to the creative director, ñI know  this is against the
rules, but I w ant to give you a sense of w hat Iôm  talking about. W hat do you think of this line? óD rive
it, youôll get it.ôò

The creative director got it. H e looked up at Lane, sm iled, and said, ñThatôs our cam paign.ò The
cam paign sold m any cars and w on several advertising aw ards.

A lison Fragale, a professor at the University of N orth Carolina, is an expert on the form  of
pow erless com m unication that D on Lane used effectively. Fragale finds that speech styles send
signals about w hoôs a giver and w hoôs a taker. Takers tend to use pow erful speech: theyôre assertive
and direct. G ivers tend to use m ore pow erless speech, talking w ith tentative m arkers like these:

H esitations: ñw ell,ò ñum ,ò ñuh,ò ñyou know ò
H edges: ñkinda,ò ñsorta,ò ñm aybe,ò ñprobably,ò ñI thinkò
D isclaim ers: ñthis m ay be a bad idea, butò
Tag questions: ñthatôs interesting, isnôt it?ò or ñthatôs a good idea, right?ò
Intensifiers: ñreally,ò ñvery,ò ñquiteò



These m arkers send a clear m essage to the audience: the speaker lacks confidence and authority.
Lacking confidence is a bad thing, right?

If w e break dow n how  D on Lane pitched his idea, w e can see tw o m arkers of pow erless speech:
a disclaim er and a tag question. H is disclaim er w as ñI know  this is against the rules, but,ò and his tag
question w as ñW hat do you think?ò Fragale show s that w hen people have to w ork closely together,
such as in team s and service relationships, pow erless speech is actually m ore influential than
pow erful speech.

To illustrate one of her studies, im agine that your plane has just crash-landed in the desert. Youôre
w ith your cow orker, Jam ie. You have to prioritize tw elve item s, including a flashlight and a m ap, in
order of im portance for survival. You share your rankings w ith Jam ie, w ho disagrees. Youôre not a
fan of the flashlight. But Jam ie thinks itôs critical, and decides to deliver a forceful m essage:

The flashlight needs to be rated higher. It is the only reliable night signaling
device; also, the reflector and lens could be used to start a fire, w hich is another
w ay to signal for help. Put it higher.

Jam ie sounds like a takerð and probably is, since takers are inclined to give orders like this. A re
you w illing to listen to Jam ie?

If youôre like m ost people, the answ er is no. Youôre supposed to be collaborating, and you donôt
w ant to be told w hat to do, so you resist Jam ieôs influence. In trying to establish dom inance, Jam ie
has lost prestige. B ut w hat if Jam ie m akes the sam e suggestion, talking m ore tentatively, and adding
som e questions and hedges?

D o you think the flashlight should m aybe be rated higher? It m ay be a pretty
reliable night signaling device. A lso, m aybe the reflector and lens could be used
to start a fire, w hich could possibly be another w ay to signal for help.

In Fragaleôs study, people w ere m uch m ore receptive to this version. Pow erless speech signals
that Jam ie is a giver. B y talking tentatively, Jam ie show s a w illingness to defer to you, or at least take
your opinion into consideration. Fragale finds that even w hen Jam ie delivers the exact sam e m essage
in the exact sam e tone both tim es, adding m arkers of tentative talk such as hedges, tag questions, and
intensifiers earns greater respect and influence. This is w hy the creative director w as so open to D on
Laneôs idea: Lane signaled that he w asnôt trying to threaten the directorôs authority. It w as clear to the
creative director that Lane w as just trying to share a good idea, and the director knew  a good idea
w hen he saw  it.*

O ver tim e, talking tentatively paid off for Lane. H e brought ideas up gently and didnôt ask for
credit. ñC reative people responded to this approach, and it gave m e credibility w hen I had a creative
idea w orth sharing,ò Lane explains. W hereas m any of his peers had conflicts w ith creative people,
Lane developed a reputation for being a rare account guy w ith w hom  creative people enjoyed
w orking. Instead of seeing him  as an outsider stepping on their toes, they saw  him  as a helpful
contributor. They frequently requested him  on projects, often saying, ñH eôs helping us. H eôs not a
typical account guy. Letôs keep him  involved and give him  m ore opportunities.ò K now ing that he w as



generous and open, creative team s w ere w illing to share ideas w ith him  and w elcom e his input, rather
than guarding their turf m ore closely.

Laneôs ability to contribute to creative team s attracted the attention of senior m anagem ent. A t an
unusually early stage in his career, Lane w as invited to play a key role in the w orld-renow ned
ñD rivers w antedò cam paign for Volksw agen. ñG ivers fear that theyôll becom e invisible,ò Lane says.
ñBut Iôve seen givers thrive because people like w orking w ith and trust them . R ealizing this w as a
m ajor turbo boost early in m y career.ò Lane w as prom oted m ore quickly than m any of his peers, and
he is now  an executive vice president and executive director at A rnold. In the w ords of one creative
vice president, ñD on is a com plete team  player . . . If I have another opportunity to w ork w ith D onð I
w ould jum p at the chance.ò

A n analysis of tentative talk points to another reason w hy D ave W altonôs stutter m ight have helped
him  connect w ith the jury in the trade secrets trial. H esitations, hedges, and intensifiers are built-in
features of stuttering. W hen a jury hears D ave W alton stutter, he no longer sounds dom inant and
im posing. They donôt feel that heôs trying to convince them , so they low er their resistance. They
becom e just a bit m ore open to being persuaded by him .

W hen givers use pow erless speech, they show  us that they have our best interests at heart. But
thereôs one role in w hich people tend to avoid talking tentatively: leadership. N ot long ago, a
m arketing m anager nam ed B arton H ill found out w hy. H e w as leading a business unit at a financial
services firm , and he w as invited to interview  for a m ajor prom otion to a higher-level position,
w here he w ould lead m ultiple business units. The interview er opened w ith a softball question: tell us
about your successes. H ill started talking about his team ôs accom plishm ents, w hich w ere quite
im pressive.

A lthough H ill w as the front-runner for the position, he didnôt get it. The interview er told him  he
didnôt sound like a leader. ñI kept using w ords like we and us,ò H ill says. ñI didnôt use enough first-
person singular pronouns, like I and m e. I found out later that it didnôt seem  like I w as a leader. H e
thought I didnôt drive the team ôs success, and w anted som eone w ho could.ò The interview er expected
H ill to speak m ore assertively, and pow erless com m unication cost him  the job.

B y speaking w ith greater speed, volum e, assertiveness, and certainty, takers convince us that they
know  w hat theyôre talking about. In one study conducted by psychologists in California, takers w ere
judged by group m em bers as m ore com petent, but in reality, they w erenôt m ore com petent. Takers, the
studyôs authors report, ñattain influence because they behave in w ays that m ake them  appear
com petentð even w hen they actually lack com petence.ò

B y failing to use pow erful speech in his interview , B arton H ill failed to create the im pression of
dom inance. Yet the sam e pow erless com m unication that cost him  the prom otion ended up earning
prestige, m aking his team s successful. W hereas pow erful com m unication m ight be effective in a one-
shot job interview , in a team  or a service relationship, it loses the respect and adm iration of others.
Psychologists in A m sterdam  have show n that although group m em bers perceive takers as highly
effective leaders, takers actually underm ine group perform ance. Speaking dom inantly convinces
group m em bers that takers are pow erful, but it stifles inform ation sharing, preventing m em bers from
com m unicating good ideas. ñTeam s love it w hen their leader presents a w ork product as a
collaborative effort. Thatôs w hat inspires them  to contribute,ò H ill reflects. ñThe paradox com es from
people thinking an inclusive leader isnôt strong enough to lead a team , w hen in fact that leader is
stronger, because he engenders the support of the team . People bond to givers, like



electrom agnetism .ò Eventually, H ill left for another com pany, and three of his form er em ployees
approached him  about joining his team . This type of loyalty has paid off in the long run: H illôs team s
have been w ildly successful. H e is now  a m anaging director and global head of m arketing at Citi
Transaction Services, a division of m ore than tw enty thousand people.

O f course, thereôs a tim e and a place for leaders to use pow erful speech. In a study of pizza
franchises, colleagues Francesca G ino, D ave H ofm ann, and I found that w hen m ost em ployees in a
store are dutiful follow ers, m anagers are w ell served to speak pow erfully. B ut w hen m ost em ployees
are proactive, generating new  ideas for cooking and delivering pizzas m ore efficiently, pow erful
speech backfires. W hen em ployees w ere proactive, m anagers w ho talked forcefully led their stores to
14 percent low er profits than m anagers w ho talked less assertively and m ore tentatively. B y
conveying dom inance, the pow erful speakers discouraged their proactive em ployees from
contributing. W hen people use pow erful com m unication, others perceive them  as ñpreferring and
pursuing individual accom plishm ents,ò Fragale w rites, ñat the expense of group accom plishm ents.ò
Through talking tentatively, the pow erless speakers earned prestige: they show ed openness to
proactive ideas that w ould benefit the group.

To see if this effect w ould hold up in a m ore controlled setting, m y colleagues and I brought team s
of people together to fold T-shirts. W e instructed half of the team  leaders to talk forcefully, and asked
the other half to talk m ore tentatively. O nce again, w hen team  m em bers w ere passive follow ers, the
pow erful speakers did just fine. But w hen team  m em bers w ere highly proactive, taking initiative to
com e up w ith a faster w ay to fold T-shirts, the pow erless speakers w ere m uch m ore effective.
Proactive team s had 22 percent higher average output under leaders w ho spoke pow erlessly than
pow erfully. Team  m em bers saw  the pow erful speakers as threatened by ideas, view ing the pow erless
speakers as m ore receptive to suggestions. Talking tentatively didnôt establish dom inance, but it
earned plenty of prestige. Team  m em bers w orked m ore productively w hen the tentative talkers
show ed that they w ere open to advice.

To a taker, this receptivity to advice m ay sound like a w eakness. By listening to other peopleôs
suggestions, givers m ight end up being unduly influenced by their colleagues. But w hat if seeking
advice is actually a strategy for influencing other people? W hen givers sit dow n at the bargaining
table, they benefit from  advice in unexpected w ays.



N egotiating: Seeking A dvice in the Shadow  of a D oubt
In 2007, a Fortune 500 com pany closed a plant in the M idw est United States. O ne of the people to
lose her position w as an effervescent research scientist nam ed A nnie. The com pany offered A nnie a
transfer to the East Coast, but it w ould require her to give up on her education. W hile w orking full
tim e, A nnie w as enrolled in a nighttim e M BA program . She couldnôt afford to quit her job, and if she
did, the com pany w ould no longer pay for her degree. Yet if she accepted the transfer, she w ouldnôt
be able to continue studying. She w as in a bind, w ith little tim e and few  options.

Tw o w eeks later, som ething extraordinary happened: she w as offered a seat on the com panyôs
private jet, w hich w as norm ally available only to top executives, w ith unlim ited access until she
finished her M BA . She accepted the transfer and spent the next nine m onths riding the corporate jet
back and forth, tw ice a w eek, until she finished her degree. The com pany also paid for her rental car
every w eek and com m ercial plane tickets w hen the corporate jet w asnôt running. H ow  did she get the
com pany to m ake such a big investm ent in her?

A nnie landed all of these perks w ithout ever negotiating. Instead, she used a form  of pow erless
com m unication thatôs quite fam iliar to givers.

Entering negotiations, takers typically w ork to establish a dom inant position. H ad A nnie been a
taker, she m ight have com piled a list of all of her m erits and attracted counteroffers from  rival
com panies to strengthen her position. M atchers are m ore inclined to see negotiating as an opportunity
for quid pro quo. If A nnie w ere a m atcher, she w ould have gone to a senior leader w ho ow ed her a
favor and asked for reciprocity. But A nnie is a giver: she m entors dozens of colleagues, volunteers
for the United W ay, and visits elem entary school classes to interest students in science. W hen her
colleagues m ake a m istake, sheôs regularly the one to take responsibility, shielding them  from  the
blam e at the expense of her ow n perform ance. She once w ithdrew  a job application w hen she learned
that a friend w as applying for the sam e position.

A s a giver, A nnie w asnôt com fortable bargaining like a taker or a m atcher, so she chose an
entirely different strategy. She reached out to a hum an resources m anager and asked for advice. ñIf
you w ere in m y shoes, w hat w ould you do?ò

The m anager becam e A nnieôs advocate. She reached out to the heads of A nnieôs departm ent and
site, and started to lobby on A nnieôs behalf. The departm ent head, in turn, called A nnie and asked
w hat he could do to keep her. A nnie m entioned that she w anted to finish her M B A , but couldnôt afford
to fly back and forth. In response, the departm ent head offered her a seat on the jet.

N ew  research show s that advice seeking is a surprisingly effective strategy for exercising
influence w hen w e lack authority. In one experim ent, researcher K atie Liljenquist had people
negotiate the possible sale of com m ercial property. W hen the sellers focused on their goal of getting
the highest possible price, only 8 percent reached a successful agreem ent. W hen the sellers asked the
buyers for advice on how  to m eet their goals, 42 percent reached a successful agreem ent. A sking for
advice encouraged greater cooperation and inform ation sharing, turning a potentially contentious
negotiation into a w in-w in deal. Studies dem onstrate that across the m anufacturing, financial services,
insurance, and pharm aceuticals industries, seeking advice is am ong the m ost effective w ays to
influence peers, superiors, and subordinates. A dvice seeking tends to be significantly m ore
persuasive than the takerôs preferred tactics of pressuring subordinates and ingratiating superiors.



A dvice seeking is also consistently m ore influential than the m atcherôs default approach of trading
favors.

This is true even in the upper echelons of m ajor corporations. R ecently, strategy professors Ithai
Stern and Jam es W estphal studied executives at 350 large U .S. industrial and service firm s, hoping to
find out how  executives land seats on boards of directors. B oard seats are coveted by executives, as
they often pay six-figure salaries, send clear status signals, and enrich netw orks by granting access to
the corporate elite.

Takers assum e that the best path to a board seat is ingratiation. They flatter a director w ith
com plim ents, or track dow n his friends to praise him  indirectly. Yet Stern and W estphal found that
flattery only w orked w hen it w as coupled w ith advice seeking. Instead of just com plim enting a
director, executives w ho got board seats w ere m ore likely to seek advice along w ith the com plim ent.
W hen praising a directorôs skill, the advice-seeking executives asked how  she m astered it. W hen
extolling a directorôs success in a task, these executives asked for recom m endations about how  to
replicate his success. W hen executives asked a director for advice in this m anner, that director w as
significantly m ore likely to recom m end them  for a board appointm entð and they landed m ore board
seats as a result.

A dvice seeking is a form  of pow erless com m unication that com bines expressing vulnerability,
asking questions, and talking tentatively. W hen w e ask others for advice, w eôre posing a question that
conveys uncertainty and m akes us vulnerable. Instead of confidently projecting that w e have all the
answ ers, w eôre adm itting that others m ight have superior know ledge. A s a result, takers and m atchers
tend to shy aw ay from  advice seeking. From  a takerôs perspective, asking for advice m eans
acknow ledging that you donôt have all the answ ers. Takers m ay fear that seeking advice m ight m ake
them  look w eak, dependent, or incom petent. Theyôre w rong: research show s that people w ho
regularly seek advice and help from  know ledgeable colleagues are actually rated m ore favorably by
supervisors than those w ho never seek advice and help.

A ppearing vulnerable doesnôt bother givers, w ho w orry far less about protecting their egos and
projecting certainty. W hen givers ask for advice, itôs because theyôre genuinely interested in learning
from  others. M atchers hold back on advice seeking for a different reason: they m ight ow e som ething
in return.

A ccording to Liljenquist, advice seeking has four benefits: learning, perspective taking,
com m itm ent, and flattery. W hen A nnie asked for advice, she discovered som ething she didnôt know
before: the com panyôs jet had extra seats, and it traveled back and forth betw een her tw o key
locations. H ad she lobbied m ore assertively instead of seeking advice, she m ight never have gained
this inform ation. In fact, A nnie had several previous conversations in w hich no one m entioned the jet.

This brings us to the second benefit of advice seeking: encouraging others to take our
perspectives. In A nnieôs previous conversations, w here she didnôt ask for advice, the departm ent
head focused on the com panyôs interest in transferring her w hile saving as m uch m oney as possible.
The advice request changed the conversation. W hen w e ask for advice, in order to give us a
recom m endation, advisers have to look at the problem  or dilem m a from  our point of view . It w as only
w hen A nnie sought guidance that the departm ent head ended up considering the problem  from  her
perspective, at w hich point the corporate jet daw ned on him  as a solution.

O nce the departm ent head proposed this solution, the third benefit of advice seeking kicked in:
com m itm ent. The departm ent head played a key role in generating the jet solution. Since it w as his



idea and he had already invested som e tim e and energy in trying to help A nnie, he w as highly
m otivated to help her further. H e ended up paying for the rental car that she used in the M idw est and
agreeing to fund com m ercial flights if the corporate jet w as not running.

Thereôs no doubt that A nnie earned these privileges through a com bination of hard w ork, talent,
and generosity. B ut a clever study sheds further light on w hy the departm ent head w as so m otivated to
offer A nnie m ore than just the corporate jet. H alf a century ago, the psychologists Jon Jecker and
D avid Landy paid people for succeeding on a geom etry task. In the control group, the participants
kept the m oney, and visited the departm ent secretary to fill out a final questionnaire. But w hen another
group of participants started to leave, the researcher asked them  for help. ñI w as w ondering if you
w ould do m e a favor. The funds for this experim ent have run out and I am  using m y ow n m oney to
finish the experim ent. A s a favor to m e, w ould you m ind returning the m oney you w on?ò

N early all of the participants gave the m oney back. W hen questioned about how  m uch they liked
the researcher, the people w ho had done him  the favor liked him  substantially m ore than the people
w ho didnôt. W hy?

W hen w e give our tim e, energy, know ledge, or resources to help others, w e strive to m aintain a
belief that theyôre w orthy and deserving of our help. Seeking advice is a subtle w ay to invite som eone
to m ake a com m itm ent to us. O nce the departm ent head took the tim e to offer advice to A nnie, he
becam e m ore invested in her. H elping A nnie generate a solution reinforced his com m itm ent to her:
she m ust be w orthy of his tim e. If she w asnôt im portant to him , w hy w ould he have bothered to help
her? A s Benjam in Franklin w rote in his autobiography, ñH e that has once done you a kindness w ill be
m ore ready to do you another than he w hom  you yourself have obliged.ò

W hen w e ask people for advice, w e grant them  prestige, show ing that w e respect and adm ire their
insights and expertise. Since m ost people are m atchers, they tend to respond favorably and feel
m otivated to support us in return. W hen A nnie approached the hum an resources m anager for advice,
the m anager stepped up and w ent to bat for her. A ccording to biographer W alter Isaacson, Benjam in
Franklin saw  advice seeking as a form  of flattery. Franklin ñhad a fundam ental rule for w inning
friends,ò Isaacson w rites: appeal to ñtheir pride and vanity by constantly seeking their opinion and
advice, and they w ill adm ire you for your judgm ent and w isdom .ò

R egardless of their reciprocity styles, people love to be asked for advice. G iving advice m akes
takers feel im portant, and it m akes givers feel helpful. M atchers often enjoy giving advice for a
different reason: itôs a low -cost w ay of racking up credits that they can cash in later. A s a result, w hen
w e ask people for advice, they tend to respond positively to us.

B ut hereôs the catch: advice seeking only w orks if itôs genuine. In her research on advice seeking,
Liljenquist finds that success ñdepends on the target perceiving it as a sincere and authentic gesture.ò
W hen she directly encouraged people to seek advice as an influence strategy, it fell flat. Their
counterparts recognized them  as fakers: they could tell that the advice seekers w ere ingratiating based
on ulterior m otives. ñPeople w ho are suspected of strategically m anaging im pressions are m ore likely
to be seen as selfish, cold, m anipulative, and untrustw orthy,ò Liljenquist w rites. A dvice seeking w as
only effective w hen people did it spontaneously. Since givers are m ore w illing to seek advice than
takers and m atchers, itôs likely that m any of the spontaneous advice seekers in her studies w ere
givers. They w ere actually interested in other peopleôs perspectives and recom m endations, and they
w ere rated as better listeners.

I believe this applies m ore generally to pow erless com m unication: it w orks for givers because



they establish a sincere intent to act in the best interests of others. W hen presenting, givers m ake it
clear that theyôre expressing vulnerability not only to earn prestige but also to m ake a genuine
connection w ith the audience. W hen selling, givers ask questions in a w ay that conveys the desire to
help custom ers, not take advantage of them . W hen persuading and negotiating, givers speak tentatively
and seek advice because they truly value the ideas and view points of others.

Pow erless com m unication is the natural language of m any givers, and one of the great engines
behind their success. Expressing vulnerability, asking questions, talking tentatively, and seeking
advice can open doors to gaining influence, but the w ay w e direct that influence w ill reverberate
throughout our w ork lives, including som e w eôve already discussed, like building netw orks and
collaborating w ith colleagues. A s youôll see later, not every giver uses pow erless com m unication, but
those w ho do often find that itôs useful in situations w here w e need to build rapport and trust. It canôt
easily be faked, but if you fake it long enough, it m ight becom e m ore real than you expected. A nd as
D ave W alton discovered, pow erless com m unication can be far m ore pow erful and effective than
m eets the ear.



6

T he A rt of M otivation M aintenance
W hy Som e G ivers Burn O ut but O thers Are O n Fire

The intelligent altruists, though less altruistic than the unintelligent altruists, w ill be fitter than both
unintelligent altruists and selfish individuals.

ð H erbert Sim on, N obel Prize w inner in econom ics

Up to this point, w eôve been focusing on how  givers clim b to the top of the success ladder through the
unique w ays that they build netw orks, collaborate, com m unicate, influence, and help others achieve
their potential. But as you saw  in the opening chapter, givers are also m ore likely to end up at the
bottom  of the success ladder. Success involves m ore than just capitalizing on the strengths of giving; it
also requires avoiding the pitfalls. If people give too m uch tim e, they end up m aking sacrifices for
their collaborators and netw ork ties, at the expense of their ow n energy. If people give aw ay too m uch
credit and engage in too m uch pow erless com m unication, itôs all too easy for them  to becom e
pushovers and doorm ats, failing to advance their ow n interests. The consequence: givers end up
exhausted and unproductive.

Since the strategies that catapult givers to the top are distinct from  those that sink givers to the
bottom , itôs critical to understand w hat differentiates successful givers from  failed givers. The next
three chapters exam ine w hy som e givers burn out w hile others are on fire; how  givers avoid being
exploited by takers; and w hat individuals, groups, and organizations can do to protect givers and
spread their success.

Recently, the Canadian psychologists Jerem y Frim er and Larry W alker led an am bitious effort to
figure out w hat m otivates highly successful givers. The participants w ere w inners of the Caring
Canadian Aw ard, the countryôs highest honor for giving, recognizing people w ho have devoted m any
years of their lives to help their com m unities or advance a hum anitarian cause. M any w inners of this
aw ard have sustained extraordinary giving efforts for decades in order to m ake a difference.

To reveal w hat drove them , all of the participants filled out a questionnaire asking them  to list ten



goals in response to ñI typically try to . . .ò Then, W alker conducted in-depth interview s w ith tw enty-
five Caring C anadian w inners and a com parison group of tw enty-five people w ho m atched the
w inners in gender, age, ethnicity, and education, but had not sustained the sam e level or duration of
giving. W alker spent a hundred hours interview ing all fifty people about their lives, covering key
periods and critical events in childhood, adolescence, and adulthood. From  there, independent raters
read the goal lists, listened to the interview  tapes, and rated the degree to w hich the participants
expressed tw o key m otivations: self-interest and other-interest. Self-interest involved pursuing pow er
and achievem ent, w hereas other-interest focused on being generous and helpful. O n w hich set of
m otivations did the C aring Canadian w inners score higher than the com parison group?

The intuitive answ er is other-interest, and itôs correct. In their life stories, the Caring Canadians
m entioned giving and helping m ore than three tim es as often as the com parison group. W hen they
listed their goals, the C aring C anadians listed nearly tw ice as m any goals related to other-interest as
the com parison group. The Caring C anadians highlighted goals like ñserve as a positive role m odel to
young peopleò and ñadvocate for w om en from  a low -incom e bracket.ò The com parison participants
w ere m ore likely to m ention goals like ñget m y golf handicap to a single digit,ò ñbe attractive to
others,ò and ñhunt the biggest deer and catch big fish.ò

B ut hereôs the surprise: the Caring C anadians also scored higher on self-interest. In their life
stories, these highly successful givers m entioned a quest for pow er and achievem ent alm ost tw ice as
often as the com parison group. In their goals, the C aring Canadians had roughly 20 percent m ore
objectives related to gaining influence, earning recognition, and attaining individual excellence. The
successful givers w erenôt just m ore other-oriented than their peers; they w ere also m ore self-
interested. Successful givers, it turns out, are just as am bitious as takers and m atchers.

These results have fascinating im plications for our understanding of w hy som e givers succeed but
others fail. Up until this point, w eôve looked at reciprocity styles on a continuum  from  taking to
giving: is your prim ary concern for your ow n interests or othersô interests? N ow  I w ant to com plicate
that understanding by looking at the interplay of self-interest and other-interest. Takers score high in
self-interest and low  in other-interest: they aim  to m axim ize their ow n success w ithout m uch concern
for other people. B y contrast, givers alw ays score high on other-interest, but they vary in self-interest.
There are tw o types of givers, and they have dram atically different success rates.

Selfless givers are people w ith high other-interest and low  self-interest. They give their tim e and
energy w ithout regard for their ow n needs, and they pay a price for it. Selfless giving is a form  of
pathological altruism , w hich is defined by researcher Barbara O akley as ñan unhealthy focus on
others to the detrim ent of oneôs ow n needs,ò such that in the process of trying to help others, givers
end up harm ing them selves. In one study, college students w ho scored high on selfless giving declined
in grades over the course of the sem ester. These selfless givers adm itted ñm issing class and failing to
study because they w ere attending to friendsô problem s.ò

M ost people assum e that self-interest and other-interest are opposite ends of one continuum . Yet
in m y studies of w hat drives people at w ork, Iôve consistently found that self-interest and other-
interest are com pletely independent m otivations: you can have both of them  at the sam e tim e. A s B ill
G ates argued at the W orld Econom ic Forum , ñthere are tw o great forces of hum an nature: self-
interest, and caring for others,ò and people are m ost successful w hen they are driven by a ñhybrid
engineò of the tw o. If takers are selfish and failed givers are selfless, successful givers are otherish:
they care about benefiting others, but they also have am bitious goals for advancing their ow n



interests.

Selfless giving, in the absence of self-preservation instincts, easily becom es overw helm ing.
Being otherish m eans being w illing to give m ore than you receive, but still keeping your ow n interests
in sight, using them  as a guide for choosing w hen, w here, how , and to w hom  you give. Instead of
seeing self-interest and other-interest as com peting, the Caring Canadians found w ays to integrate
them , so that they could do w ell by doing good. A s youôll see, w hen concern for others is coupled
w ith a healthy dose of concern for the self, givers are less prone to burning out and getting burnedð
and theyôre better positioned to flourish.

***

ñIn W est Philadelphia, born and raised, on the playground is where I spent m ost of m y days . . . I
got in one little fight and m y m om  got scared . . .ò

W hen W ill Sm ith w rote these fam ous lyrics for the them e song of The Fresh Prince of Bel-Air,
the hit sitcom  that launched his career, he had just graduated from  O verbrook H igh School in
Philadelphia. O verbrook has a m ajestic fa­ade, its five-story building resem bling a castle perched
atop a hill. D uring his tim e in the castle, Sm ith w as treated like royalty, earning the nicknam e
ñPrinceò from  teachers for his ability to charm  his w ay out of trouble. Years later, w hen he started a
production com pany, he nam ed it O verbrook Entertainm ent. Sm ith is not the only accom plished
person to attend O verbrook, w hose alum ni include astronaut G uion B luford Jr., the first A frican
A m erican in space, and Jon D rum m ond, an O lym pic gold m edalist in track. O verbrook is one of just
six high schools in the entire U nited States that has seen m ore than ten students go on to play in the
N ational Basketball A ssociation, one of w hom  w as the legendary W ilt C ham berlain.

B ut for m ost students, O verbrook is no fairy tale.
Located at the corner of Fifty-ninth and Lancaster in the heart of W est Philadelphia, O verbrook is

just a few  blocks from  one of the top ten drug corners in the country. Take a stroll past the school, and
itôs not uncom m on to see the drivers of passing cars rolling up their w indow s and locking their doors.
In 2006, O verbrook w as one of tw enty-eight schools in the United States that w as identified as
ñpersistently dangerousò based on crim e statistics. A s of 2011, there w ere roughly 1,200 students



enrolled at O verbrook, and nearly 500 w ere suspended at som e point during the school year, racking
up nearly fifty assaults and tw enty w eapons or drugs charges. The educational prospects for students
are sim ilarly dism al. O n the SAT, O verbrookôs average hovers m ore than three hundred points below
the national average, w ith m ore than three quarters of students in the bottom  25 percent in the country.
N early half of all students w ho start high school at O verbrook w ill never finish: the graduation rate is
just 54 percent.

In the hopes of turning this tragic situation around, a corps of talented, passionate young educators
has arrived at O verbrook from  Teach For A m erica (TFA ), the renow ned nonprofit organization that
sends college graduates to spend tw o years fighting educational inequity as teachers in som e of the
m ost disadvantaged schools in the country. TFA  is filled w ith givers: research show s that the vast
m ajority of teachers join to m ake a difference in studentsô lives. M any com e from  privileged
backgrounds, and theyôre determ ined to help students w ho are less fortunate. A s one anonym ous
teacher put it:

I knew  throughout m y life that I w anted to do som ething w here I help . . . Social
justice issues burn w ithin m e and the fact that so m any students have been so
viciously failed by the school system s in this country is infuriating and
invigorating. I w ant every child to grow  up able to m ake choices . . . education
can be an equalizer . . . itôs a justice issue, and by joining TFA I saw  a w ay to
help m ake it m y issue too.

In the past tw enty years, m ore than tw enty thousand teachers have w orked for TFA , m aking
trem endous strides tow ard prom oting educational equity. But sheltered lives in suburbs and sororities
leave m any teachers dram atically unprepared for the trials and tribulations of inner-city schools.

In the O verbrook hallw ays, the schoolôs m assive difficulties fell hard on the shoulders of a
tw enty-four-year-old TFA neophyte nam ed Conrey Callahan. W ith w hite skin and blond hair, Conrey
stood out in the halls like a sore thum b: 97 percent of O verbrookôs students are A frican A m erican.
Conreyð a dog lover w ho lives w ith Louie, the m utt she rescuedð grew  up in a cozy M aryland
suburb, attending a high school that w as nam ed one of the best in the country. Calling her a ball of
energy w ould be an understatem ent: she runs half-m arathons, captained her high school soccer and
lacrosse team s, and com peted for six years in jum p rope com petitions, m aking the junior O lym pics.
A lthough her intellectual prow ess led her Vanderbilt professors to encourage her to pursue history,
Conrey set her sights on m ore practical m atters: ñI set out to m ake a difference, im proving education
and opportunities for kids in low -incom e com m unities.ò

B ut Conreyôs idealistic dream s of inspiring the next generation of students w ere quickly crushed
by the harsh realities of arriving at school at 6:45 A .M ., staying up until 1:00 A .M . to finish grading and
lesson plans for her Spanish classes, and days m arked by breaking up fights, battling crim e, and trying
to track dow n truant students w ho only show ed up for tw o days of class in an entire year. O ne of
Conreyôs m ost prom ising students w as living in a foster hom e, and had to drop out of school after
giving birth to a child w ith developm ental problem s.

C onrey w as constantly com plaining to one of her closest friends, an investm ent banker w ho
w orked a hundred hours a w eek and couldnôt grasp w hy teaching at O verbrook w as so stressful. In an
act of desperation, Conrey invited the friend to join her on a school field trip. The friend finally



understood: ñshe couldnôt believe the sheer exhaustion that she felt at the end of the day,ò Conrey
recalls. Finally, Conrey hit rock bottom . ñIt w as aw ful. I w as burned out, overw helm ed, and ready to
give up. I never w anted to set foot in a school again. I w as disgusted w ith the school, the students, and
m yself.ò

Conrey w as displaying the classic sym ptom s of burnout, and she w asnôt alone. Berkeley
psychologist Christina M aslach, the pioneer of research on job burnout, reports that across
occupational sectors, teaching has the highest rates of em otional exhaustion. O ne TFA teacher adm ires
the organization but says it is ñfocused on hard w ork and dedication alm ost to a fault . . . you leave
training w ith the m indset that unless you pour every w aking hour of your life into the job then youôre
doing a disservice to your kids.ò O f all TFA teachers, m ore than half leave after their tw o-year
contract is up, and m ore than 80 percent are gone after three years. A bout a third of all TFA alum ni
w alk aw ay from  education altogether.

Since givers tend to put othersô interests ahead of their ow n, they often help others at the expense
of their ow n w ell-being, placing them selves at risk for burnout. Four decades of extensive research
show s that w hen people becom e burned out, their job perform ance suffers. Exhausted em ployees
struggle to focus their attention and lack the energy to w ork their hardest, longest, and sm artest, so the
quality and quantity of their w ork takes a nosedive. They also suffer from  poorer em otional and
physical health. Strong evidence reveals that burned-out em ployees are at heightened risk for
depression, physical fatigue, sleep disruptions, im paired im m une system s, alcohol abuse, and even
cardiovascular disease.

W hen C onrey hit rock bottom  at O verbrook H igh School, she felt that she w as giving too m uch.
She w as arriving at w ork early, staying up late, and w orking w eekends, and she could hardly keep up.
In this situation, it seem s that the natural w ay to recover and recharge w ould be to reduce her giving.
B ut that w asnôt w hat she did. Instead, Conrey gave m ore.

W hile m aintaining her overw helm ing teaching w orkload, Conrey began volunteering her tim e as a
TFA alum ni m entor. A s a content support specialist, every other w eek she helped ten different
teachers create tests and design new  lesson plans. Then, in her lim ited spare tim e, she founded a
m entoring program . W ith tw o friends, she created a Philadelphia chapter of M inds M atter, a national
nonprofit organization that helps high-achieving, low -incom e students prepare for college. Conrey
spent her nights and w eekends filing for nonprofit status, finding a pro-bono law  firm  and accountant,
and applying for national approval. Finally, after a year, she w as able to start recruiting students and
m entors, and she created the plans for w eekly sessions. From  then on, Conrey added five hours a
w eek m entoring high school students.

A ll told, C onrey w as spending m ore than ten extra hours per w eek giving. This m eant even less
room  in her schedule for relaxation or restorative dow ntim e, and even m ore responsibility to others.
A nd yet, w hen she started giving m ore, Conreyôs burnout faded, and her energy returned. Suddenly, in
fact, she seem ed to be a renew ed bundle of energy at O verbrook, finding the strength to serve as the
coordinator for gifted students and create a Spanish 3 program  from  scratch. Unlike m any of her
peers, she didnôt quit. O f the five teachers w ho joined O verbrook from  TFA w ith her, Conrey w as the
only one still teaching there after four years. O f the dozen teachers w ho arrived in the sam e three-year
w indow  as her, Conrey w as one of just tw o left. She becam e one of the rare TFA teachers w ho
continued teaching for at least four years, and she w as nom inated for a national teaching aw ard. H ow
is it possible that giving m ore revitalized her, instead of draining her?



The Im pact Vacuum : G ivers W ithout a C ause
A decade ago, H ow ard H eevner, a dynam ic director of a university call center, invited m e to help him
figure out how  to m aintain the m otivation of his callers. The callers w ere charged w ith contacting
university alum ni and asking them  to donate m oney. They w ere required to ask for donations three
tim es before hanging up, and still faced a rejection rate exceeding 90 percent. Even the m ost seasoned
and successful callers w ere burning out. A s one experienced caller put it: ñI found the calls I w as
m aking to be extrem ely difficult. M any of the prospects cut m e off in m y first couple of sentences and
told m e they w ere not interested in giving.ò

I assum ed that the takers w ere dropping like flies: they w ouldnôt be as com m itted as the givers.
So during training, I m easured w hether each caller w as a giver, m atcher, or taker. In their first m onth
on the job, the takers w ere bringing in an average of m ore than thirty donations a w eek. Contrary to
m y expectation, the givers w ere m uch less productive: they w ere struggling to m aintain their
m otivation, m aking few er calls and bringing in under ten donations a w eek. I w as m ystified: w hy
w ere the callers w ho w anted to m ake a difference actually m aking the least difference?

I got m y answ er one day w hen I paid a visit to the call center, and noticed a sign one of the callers
had posted above his desk:

D O IN G  A  G O O D  JO B  H E R E

Is Like W etting Your Pants in a D ark Suit

Y O U  G E T  A  W A R M  FE E L IN G  B U T  N O  O N E  E L SE  N O T IC E S

A ccording to m y data, the caller w ho proudly displayed this sign w as a strong giver. W hy w ould
a giver feel unappreciated? In reflecting on this sign, I began to think that m y initial assum ption w as
correct after all: based on the m otivational structure of the job, the givers should be outpacing the
takers. The problem  w as that the givers w ere being deprived of the rew ards they find m ost
energizing.

The takers w ere m otivated by the fact that they w ere w orking at the highest-paying job on cam pus.
But the givers lacked the rew ards that m attered m ost to them . W hereas takers tend to care m ost about
benefiting personally from  their jobs, givers care deeply about doing jobs that benefit other people.
W hen the callers brought in donations, m ost of the m oney w ent directly to student scholarships, but
the callers w ere left in the dark: they had no idea w ho w as receiving the m oney, and how  it affected
their lives.

A t the next training session, I invited new  callers to read letters from  students w hose scholarships
had been funded by the callersô w ork. O ne scholarship student nam ed W ill w rote:

W hen it cam e dow n to m aking the decision, I discovered that the out-of-state
tuition w as quite expensive. But this university is in m y blood. M y grandparents
m et here. M y dad and his four brothers all w ent here. I even ow e m y younger



brother to this schoolð he w as conceived the night w e w on the N C A A  basketball
tournam ent. A ll m y life I have dream ed of com ing here. I w as ecstatic to receive
the scholarship, and I cam e to school ready to take full advantage of the
opportunities it afforded m e. The scholarship has im proved m y life in m any
w ays . . .

A fter reading the letters, it took the givers just a w eek to catch up to the takers. The takers did
show  som e im provem ent, but the givers responded m ost pow erfully, nearly tripling in w eekly calls
and donations. N ow , they had a stronger em otional grasp of their im pact: if they brought in m ore
m oney, they could help m ore scholarship students like W ill. B y spending just five m inutes reading
about how  the job helped other people, the givers w ere m otivated to achieve the sam e level of
productivity as the takers.

B ut the givers still w erenôt seeing the full im pact of their jobs. Instead of reading letters, w hat if
they actually m et a scholarship recipient face-to-face? W hen callers interacted w ith one scholarship
recipient in person, they w ere even m ore energized. The average caller doubled in calls per hour and
m inutes on the phone per w eek. B y w orking harder, the callers reached m ore alum ni, resulting in 144
percent m ore alum ni donating each w eek. Even m ore strikingly, revenue quintupled: callers averaged
$412 before m eeting the scholarship recipient and m ore than $2,000 afterw ard. O ne caller soared
from  averages of five calls and $100 per shift to nineteen calls and $2,615 per shift. Several control
groups of callers, w ho didnôt m eet a scholarship recipient, show ed no changes in calls, phone tim e,
donations, or revenue. O verall, just five m inutes interacting w ith one scholarship recipient m otivated
tw enty-three callers to raise an extra $38,451 for the university in a single w eek.* A lthough the
givers, takers, and m atchers w ere all m otivated by m eeting the scholarship recipient, the gains in
effort and revenue w ere especially pronounced am ong the givers.

The turnaround highlights a rem arkable principle of giver burnout: it has less to do w ith the
am ount of giving and m ore w ith the am ount of feedback about the im pact of that giving. R esearchers
have draw n the sam e conclusion in health care, w here burnout is often described as com passion
fatigue, ñthe stress, strain, and w eariness of caring for others.ò O riginally, experts believed that
com passion fatigue w as caused by expressing too m uch com passion. B ut new  research has challenged
this conclusion. A s researchers O lga K lim ecki and Tania Singer sum m arize, ñM ore than all other
factors, including . . . the tim e spent caregiving, it is the perceived suffering that leads to depressive
sym ptom s in the caregiver.ò G ivers donôt burn out w hen they devote too m uch tim e and energy to
giving. They burn out w hen theyôre w orking w ith people in need but are unable to help effectively.

Teachers are vulnerable to giver burnout because of the unique tem poral experience that defines
education. Even though teachers interact w ith their students on a daily basis, it can take m any years
for their im pact to sink in. B y then, students have m oved on, and teachers are left w ondering: did m y
w ork actually m atter? W ith no clear affirm ation of the benefits of their giving, the effort becom es
m ore exhausting and harder to sustain. These challenges are pervasive in a setting like O verbrook,
w here teachers m ust fight m any distractions and disadvantages to stim ulate the attentionð let alone
attendanceð of students. W hen Conrey Callahan w as em otionally exhausted, it w asnôt because she
w as giving too m uch. It w as because she didnôt feel her giving w as m aking a difference. ñIn teaching,
do I have an im pact? Itôs kind of dicey,ò Conrey told m e. ñI often feel like Iôm  not doing anything
effective, that Iôm  w asting m y tim e and Iôm  not m aking a difference.ò



W hen Conrey launched M inds M atter Philadelphia, she m ay have been bulking up her schedule,
but the net effect w as to fill the im pact vacuum  that she experienced in her teaching job at O verbrook.
ñW ith m y m entoring program , thereôs no doubt; I know  that I have a m ore direct im pact,ò she says. By
m entoring low -incom e students w ho w ere high achievers, she felt able to m ake m ore of a difference
than in her O verbrook classroom , w here each student presented specific challenges. W hen she
m entored high-achieving students, the positive feedback cam e m ore rapidly and validated her effort.
She w atched one m entee, D avid, blossom  from  a shy, reserved loner into an outspoken young m an
w ith a close group of friends. A s w ith the fund-raising callers m eeting a scholarship student w ho
benefited from  their w ork, seeing the im pact of her program  had an energizing effect.

B ut that effect w asnôt lim ited to the m entoring program . Thanks to the energy boost, C onrey
developed renew ed hope that she could have an im pact in her job at O verbrook. O bserving the
progress of her high-achieving m entees instilled confidence that she could help the students struggling
in her ow n classroom . ñI know  w hat Iôve started is really m aking a difference w ith these kids. W hat
Iôve seen in three m onths is a big change for them , and they m ake m e realize how  great kids can be.ò
A s she spent m ore tim e m entoring students at M inds M atter, she w alked into her O verbrook
classroom  w ith greater enthusiasm , fueled by a revitalized sense of purpose.

In research w ith tw o colleagues, Iôve discovered that the perception of im pact serves as a buffer
against stress, enabling em ployees to avoid burnout and m aintain their m otivation and perform ance. In
one study, a student and I found that high school teachers w ho perceived their jobs as stressful and
dem anding reported significantly greater burnout. B ut upon closer inspection, job stress w as only
linked to higher burnout for teachers w ho felt they didnôt m ake a difference. A sense of lasting im pact
protected against stress, preventing exhaustion.

In the classroom , it som etim es takes years for a teacherôs lesson to hit hom e w ith students. By that
tim e, m any teachers have lost contact w ith their students. But at least for a w hile, teachers have the
opportunity to see their short-term  im pact as they interact face-to-face w ith their students. M any other
jobs provide no contact at all w ith the people w ho benefit from  our w ork. In health care, for exam ple,
m any m edical professionals provide critical diagnoses w ithout ever m eeting the patients on the other
end of their test results. In Israel, a group of radiologists evaluated nearly a hundred com puted
tom ography (CT) exam s from  patients. A fter three m onths passed, the radiologists had forgotten the
original CT exam s, and they evaluated them  again. Som e of the radiologists got better, show ing 53
percent im provem ent in detecting abnorm alities unrelated to the prim ary reason for the exam s. But
other radiologists got w orse: their accuracy dropped by 28 percentð on the exact sam e CT exam s, in
just three m onths. W hy did som e radiologists get better w hile others got w orse?

Their patients had been photographed before their exam s. H alf of the radiologists com pleted their
first C T exam s w ithout a patientôs photo. W hen they did their second CT exam s three m onths later,
they saw  the photo. These w ere the radiologists w ho im proved by 53 percent. The other half of the
radiologists saw  the patient photo in their first CT exam s, and then com pleted their second C T exam s
three m onths later w ith no photo. These w ere the radiologists w ho deteriorated by 28 percent.

A ttaching a single patientôs photo to a C T exam  increased diagnostic accuracy by 46 percent. A nd
roughly 80 percent of the key diagnostic findings cam e only when the radiologists saw the patientôs
photo. The radiologists m issed these im portant findings w hen the photo w as absentð even if they
caught them  three m onths earlier. W hen the radiologists saw  the patientôs photo, they felt m ore
em pathy. By encouraging em pathy, the photos m otivated the radiologists to conduct their diagnoses



m ore carefully. Their reports w ere 29 percent longer w hen the CT exam s included patient photos.
W hen the radiologists saw  a photo of a patient, they felt a stronger connection to the hum an im pact of
their w ork. A  patient photo ñm akes each C T scan unique,ò said one radiologist.

In a recent study, researcher N icola B ell® found sim ilar patterns in a study of ninety Italian nurses
w ho w ere invited to assem ble surgical kits. A fter being random ly assigned to m eet health-care
practitioners w ho w ould use the kits, nurses w ere significantly m ore productive and m ore accurate.
This effect w as particularly pronounced am ong nurses w ho had reported strong giver tendencies in a
survey. Interestingly, a w eek after m eeting the health-care practitioners w ho benefited from  the
surgical kits, all of the nurses actually felt m ore inclined tow ard giving. A long w ith reducing burnout
am ong givers, a firsthand connection to im pact can tilt people of all reciprocity styles in the giver
direction. W hen people know  how  their w ork m akes a difference, they feel energized to contribute
m ore.

B uilding on this idea that seeing im pact can reduce the burnout of givers and m otivate others to
give, som e organizations have designed initiatives to connect em ployees to the im pact of their
products and services. A t W ells Fargo, a vice president nam ed Ben Soccorsy created videos of
custom ers talking about how  the com panyôs low -interest loans helped them  reduce and elim inate their
unw anted debt. ñIn m any cases, custom ers felt like they had a m assive w eight lifted off their
shoulders: they now  had a plan for paying dow n their debt,ò Soccorsy says. W hen bankers w atched
the videos, ñit w as like a light sw itch turned on. Bankers realized the im pact their w ork could haveð
that this loan can really m ake a difference in custom ersô lives. It w as a really com pelling m otivator.ò
A t M edtronic, em ployees across the com panyð from  engineers to salespeopleð pay visits to
hospitals to see their m edical technologies benefiting patients. ñW hen theyôre exhausted,ò form er
M edtronic CEO  Bill G eorge told m e, ñitôs very im portant that they get out there and see procedures.
They can see their im pact on patients, w hich rem inds them  that theyôre here to restore people to full
life and health.ò M edtronic also holds an annual party for the entire com pany, m ore than thirty
thousand em ployees, at w hich six patients are invited to share their stories about how  the com panyôs
products have changed their lives. W hen they see for the first tim e how  m uch their w ork can m atter,
m any em ployees break dow n into tears.

H aving a greater im pact is one of the reasons w hy, counterintuitive as it m ight seem , giving m ore
can actually help givers avoid burnout. But itôs not the w hole story. Thereôs a second reason w hy
Conreyôs extra giving w as energizing, and it has to do w ith w here and to w hom  she gave. N early a
century ago, the psychologist A nitra K arsten invited people to w ork on repetitive tasks for as long as
they enjoyed them , but to stop w hen they w ere tired. For long periods of tim e, the participants toiled
aw ay at tasks like draw ing pictures and reading poem s aloud, until they couldnôt handle it any longer.
O ne m anôs task w as to w rite ababab over and over. A s the H arvard psychologist Ellen Langer retells
it, ñH e w ent on until he w as m entally and physically exhausted. H is hand felt num b, as though it
couldnôt m ove to m ake even one m ore m ark. A t that m om ent the investigator asked him  to sign his
nam e and address for a different purpose. H e did so quite easily.ò

The sam e strange thing happened to other participants. O ne w om an said she w as so drained that
she couldnôt lift her arm  to m ake another m ark. B ut she then lifted her arm  to adjust her hair,
apparently w ithout any difficulty or discom fort. A nd w hen participants read poem s aloud until their
voices w ere hoarse, they had no trouble com plaining about the taskð and w hen they com plained, they
didnôt sound hoarse anym ore. A ccording to Langer, they w erenôt faking it. Rather, ñthe change of



context brought renew ed energy.ò
W hen C onrey volunteered as a m entor to TFA  teachers, it created a change of context that m ade

giving feel fresh. ñW orking w ith adults, doing som ething that is kind of teaching, that doesnôt burn m e
out. That invigorates m e,ò Conrey says. G iving m ore can be exhausting if itôs in the sam e dom ain.
Instead of giving m ore in the sam e w ay, over and over, she expanded her contributions to a different
group of people. The sam e thing happened w hen she started m entoring high school students at M inds
M atter: she had a new  setting and a new  group of people to help. Instead of teaching them  Spanish,
she w as getting them  ready for college. By shifting her giving to a novel dom ain, she w as able to
recharge her energy.



O therish C hoices: C hunking, Sprinkling, and the 100-H our R ule of Volunteering
W e discussed otherish behavior at the beginning of this chapter, and in both Conreyôs exam ple and
that of the fund-raising callers, the distinction betw een selfless givers and otherish givers begins to
com e into play. In these contexts, decisions about how , w here, and how  m uch to give clearly m ake a
difference w hen it com es to burning out or firing up. It m ight seem  that by giving m ore, Conrey w as
being selfless. But w hat she actually did w as create an opportunity for giving that w as also personally
rew arding, draw ing energy from  the visible im pact of her contributions. To be m ore selfless, in this
case, w ould have m eant giving even m ore at school, w here endless help w as needed, but w here she
felt lim ited in her ability to m ake a difference. Instead, Conrey thought m ore about her ow n w ell-
being and found a w ay to im prove it by giving in a new  w ay.

That choice has real consequences for givers. In num erous studies, C arnegie M ellon psychologist
Vicki H elgeson has found that w hen people give continually w ithout concern for their ow n w ell-
being, theyôre at risk for poor m ental and physical health.* Yet w hen they give in a m ore otherish
fashion, dem onstrating substantial concern for them selves as w ell as others, they no longer experience
health costs. In one study, people w ho m aintained equilibrium  betw een benefiting them selves and
others even achieved significant increases in happiness and life satisfaction over a six-m onth period.*

To gain a deeper understanding of otherish and selfless givers, itôs w orth looking m ore closely at
the decisions they m ake about w hen and how  m uch to give. It turns out that C onreyôs giving helped her
avoid burnout not only due to the variety but also because of how  she planned it.

Im agine that youôre going to perform  five random  acts of kindness this w eek. Youôll be doing
things like helping a friend w ith a project, w riting a thank-you note to a form er teacher, donating
blood, and visiting an elderly relative. You can choose one of tw o different w ays to organize your
giving: chunking or sprinkling. If youôre a chunker, youôll pack all five acts of giving into a single day
each w eek. If youôre a sprinkler, youôll distribute your giving evenly across five different days, so
that you give a little bit each day. W hich do you think w ould m ake you happier: chunking or
sprinkling?

In this study, led by the psychologist Sonja Lyubom irsky, people perform ed five random  acts of
kindness every w eek for six w eeks. They w ere random ly divided into tw o groups: half chunked their
giving into a single day each w eek, and the other half sprinkled it across all five days each w eek. A t
the end of the six w eeks, despite perform ing the sam e num ber of helping acts, only one group felt
significantly happier.

The chunkers achieved gains in happiness; the sprinklers didnôt. H appiness increased w hen
people perform ed all five giving acts in a single day, rather than doing one a day. Lyubom irsky and
colleagues speculate that ñspreading them  over the course of a w eek m ight have dim inished their
salience and pow er or m ade them  less distinguishable from  participantsô habitual kind behavior.ò

Like the participants w ho becam e happier, C onrey w as a chunker. A t M inds M atter, Conrey
packed her volunteering into one day a w eek, giving all five w eekly hours of m entoring high school
students on Saturdays. By chunking her giving into w eekly blocks, she w as able to experience her
im pact m ore vividly, leading her efforts to feel like ñm ore than a drop in the bucket.ò

Chunking giving is an otherish strategy. Instead of m entoring students after school, w hen she w as
already exhausted, Conrey reserved it for the w eekend, w hen her energy w as recharged and it w as



m ore convenient in her schedule. In contrast, selfless givers are m ore inclined to sprinkle their giving
throughout their days, helping w henever people need them . This can becom e highly distracting and
exhausting, robbing selfless givers of the attention and energy necessary to com plete their ow n w ork.

O ne Septem ber, seventeen softw are engineers at a Fortune 500 com pany w ere charged w ith
developing code for a m ajor new  product. It w as a color laser printer that w ould sell for 10 percent
of the cost of other products on the m arket. If it succeeded, the com pany w ould be a dom inant player
in the m arket and could release an entire fam ily of products to follow  the printer. The division w as
losing m oney rapidly, and if the printer w asnôt ready on tim e, the division w ould fold. To finish the
project, the engineers w ere w orking nights and w eekends, but they w ere still behind schedule. The
odds w ere against them : only once in the divisionôs history had a product been launched on tim e.
They w ere ñstressedò and ñexhausted,ò w rites H arvard professor Leslie Perlow , w ith ñinsufficient
tim e to m eet all the dem ands on them .ò

The engineers had fallen into a pattern of selfless giving: they w ere constantly helping their
colleagues solve problem s. O ne engineer reported that ñThe biggest frustration of m y job is alw ays
having to help others and not getting m y ow n w ork doneò; another lam ented that ñThe problem  w ith
m y w ork style is that responsiveness breeds m ore need for responsiveness, and I am  so busy
responding, I cannot get m y ow n w ork done.ò O n a typical day, an engineer nam ed A ndy w orked from
8:00 A .M . until 8:15 P.M . It w asnôt until after 5:00 P.M . that A ndy found a block of tim e longer than
tw enty m inutes to w ork on his core task. In the hopes of carving out tim e to get their ow n w ork done,
engineers like A ndy began arriving at w ork early in the m orning and staying late at night. This w as a
short-lived solution: as m ore engineers burned the m idnight oil, the interruptions occurred around the
clock. The engineers w ere giving m ore tim e w ithout m aking m ore progress, and it w as exhausting.

Perlow  had an idea for turning these selfless givers into otherish givers. She proposed that instead
of sprinkling their giving, they could chunk it. She w orked w ith the engineers to create dedicated
w indow s for quiet tim e and interaction tim e. A fter experim enting w ith several different schedules,
Perlow  settled on holding quiet tim e three days a w eek, starting in the m orning and lasting until noon.
D uring quiet tim e, the engineers w orked alone, and their colleagues knew  to avoid interrupting them .
The rest of the tim e, colleagues w ere free to seek help and advice.

W hen Perlow  polled the engineers about quiet tim e, tw o thirds reported above-average
productivity. W hen Perlow  stepped back and left it to the engineers to m anage their ow n quiet tim e
for a full m onth, 47 percent m aintained above-average productivity. B y chunking their helping tim e,
the engineers w ere able to conserve tim e and energy to com plete their ow n w ork, m aking a transition
from  selfless to otherish giving. In the w ords of one engineer, quiet tim e enabled ñm e to do som e of
the activities during the day w hich I w ould have norm ally deferred to late evening.ò A fter three
m onths, the engineers launched the laser printer on tim e, for only the second tim e in division history.
The vice president of the division chalked the success up to the giving boundaries created by quiet
tim e: ñI do not think w e could have m ade the deadline w ithout this project.ò

Since the engineers w ere facing an urgent need to finish their product on tim e, they had a strong
justification for m aking their giving m ore otherish. B ut in m any situations, the appropriate boundaries
for giving tim e are m uch m urkier. Sean H agerty is a principal in investm ent m anagem ent at Vanguard,
a financial services com pany that specializes in m utual funds. Sean is a dedicated m entor w ith a long-
standing passion for education, and he has m ade a habit of volunteering his tim e at least a w eek each
year to teach em ployees at Vanguardôs corporate university. W hen Vanguardôs chief learning officer



counted his hours, she noticed that Sean w as spending a large am ount of tim e in the classroom . She
w as w orried that he w ould burn out, and Sean recognized that he m ight be at risk: ñItôs a pretty
significant com m itm ent given that I have a day job.ò B ut instead of scaling back his hours, Sean asked
for m ore: ñItôs am ong the m ost valuable things that I do.ò The m ore hours he volunteered teaching, the
m ore energized he felt, until he approached tw o w eeks and cleared one hundred hours of annual
volunteering on educational initiatives.

O ne hundred seem s to be a m agic num ber w hen it com es to giving. In a study of m ore than tw o
thousand A ustralian adults in their m id-sixties, those w ho volunteered betw een one hundred and eight
hundred hours per year w ere happier and m ore satisfied w ith their lives than those w ho volunteered
few er than one hundred or m ore than eight hundred hours annually. In another study, A m erican adults
w ho volunteered at least one hundred hours in 1998 w ere m ore likely to be alive in 2000. There w ere
no benefits of volunteering m ore than one hundred hours. This is the 100-hour rule of volunteering. It
appears to be the range w here giving is m axim ally energizing and m inim ally draining.

A  hundred hours a year breaks dow n to just tw o hours a w eek. Research show s that if people start
volunteering tw o hours a w eek, their happiness, satisfaction, and self-esteem  go up a year later. Tw o
hours a w eek in a fresh dom ain appears to be the sw eet spot w here people m ake a m eaningful
difference w ithout being overw helm ed or sacrificing other priorities. Itôs also the range in w hich
volunteering is m ost likely to strike a healthy balance, offering benefits to the volunteer as w ell as the
recipients.* In a national study, several thousand C anadians reported the num ber of hours that they
volunteered per year, and w hether they gained new  technical, social, or organizational know ledge and
skills from  volunteering. For the first few  hours a w eek, volunteers gained know ledge and skills at a
consistent rate. B y five hours a w eek, volunteering had dim inishing returns: people w ere learning less
and less w ith each additional hour. A fter eleven hours a w eek, additional tim e volunteered no longer
added new  know ledge and skills.

W hen Conrey started volunteering as an alum ni m entor for TFA , she w as giving about seventy-
five hours a year. W hen she launched M inds M atter, the nonprofit m entoring program  for high school
students, she sailed over the 100-hour m ark. Perhaps itôs not a coincidence that her energy w as
restored right around that point. But it w asnôt just the am ount of tim e that m attered; thereôs another
form  of chunking in Conreyôs giving thatôs also apparent in Sean H agertyôs giving, and it reveals a key
contrast betw een selfless and otherish giving.

A s Sean H agerty spent m ore tim e teaching in the Vanguard classroom , he began to crave m ore
opportunities for giving. ñI w ant to leave the place better than I entered it in m y sm all w ay,ò he says,
and he began asking him self how  he could have an im pact on the w orld. A s he reflected on different
w ays of giving, he noticed a pattern in how  he w as spending his free tim e. ñI found m yself reading
m ore and m ore about education. I had a natural passion for it.ò Sean decided to lead and launch tw o
new  program s around education. O ne program  is called The Classroom  Econom y, and it has a
national focus: Sean and his colleagues teach the basics of m oney m anagem ent to kindergartners
around the United States. The other program , Team  Vanguard, is local: Sean has partnered w ith a
charter school in Philadelphia to adm inister a four-year m entoring program , w here em ployees
volunteer their tim e on evenings, w eekends, and lunch breaks. D espite the substantial tim e
com m itm ent, Sean found that both program s ñhave a trem endously positive im pact on m y energy. Itôs
the selling point I have w ith senior staff w ho w orry about volunteer hours, w hich take tim e out of the
day. It does som etim es, but m y point of view  is that it creates a m uch m ore highly engaged em ployee,



including m e. I love that w ork is giving m e an outlet for philanthropic interests.ò
If Sean w ere a purely selfless giver, he m ight sprinkle his energy across m any different causes out

of a sense of duty and obligation, regardless of his ow n level of interest and enthusiasm  for them .
Instead, he adopts an otherish approach, choosing to chunk his giving to focus on education, a cause
about w hich heôs passionate. ñI get incredible personal satisfaction out of giving back to the
com m unity in this w ay,ò Sean says.

Psychologists N etta W einstein and Richard Ryan have dem onstrated that giving has an energizing
effect only if itôs an enjoyable, m eaningful choice rather than undertaken out of duty and obligation. In
one study, people reported their giving every day for tw o w eeks, indicating w hether they had helped
som eone or done som ething for a good cause. O n days w hen they gave, they rated w hy they gave. O n
som e days, people gave due to enjoym ent and m eaningð they thought it w as im portant, cared about
the other person, and felt they m ight enjoy it. O n other days, they gave out of duty and obligationð
they felt they had to and w ould feel like a bad person if they didnôt. Each day, they reported how
energized they felt.

W einstein and Ryan m easured changes in energy from  day to day. G iving itself didnôt affect
energy: people w erenôt substantially happier on days w hen they helped others than on days that they
didnôt. But the reasons for giving m attered im m ensely: on days that people helped others out of a
sense of enjoym ent and purpose, they experienced significant gains in energy.* G iving for these
reasons conferred a greater sense of autonom y, m astery, and connection to others, and it boosted their
energy. W hen I studied firefighters and fund-raising callers, I found the sam e pattern: they w ere able
to w ork m uch harder and longer w hen they gave their energy and tim e due to a sense of enjoym ent and
purpose, rather than duty and obligation.

For C onrey, this is a m ajor difference betw een teaching at O verbrook and volunteering w ith
M inds M atter and TFA . In the O verbrook classroom , giving is an obligation. H er job requires her to
break up fights and m aintain order, tasks thatð although im portantð donôt align w ith the passion that
drew  her into teaching. In her volunteer w ork, giving is an enjoyable choice: she loves helping high-
achieving underprivileged students and m entoring less experienced TFA teachers. This is another w ay
giving can be otherish: Conrey focused on benefiting students and teachers, but doing so in a w ay that
connects to her core values and fuels her enthusiasm . The energy carried over to her classroom ,
helping her m aintain her m otivation.

B ut at O verbrook, Conrey couldnôt avoid the obligation to give to her students in w ays that she
didnôt find naturally exciting or energizing. W hat did she do to stay energized despite the sense of
duty?

D uring one particularly stressful w eek, Conrey w as struggling to get through to her students. ñI
w as feeling m iserable, and the kids w ere being aw ful.ò She approached a teacher nam ed Sarah for
help. Sarah recom m ended an activity that w as a hit in her classroom : they got to design their ow n
m onsters that w ere on the loose in Philadelphia. They drew  a picture of a m onster, w rote a story
about it, and created a ñw antedò ad so people w ould be on the lookout. It w as exactly the inspiration
that Conrey needed. ñO ur ten-m inute chat helped m e get excited about the lesson. I had fun w ith the
kids, and it m ade m e m ore invested in the curriculum  I w as teaching.ò

A lthough Conreyôs decision to ask another teacher for help m ay not sound unusual, research
show s that itôs quite rare am ong selfless givers. Selfless givers ñfeel uncom fortable receiving
support,ò w rite H elgeson and colleague H eidi Fritz. Selfless givers are determ ined to be in the helper



role, so theyôre reluctant to burden or inconvenience others. H elgeson and Fritz find that selfless
givers receive far less support than otherish givers, w hich proves psychologically and physically
costly. A s burnout expert C hristina M aslach and colleagues conclude, ñthere is now  a consistent and
strong body of evidence that a lack of social support is linked to burnout.ò

In contrast, otherish givers recognize the im portance of protecting their ow n w ell-being. W hen
theyôre on the brink of burnout, otherish givers seek help, w hich enables them  to m arshal the advice,
assistance, and resources necessary to m aintain their m otivation and energy. Three decades of
research show  that receiving support from  colleagues is a robust antidote to burnout. ñH aving a
support netw ork of teachers is huge,ò Conrey affirm s.

But O verbrook didnôt have a form al support netw ork of teachers, so w here did Conrey get her
support netw ork? She built one at O verbrook through the act of giving help.

For m any years, experts believed that the stress response involved a choice: fight or flight. Since
burnout m eans w e lack the energy to fight, itôs natural to choose flight, coping by avoiding the source
of stress. Burnout experts Jonathon H albesleben and M atthew  Bow ler studied professional
firefighters over a tw o-year period. Sure enough, w hen the firefighters started to burn out, their
perform ance ratings dropped. Burnout m ade them  less concerned about achievem ent and status.
C onsequently, they invested less effort in their w ork, and their effectiveness suffered.

But surprisingly, in this study, burnout didnôt decrease effort across the board. There w as one
place w here firefighters actually increased their effort w hen they felt burned out: helping others.
W hen the firefighters experienced signs of burnout, they w ere m ore likely to go out of their w ay to
help colleagues w ith heavy w orkloads, share new  know ledge w ith supervisors, give advice to new er
colleagues, and even listen to colleaguesô problem s. W hy w ould burnout increase their giving?

UCLA psychologist Shelley Taylor has discovered a stress response that differs from  fight or
flight. She calls it tend and befriend. ñO ne of the m ost striking aspects of the hum an stress response
is the tendency to affiliateð that is, to com e together in groups to provide and receive joint protection
in threatening tim es.ò Taylorôs neuroscience research reveals that w hen w e feel stressed, the brainôs
natural response is to release chem icals that drive us to bond. This is w hat the firefighters did: w hen
they started to feel exhausted, they invested their lim ited energy in helping their colleagues.
Intuitively, they recognized that giving w ould strengthen their relationships and build support (at least
from  m atchers and givers). A lthough m ost givers are aw are of this opportunity, it appears that only
otherish givers actually take advantage of it.

Conrey Callahan built her support netw ork by tending and befriending under stress. W hen she w as
at the pinnacle of exhaustion, she started m entoring TFA teachers and several of the younger teachers
in her ow n school. O ne of the teachers Conrey m entored w as Sarah. In the course of m entoring, one of
the exercises that Conrey taught Sarah w as the m onster activity. Conrey had forgotten about it, and
w hen she reached out for help, Sarah rem inded her about it. The advice itself w as helpful, but it also
strengthened Conreyôs sense of im pact: she had given Sarah an activity that w as a big hit w ith her
ow n students.

O therish givers build up a support netw ork that they can access for help w hen they need it. This,
along w ith chunking giving so that itôs energizing, is w hat m akes otherish givers less vulnerable to
burnout than selfless givers. But how  do otherish givers stack up against takers and m atchers?



The M yth of G iver B urnout
Years ago, D utch psychologists studied hundreds of health professionals. They tracked the am ount of
tim e and energy that the health professionals gave to patients, and asked them  to report how  burned
out they felt. A year later, the psychologists m easured giving and burnout again. Sure enough, the m ore
the health professionals gave, the m ore burned out they becam e in the follow ing year. Those w ho gave
selflessly had the highest burnout rates: they contributed far m ore than they got, and it exhausted them .
Those w ho acted like m atchers and takers w ere far less burned out.

But strangely, in another study, the D utch psychologists found evidence that som e health care
professionals seem ed im m une to burnout. Even w hen they gave a great deal of tim e and energy, they
didnôt exhaust them selves. These resilient health care professionals w ere otherish givers: they
reported that they enjoyed helping other people and often w ent out of their w ay to do so, but w erenôt
afraid to seek help w hen they needed it. The otherish givers had significantly low er burnout rates than
the m atchers and takers, w ho lacked the stam ina to keep contributing. This study pointed to an
unexpected possibility: although m atchers and takers appear to be less vulnerable to burnout than
selfless givers, the greatest resilience m ay belong to otherish givers.

Part of the reason for this is illum inated in fascinating w ork by N orthw estern University
psychologists Elizabeth Seeley and W endi G ardner, w ho asked people to w ork on a difficult task that
sapped their w illpow er. For exam ple, im agine that youôre very hungry, and youôre staring at a plate of
delicious chocolate chip cookies, but you have to resist the tem ptation to eat them . A fter using up their
w illpow er in a task like this, participants squeezed a handgrip as long as they could. The typical
participant w as able to hold on for tw enty-five seconds. But there w as a group of people w ho w ere
able to hold on 40 percent longer, lasting for thirty-five seconds.

The participants w ith unusually high stam ina scored high on a questionnaire m easuring ñother-
directedness.ò These other-directed people operated like givers. By consistently overriding their
selfish im pulses in order to help others, they had strengthened their psychological m uscles, to the
point w here using w illpow er for painful tasks w as no longer exhausting. In support of this idea, other
studies have show n that givers accrue an advantage in controlling their thoughts, em otions, and
behaviors. O ver tim e, giving m ay build w illpow er like w eight lifting builds m uscles. O f course, w e
all know  that w hen m uscles are overused, they fatigue and som etim es even tearð this is w hat happens
to selfless givers.

In U tah, a seventy-five-year-old m an understands the resilience of otherish givers. H is nam e is
Jon H untsm an Sr., and his tiny photo from  his com panyôs annual report appeared in chapter 2, in
juxtaposition w ith the full-size photo of K enneth Lay (you m ight also recognize him  as the father of
form er Utah governor and 2012 Republican presidential candidate Jon H untsm an Jr.). Back in 1990,
the elder H untsm an w as negotiating an acquisition w ith Charles M iller Sm ith, w ho w as the president
and C EO  of a chem ical com pany. D uring the negotiations, Sm ithôs w ife died. H untsm an em pathized
w ith Sm ith, so he decided not to push any further: ñI decided the fine points of the last 20 percent of
the deal w ould stand as they w ere proposed. I probably could have claw ed another $200 m illion out
of the deal, but it w ould have com e at the expense of C harlesô em otional state. The agreem ent as it
stood w as good enough.ò

W as a CEO ôs em otional state really w orth $200 m illion to H untsm an? B elieve it or not, this



w asnôt the first tim e H untsm an gave aw ay a fortune during a negotiation. Just four years earlier, in
1986, he m ade a verbal agreem ent w ith a CEO  nam ed Em erson K am pen. H untsm an w ould sell 40
percent of a division of his com pany to K am penôs for $54 m illion. D ue to legal delays, the contract
w asnôt w ritten until six m onths later. B y that tim e, H untsm anôs profits had skyrocketed: that 40 percent
of the division w as now  w orth $250 m illion. K am pen called w ith a m atcherôs offer to split the
difference, proposing to pay $152 m illion instead of the original $54 m illion. H untsm an w as poised
to bring in nearly triple the original agreem ent. B ut he said no. The $54 m illion w as good enough.
K am pen w as incredulous: ñThatôs not fair to you.ò

H untsm an believed in honoring his com m itm ent to K am pen. Even though the law yers hadnôt
drafted the original purchase agreem ent, he had shaken hands six m onths earlier on a verbal
agreem ent. H e signed for the $54 m illion, w alking aw ay from  an extra $98 m illion. W hat type of
businessm an w ould m ake such irrational decisions?

In 1970, H untsm an started a chem ical com pany that reigns today as the w orldôs largest. H e has
been nam ed Entrepreneur of the Year and earned m ore than a dozen honorary doctorates from
universities around the w orld. H eôs a billionaire, one of the Forbes one thousand richest people in the
w orld.

A s his deal-m aking choices show , H untsm an is also a giver, and not just in business. Since 1985,
he has been involved in serious philanthropy. H e is one of just nineteen people in the w orld w ho have
given at least $1 billion aw ay. H untsm an has w on m ajor hum anitarian aw ards for giving m ore than
$350 m illion to found the w orld-class H untsm an C ancer C enter, and m ade hefty donations to help
earthquake victim s in A rm enia, support education, and fight dom estic violence and hom elessness. O f
course, m any rich people give aw ay serious sum s of m oney, but H untsm an dem onstrates an uncom m on
intensity that sets him  apart. In 2001, the chem ical industry tanked, and he lost a sizable portion of his
fortune. M ost people w ould cut back on giving until they recovered. But H untsm an m ade an
unconventional decision. H e took out a personal loan, borrow ing several m illion dollars to m ake
good on his philanthropic com m itm ents for the next three years.

H untsm an sounds like a classic exam ple of som eone w ho got rich and then decided to give back.
B ut thereôs a different w ay of looking at H untsm anôs success, one that m ight be im possible to believe
if it w erenôt backed up by H untsm anôs experience and by science. M aybe getting rich didnôt turn him
into a giver. W hat if w eôve m ixed up cause and effect?

H untsm an believes that being a giver actually m ade him  rich. In his giving pledge, H untsm an
w rites: ñIt has been clear to m e since m y earliest childhood m em ories that m y reason for being w as to
help others. The desire to give back w as the im petus for pursuing an education in business, for
applying that education to founding w hat becam e a successful container com pany, and for using that
experience to grow  our differentiated chem icals corporation.ò A s early as 1962, H untsm an told his
w ife that he ñw anted to start his ow n business so he could m ake a differenceò for people w ith cancer.
H untsm an lost both of his parents to cancer, and had survived three bouts of cancer him self. Curing
cancer is so deeply ingrained in H untsm anôs fiber that he has even prioritized it above his political
ideology. A lthough he w orked in the N ixon W hite H ouse and has been a longtim e supporter of the
R epublican party, H untsm an has been know n to favor D em ocratic candidates if they dem onstrate a
stronger com m itm ent to curing cancer.

Thereôs little doubt that H untsm an is a skilled businessm an. B ut the very act of giving m oney
aw ay m ight have contributed to his fortune. In W inners Never C heat, he w rites, ñM onetarily, the m ost



satisfying m om ents in m y life have not been the excitem ent of closing a great deal or the reaping of
profits from  it. They have been w hen I w as able to help others in need . . . Thereôs no denying that I
am  a deal junkie, but I also have developed an addiction for giving. The m ore one gives, the better
one feels; and the better one feels about it, the easier it becom es to give.ò

This is an extension of the idea that otherish givers build w illpow er m uscles, m aking it easy to
give m ore, but is it possible that H untsm an actually m ade m oney by giving it aw ay? Rem arkably,
thereôs evidence to support this claim . The econom ist A rthur B rooks tested the relationship betw een
incom e and charitable giving. U sing data from  alm ost thirty thousand A m ericans in the year 2000, he
controlled for every factor im aginable that w ould affect incom e and giving. H e adjusted for
education, age, race, religious involvem ent, political beliefs, and m arital status. H e also accounted
for the num ber of tim es people volunteered. A s expected, higher incom e led to higher giving. For
every $1 in extra incom e, charitable giving w ent up by $0.14.*

B ut som ething m uch m ore interesting happened. For every $1 in extra charitable giving, incom e
w as $3.75 higher. G iving actually seem ed to m ake people richer. For exam ple, im agine that you and I
are both earning $60,000 a year. I give $1,600 to charity; you give $2,500 to charity. A lthough you
gave aw ay $900 m ore than I did, according to the evidence, youôll be on track to earn $3,375 m ore
than I w ill in the com ing year. Surprising as it seem s, people w ho give m ore go on to earn m ore.

Jon H untsm an Sr. m ay be on to som ething. Research show s that giving can boost happiness and
m eaning, m otivating people to w ork harder and earn m ore m oney, even if the gift isnôt on the colossal
scale of H untsm anôs. In a study by psychologists Elizabeth D unn, Lara A knin, and M ichael N orton,
people rated their happiness in the m orning. Then, they received a w indfall: an envelope w ith $20.
They had to spend it by five P.M ., and then they rated their happiness again. W ould they be happier
spending the m oney on them selves or on others?

M ost people think theyôd be happier spending the m oney on them selves, but the opposite is true. If
you spend the m oney on yourself, your happiness doesnôt change. But if you spend the m oney on
others, you actually report becom ing significantly happier. This is otherish giving: you get to choose
w ho you help, and it benefits you by im proving your m ood. Econom ists call it the w arm  glow  of
giving, and psychologists call it the helperôs high. Recent neuroscience evidence show s that giving
actually activates the rew ard and m eaning centers in our brains, w hich send us pleasure and purpose
signals w hen w e act for the benefit of others.

These benefits are not lim ited to giving m oney; they also show  up for giving tim e. O ne study of
m ore than 2,800 A m ericans over age tw enty-four show ed that volunteering predicted increases in
happiness, life satisfaction, and self-esteem ð and decreases in depressionð a year later. A nd for
adults over sixty-five, those w ho volunteered saw  a drop in depression over an eight-year period.
O ther studies show  that elderly adults w ho volunteer or give support to others actually live longer.
This is true even after controlling for their health and the am ount of support they get from  others. In
one experim ent, adults either gave m assages to babies or received m assages them selves.
Postm assage, those w ho gave had low er levels of stress horm onesð such as cortisol and epinephrine
ð than those w ho received. It seem s that giving adds m eaning to our lives, distracts us from  our ow n
problem s, and helps us feel valued by others. A s researchers Roy B aum eister, K athleen Vohs,
Jennifer A aker, and Em ily G arbinsky conclude in a national survey of A m ericans, ñm eaningfulness
w as associated w ith being a giver m ore than a taker.ò

Thereôs a w ealth of evidence that the ensuing happiness can m otivate people to w ork harder,



longer, sm arter, and m ore effectively. H appiness can lead people to experience intense effort and long
hours as less unpleasant and m ore enjoyable, set m ore challenging goals, and think m ore quickly,
flexibly, and broadly about problem s. O ne study even show ed that w hen physicians w ere put in a
happier m ood, they m ade faster and m ore accurate diagnoses. O verall, on average, happier people
earn m ore m oney, get higher perform ance ratings, m ake better decisions, negotiate sw eeter deals, and
contribute m ore to their organizations. H appiness alone accounts for about 10 percent of the variation
betw een em ployees in job perform ance. By boosting happiness, giving m ight have m otivated Jon
H untsm an Sr. to w ork harder and sm arter, helping him  build up his fortune.

H untsm an is not the only influential businessperson w ho has com e to view  giving as a source of
energy. In 2003, Virgin m ogul R ichard Branson set up a council called The Elders to fight conflict and
prom ote peace, bringing together N elson M andela, Jim m y C arter, K ofi A nnan, D esm ond Tutu, and
other leaders to alleviate suffering in Sudan, C yprus, and K enya. In 2004, Branson launched Virgin
Unite, a nonprofit foundation that m obilizes people and resources to fight deadly diseases like A ID S
and m alaria, prom ote peace and justice, prevent clim ate change, and support entrepreneurs w ith
m icroloans and new  jobs in the developing w orld. In 2006, he pledged to donate all $3 billion of the
profits from  the Virgin airline and train businesses over the next decade to fight global w arm ing. In
2007, he offered a $25 m illion prize for innovations to fight clim ate change. W as this string of events
caused by a m idlife crisis?

A ctually, Branson w as giving long before he becam e rich and fam ous. A t age seventeen, a year
after starting Student m agazine and five full years before launching Virgin Records, Branson started
his first charity. It w as the Student A dvisory Centre, a nonprofit organization that helped at-risk youth
w ith a range of services. H e m ade a list of problem s that young people faced, from  unw anted
pregnancies to venereal disease, and convinced doctors to offer free or discounted services. H e spent
m any nights on the phone at three A .M . consoling people w ho w ere contem plating suicide. Looking
back, he notes that early in his career, he ñhad been interested in m aking m oney only to ensure
Studentôs continuing success and to fund the Student A dvisory C entre.ò Today, giving continues to
energize him . The ñthing that gets m e up in the m orning is the idea of m aking a difference,ò Branson
w rites, ñto help safeguard our future on this planet. D oes that m ake m e successful? It certainly m akes
m e happy.ò

These energizing effects help to explain w hy otherish givers are fortified against burnout: through
giving, they build up reserves of happiness and m eaning that takers and m atchers are less able to
access. Selfless givers use up these reserves, exhausting them selves and often dropping to the bottom
of the success ladder. B y giving in w ays that are energizing rather than exhausting, otherish givers are
m ore likely to rise to the top. In tw o studies of em ployees in a w ide range of jobs and organizations,
psychologist D avid M ayer and I found that otherish em ployees m ade m ore sustainable contributions
than the selfless givers, takers, or m atchers. Em ployees w ho reported strong concern for benefiting
others and creating a positive im age for them selves w ere rated by supervisors as being the m ost
helpful and taking the m ost initiative.

Ironically, because concern for their ow n interests sustains their energy, otherish givers actually
give m ore than selfless givers. This is w hat the late H erbert Sim on, w inner of the N obel Prize in
econom ics, observed in the quote that opened this chapter. O therish givers m ay appear less altruistic
than selfless givers, but their resilience against burnout enables them  to contribute m ore.
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C hum p C hange
O vercom ing the D oorm at Effect

N o good deed goes unpunished.
ð attributed to C lare B oothe Luce, editor, playw right, and U .S. congressw om an

Lillian Bauer w as a brilliant, hardw orking m anager at an elite consulting firm . She w as recruited out
of H arvard, and after leaving the firm  to com plete her M B A , her consulting firm  lured her back. She
w as w idely seen as a rising star, and she w as on track to m ake partner far ahead of schedule, until
w ord began to spread that she w as too generous. H er prom otion to partner w as delayed for six
m onths, and she received very direct feedback that she needed to say no m ore often to clients and
colleagues. A fter a full year, she still had not m ade it.

Bauer w as passionate about m aking a difference. She devoted several years to a nonprofit
organization helping w om en launch and grow  businesses. There, she introduced a m icroloan program ,
opening doors for low -incom e w om en to start their ow n com panies. In one case, a w om an needed a
loan to open a salon, but w as turned dow n by tw o banks. Bauer w orked w ith her to strengthen her
business plan and financial statem ents, and both banks ended up offering her loans at highly
com petitive rates. A s a consultant, Bauer spent countless hours m entoring new  em ployees, giving
career advice to associates, and even helping junior colleagues strengthen their applications to
business school. ñI really w ant to help. If an hour of m y tim e saves people ten hours or gives them  an
opportunity they otherw ise w ouldnôt have, itôs easy to m ake the tradeoff and give another hour of m y
tim e.ò

Bauer w as extrem ely talented and driven, but she took giving so far that it w as com prom ising her
reputation and her productivity. ñShe never said no to anything,ò explained one consulting colleague.
ñShe w as so generous and giving w ith her tim e that she fell into the trap of being m ore of a pushover.
It really delayed her prom otion to partner.ò In a perform ance review , B auer w as told that she needed



to be m ore selfish: she lacked the assertive edge that w as expected of a consulting partner. She spent
too m uch tim e developing those around her, and she w as so com m itted to helping clients that she bent
over backw ard to m eet their requests. It w as know n that Bauer ñw asnôt as forceful in pushing clients
as people felt she needed to be to m ake that partner hurdle, in those key m om ents w here clients
needed to hear a harsh m essage, or clients had been pushing an agenda in the w rong direction.ò For
B auer, being a giver becam e a career-lim iting m ove.

In a study that m irrors B auerôs experience, m anagem ent professors D iane Bergeron, A bbie Shipp,
B en Rosen, and Stacie Furst studied m ore than 3,600 consultants in a large professional services
firm . The researchers coded giving behavior from  com pany records of the w eekly tim e that each
consultant spent helping new  hires, m entoring m ore junior consultants, and sharing know ledge or
expertise w ith peers. A fter a year of tracking these giving behaviors every w eek, the researchers
obtained data on each consultantôs salary, advancem ent speed, and prom otions.

The givers did w orse on all three m etrics. They had significantly low er salary increases, slow er
advancem ent, and low er prom otion rates. The givers averaged 9 percent salary increases, com pared
w ith 10.5 percent and 11.5 percent for the takers and m atchers, respectively. Less than 65 percent of
the givers w ere prom oted to a m anager role, com pared w ith 83 percent and 82 percent for the takers
and m atchers, respectively. A nd the givers w ho did get prom oted had to w ait longer, averaging
tw enty-six m onths to prom otion, com pared w ith less than tw enty-four m onths for takers and m atchers.
This w as a fam iliar pattern to B auer: ñIf I err on one side, itôs probably being too generous: putting
others first, before m yself.ò

H undreds of m iles east at D eloitte C onsulting in N ew  York C ity, Jason G eller w as also on the fast
track to partner. W hen he first started in consulting, D eloitte w as just m oving to e-m ail and did not
have a form alized know ledge m anagem ent processð there w as no system  for storing and retrieving
inform ation that consultants gathered on specific industries and clients. G eller took the initiative to
collect and share inform ation. W hen he heard about a project, he w ould ask the team  for its output. H e
kept a stack of articles on his nightstand, reading them  in bed, and w hen he cam e across an interesting
article, he w ould file it aw ay. H e conducted research on w hat D eloitteôs com petitors w ere doing. ñI
w as a little bit of a geek.ò

D eloitteôs know ledge m anagem ent system  becam e Jason G ellerôs brain, and his hard drive. H is
colleagues began calling it the J-N et, the Jason N etw ork. W hen they had questions or needed
inform ation, he w as the go-to guy. It w as easier to ask him  than to search for them selves, and he w as
alw ays w illing to share the know ledge from  his brain or his grow ing database. N o one asked him  to
create the J-N et; he just did it because it seem ed like the right thing to do.

Since graduating from  C ornell, G eller had spent his entire career at D eloitte, doing an M BA at
C olum bia along the w ay. H e w as grateful for the support that his m entors provided to him . A  m atcher
w ould have paid it back, looking for w ays to return the favor to his m entors. But as a giver, like
Lillian Bauer, G eller w anted to pay it forw ard. ñIt becom es the natural w ay of doing things. You see
that the folks w ho are successful are the ones w ho help others. I naturally fell into the practice of
helping others. I saw  that others created those opportunities for m e, and I now  w ork very hard to
create them  for other people.ò G eller m ade a standing offer to every new  em ployee: he w ould help
and m entor them  in any w ay that he could.

The typical path to partner at D eloitte takes betw een tw elve and fifteen years. G eller m ade it far
ahead of schedule, in just nine years. A t just thirty years old, he becam e one of the youngest partners



in D eloitte history. Today, G eller is a partner in D eloitteôs hum an capital consulting practice, w here
the business he leads globally and in the United States has been ranked num ber one in the
m arketplace. Yet a colleague describes him  as a guy ñw ho frequently shuns the spotlight in favor of
his colleagues.ò A s D eloitteôs global and U .S. H R  transform ation practice leader, G eller has taken the
J-N et to a new  level and is a strong advocate for D eloitteôs form al global know ledge m anagem ent
processes and technologies. W ith a m ix of adm iration and incredulity, one analyst notes that ñalthough
he is incredibly busy, he holds regular m eetings w ith analysts so he can help them  through any issues
they m ay be facing at the tim e.ò G eller is reluctant to take credit for his accom plishm ents, but after
som e prodding, acknow ledges that ñbeing generous is w hat has m ade m e successful here.ò

A lthough Lillian Bauer and Jason G eller are both givers, they found them selves on very different
trajectories. W hy did giving stall her career, w hile accelerating his?

The intuitive answ er has to do w ith gender, but thatôs not the key differentiatorð at least not in the
conventional sense. Lillian Bauer fell into three m ajor traps that plague m any givers, m ale and
fem ale, in their dealings w ith other people: being too trusting, too em pathetic, and too tim id. In this
chapter, m y goal is to show  you how  successful givers like Jason G eller avoid these risks, and how
givers like Lillian learn to overcom e them  by acting less selfless and m ore otherish. B ecom ing a
doorm at is the giverôs w orst nightm are, and Iôll m ake the case that an otherish approach enables
givers to escape the trap of being too trusting by becom ing highly flexible and adaptable in their
reciprocity styles. Iôll also argue that an otherish style helps givers sidestep the land m ines of being
too em pathetic and too tim id by repurposing som e skills that com e naturally to them .



Sincerity Screening: Trusting M ost of the People M ost of the Tim e
In the opening chapter, w e m et an A ustralian financial adviser nam ed Peter A udet, w hose giver style
paid off w hen he took a drive to visit a scrap m etal client. But long before that, before he figured out
how  to be m ore otherish than selfless, Peter w as ripped off by several takers. A t tw enty-tw o, he
started his career as a financial adviser at a cutthroat com pany. It w as his responsibility to
aggressively build an insurance division for a business that prim arily served retirem ent clients. Peter
w as w orking w eekends to generate six-figure annual revenues, but received a tiny fraction of the
revenues, taking hom e m inim um  w age of $400 per w eek. H e stayed for nearly three years, and it w as
the m ost m iserable tim e of his life. ñM y boss w as greedy. H e never recognized w hat you did, only
w hat he could get from  you.ò In appreciation of Peterôs services, one of his insurance clients sent him
a beautiful Christm as basket. H is boss, a w ealthy m an w ho drove to w ork in a M ercedes-Benz, saw
the basket and im m ediately took it hom e for him self: ñIôm  the boss, and itôs m ine.ò

Peter felt like he w as drow ning, and decided to strike off on his ow n as a financial adviser. In his
first year alone, he quadrupled his salary. B ut five years later, he w as m anipulated by another taker. A
friendly colleague, Brad, w as not doing w ell at w ork. B rad landed another position that w ould start
the follow ing w eek, and he asked Peter for a favor. W ould he buy Bradôs clients on tw o daysô notice
so that Brad could afford to leave? A s a giver, Peter trusted B rad and agreed on the spot. H e
purchased Bradôs clients and began forging relationships w ith them , helping to solve their financial
problem s.

A fter a few  m onths, Peter started to lose som e of his clients. Strangely, they w ere all form er
clients of Bradôs. It turned out that Brad w as back in the business as a financial adviser, and he had
called every one of the clients w ho he had sold to Peter. H e just w anted to let them  know  he w as
back, and they w ere w elcom e to sw itch over to w ork w ith him  again. Brad stole m any of the clients
back w ithout paying Peter a dim e for them . Peter lost around $10,000 in business.

H ad Peter been able to identify Brad from  the start as a taker, he m ight never have gone dow n that
road. Trust is one reason that givers are so susceptible to the doorm at effect: they tend to see the best
in everyone, so they operate on the m istaken assum ption that everyone is trustw orthy. In one study,
researchers tracked w hether A m ericans had been victim s of crim es such as fraud, con gam es, and
identity theft. The givers w ere tw ice as likely to be victim ized as the takers, often as a direct result of
trusting takers. O ne giver w as generous enough to cosign for a friendôs car loan, and over a five-year
period, the friend opened three credit cards in his identity, stealing m ore than $2,000.

To avoid getting scam m ed or exploited, itôs critical to distinguish the genuine givers from  the
takers and fakers. Successful givers need to know  w hoôs likely to m anipulate them  so that they can
protect them selves. D o w e actually know  takers w hen w e see them ? M any people think they can judge
givers and takers in the blink of an eye. But in reality, theyôre w ildly inaccurate. Blink again.

I donôt m ean to im ply that w e fail across the board in thin slicing. A s M alcolm  G ladw ell revealed
in Blink, m any of our snap judgm ents of people are strikingly accurate. A t a glance, w e can often spot
a passionate teacher, an extraverted salesperson, or a m arried couple in contem pt. But w e struggle
m ightily w hen guessing w hoôs a genuine giver.

In one study, econom ists asked a group of H arvard students to predict the giving and taking
behaviors of their close friends and of com plete strangers. The friends and strangers received fifty



tokens w orth betw een ten and thirty cents each, and w ere asked to divide the tokens betw een
them selves and the H arvard students. The H arvard students did no better in predicting how  m uch their
friends w ould give than they did in predicting the behavior of com plete strangers. ñThey correctly
expect that friends pass m ore tokens than strangers,ò the researchers w rite, ñbut they do not expect
m ore tokens from  generous friends com pared to selfish friends.ò This is a crucial m istake, because
the giving friends end up contributing quite a bit m ore than the takers.

W hen w e try to zero in on a personôs reciprocity signal, itôs easy to be throw n off by plenty of
noise. To judge givers, w e often rely on personality cues, but it turns out these cues can be
m isleading. In half a century of research, psychologists have discovered a fundam ental personality
trait that distinguishes how  people tend to appear in their social interactions. Itôs called
agreeableness, and itôs w hy Peter A udet w as fooled by B rad. Like B rad, agreeable people tend to
appear cooperative and politeð they seek harm ony w ith others, com ing across as w arm , nice, and
w elcom ing. D isagreeable people tend to be m ore com petitive, critical, and toughð theyôre m ore
com fortable w ith conflict, com ing across as skeptical and challenging.*

W e tend to stereotype agreeable people as givers, and disagreeable people as takers. W hen a new
contact appears affable, itôs natural to conclude that he has good intentions. If he com es across as cold
or confrontational, this seem s like a sign that he doesnôt care about w hatôs in our best interests.* But
in m aking these judgm ents, w eôre paying too m uch attention to the shell of a personôs dem eanor,
overlooking the pearlð or clam ð inside the shell. G iving and taking are based on our m otives and
values, and theyôre choices that w e m ake regardless of w hether our personalities trend agreeable or
disagreeable. A s D anny Shader, the serial entrepreneur from  the opening chapter w ho initially w alked
aw ay from  D avid H ornikôs term  sheet, explains, ñW hether youôre nice or not nice is separate from
w hether youôre self-focused or other-focused. Theyôre independent, not opposites.ò W hen you
com bine outer appearances and inner intentions, agreeable givers and disagreeable takers are only
tw o of the four com binations that exist in the w orld.

W e often overlook that there are disagreeable givers: people w ho are rough and tough in
dem eanor, but ultim ately generous w ith their tim e, expertise, and connections. A s an exam ple, Shader
m entions the late M ike H om er, w ho ran m arketing at N etscape. ñH e could be crusty as hell on the
outside, but on the inside he w as pure gold. W hen push cam e to shove, he alw ays did the right thing,
and he w as incredibly loyal.ò G reg Sands, a H om er disciple and the m anaging director of a private
equity firm , agrees. ñYour fundam ental concern is w hether people are givers or takers, but youôve got
this other axis, w hich is are they nice about itð is their fundam ental dem eanor w elcom ing? H om er
had a hard edge. W hen he w as locked onto a path, som ething that got in the w ay of that objective
w ould just get sw ept aw ay. B ut he had a big heart, and he w anted to be helpful. H e w as definitely off
the charts on bothò giving and disagreeableness. A nother one of H om erôs form er em ployees said that
H om er ñseem ed like a taker, because he had incredibly high expectations and dem ands. B ut at the end
of the day, he really cared about the people. O ne m inute, he w as giving m e a tough tim e because his
expectations w erenôt being m et. The next day, he w as helping m e figure out w hat I w anted to do next
in m y career, w hat w as the right next job for m e.ò

The other counterintuitive com bination of appearances and m otives is the agreeable taker,
otherw ise know n as a faker. Like K en Lay at Enron, these people com e across as pleasant and
charm ing, but theyôre often aim ing to get m uch m ore than they give. The ability to recognize agreeable
takers as fakers is w hat protects givers against being exploited.



A lthough they donôt alw ays put their skills to good use, givers have an instinctive advantage in
sincerity screening. Research suggests that in general, givers are m ore accurate judges of others than
m atchers and takers. G ivers are m ore attentive to othersô behaviors and m ore attuned to their thoughts
and feelings, w hich m akes it possible to pick up m ore cluesð such as describing successes w ith first-
person singular pronouns, like I and m e instead of us and we. G ivers also gain a sincerity screening
advantage from  habitually trusting others, w hich creates opportunities to see the w ide range of
behaviors of w hich other people are capable. Som etim es, givers get burned by takers. In other
situations, givers find that their generosity is reciprocated or even exceeded. O ver tim e, givers
becom e sensitive to individual differences and shades of gray betw een the black-and-w hite boxes of
agreeable and disagreeable.

B ut givers becom e doorm ats w hen they fail to use this fine-tuned know ledge of differences
betw een veneers and m otives. The inclination to give first and ask questions later often com es at the
expense of sincerity screening. In consulting, Lillian B auer m ade a habit of clearing her schedule for
virtually anyone w ho asked, regardless of w ho they w ere. W hen a client asked for a supplem entary
analysis, even if it w asnôt technically part of the project, she w ould do it, w anting to please the client.
W hen a junior analyst needed advice, she w ould im m ediately open up tim e in her calendar,
sacrificing her personal tim e.

A t D eloitte, Jason G eller intuitively adopted an approach that closely resem bles sincerity
screening. G eller starts by offering help to every new  hire, but in his initial conversations w ith them ,
he pays attention to w ho seem s to be a giver versus a taker. ñI canôt proactively go and spend tim e
w ith every single person in the practice globally, so I try to sense w hoôs genuine and w hoôs not. Som e
folks approach the conversation in term s of learning. O thers com e in and say, óI w ant to get prom oted
to senior consultant. W hat should I do?ôò G eller assum es these consultants are takers. ñThey focus on
telling m e w hat theyôre doing, w ith a thirty-m inute agenda of things they w ant to update m e on,
because they w ant to m ake m e aw are. Theyôre not really asking insightful questions; itôs very
superficial. W e donôt get deep enough for it to be really helpful for them .ò

O ver tim e, as she sacrificed her ow n interests, Lillian B auer began to recognize that som e people
operated like takers: ñtheyôre so self-focused that they w ill take w hat they can and m ove on, so I
started being m ore system atic in how  I helped other people.ò She started to pay m ore attention to w ho
w as asking and how  they treated her, and m ade a list of reasons to say no. To continue giving but do
so m ore efficiently, she w rote advice guides for engagem ent m anagers and associate partners, putting
m uch of her know ledge on paper so she didnôt end up repeating it to takers. ñI found that w as a m ore
strategic w ay of being a giver,ò Bauer says.*

O nce givers start to use their skills in sincerity screening to identify potential takers, they know
w hen to put up their guard. But som etim es, this aw areness sets in too late: givers have already
becom e loyal to a taker. If givers are already trapped in exchanges w here they feel concerned for a
takerôs interests, how  do they protect them selves against the doorm at effect?



G enerous Tit for Tat: The A daptable G iver
Several years after Brad stole his clients and his m oney, Peter A udet w as w orking w ith a business
partner nam ed Rich. W hen they first paired up, Rich cam e across as highly agreeable: he w as
enthusiastic and friendly. But a colleague reflects that ñalthough R ich looked like a giver because he
acted supportive, he w as really a taker. Peter w as a giver, and Rich w as sucking everything out of
him .ò R ich w as draw ing a high salary, m ore than $300,000 a year, w ithout contributing m uch to the
financial success of the business. H e w as living on the G old Coast of A ustralia, and he w ould spend
his m ornings on the beach, stroll into the office at ten A .M ., and go to the pub at m idday. ñBrad gave
m e a pretty strong sense of w hat a taker looked like, and I realized that Rich w as a big taker,ò Peter
lam ents. ñI w as alw ays doing extra w ork, and R ich w as absolutely draining the business of m oney.
H e didnôt really care about the staff or service to clients; he w as starting to pollute the culture. H e
w as taking advantage of m e, trading off the back of m y loyalty to him  because w e had built the
business up from  nothing.ò

Peter stayed tim id until one M onday, w hen R ich announced that he had bought a m ultim illion-
dollar house on the G old Coast. H e needed $100,000, and he took it right out of the com pany account.
A t a board m eeting that day, Rich left early to m eet friends at the pub. This w as the last straw  for
Peter; he knew  Rich could no longer be trusted, so he prom ised the board that he w ould hold Rich
accountable. But he had yet to form ulate a planð and he felt guilty and uncom fortable: ñRich w as like
m y big brother.ò A colleague said, ñIt w ould have been hard for anybody, but I think it w as harder
because Peter is a giver. H e knew  w hat w as at the other side of it for R ich, and he w anted to save him
from  it.ò

Peter w as a victim  of em pathy, the pow erful em otion that w e experience w hen w e im agine
another personôs distress. Em pathy is a pervasive force behind giving behaviors, but itôs also a m ajor
source of vulnerability. W hen Brad w asnôt doing w ell and accepted a new  job, Peter felt his pain, and
bought his clients w ithout hesitation. W hen he considered how  R ich w ould feel about being ousted,
Peter felt sorry for him , and didnôt w ant to cut him  out.

Peter w as falling into an em pathy trap thatôs visible in a classic negotiation study. Researchers
brought people together in pairs to negotiate the purchase of electronics products such as TVs. H alf of
the negotiating pairs w ere strangers; the other half w ere dating couples. In each pair, one negotiator
w as the seller, and the other w as the buyer. O n average, w ho do you think w ould achieve m ore joint
profits: the strangers or the dating couples?

I assum ed that the dating couples w ould do better, because they w ould trust each other m ore,
share m ore inform ation, and discover opportunities for m utual gains.

But the dating couples did substantially w orse than the strangers, achieving low er joint profits.
Before the negotiation, the researchers asked the dating couples how  in love they w ere. The

stronger their feelings of love, the w orse they did.
The dating couplesð especially the ones in loveð operated like selfless givers. Their default

approach w as to em pathize w ith their partnersô needs and give in right aw ay, regardless of their ow n
interests. Concern for their partners had the effect of ñshort-circuiting efforts to discover integrative
solutions in favor of m ore accessible but less m utually satisfactory outcom es,ò the researchers w rite,
leading to a ñókid glovesô approach to problem  solving.ò W hen researchers studied selfless givers at



the bargaining table, the sam e pattern surfaced. People w ho agreed w ith statem ents like ñI alw ays
place the needs of others above m y ow nò w ere anxious about putting strain on the relationship, so
they accom m odated their counterparts by giving aw ay value.

A s w ith the dating couples in love, em pathy had turned Peter into a doorm atð until he discovered
an alternative to em pathy thatôs equally aligned w ith his natural strengths as a giver. Instead of
contem plating R ichôs feelings, Peter considered w hat Rich w as thinking. This led to a pow erful
insight: R ich seem ed interested in w orking on a new  challenge, so Peter could appeal to R ichôs self-
interest. ñYouôre clearly not enjoying running the business day-to-day,ò Peter told R ich, ñso w hy donôt
you let m e handle it? I think Iôm  old enough now  that Iôm  ready for the heavy lifting.ò Rich agreed,
expressing a desire to w ork on special projects in the entrepreneurial space to generate new  revenue
for the business. Peter supported the decision and started running board m eetings.

Peter accom plished this m aneuver by getting inside R ichôs head, rather than his heart. Studies led
by C olum bia psychologist A dam  G alinsky show  that w hen w e em pathize at the bargaining table,
focusing on our counterpartsô em otions and feelings puts us at risk of giving aw ay too m uch. B ut w hen
w e engage in perspective taking, considering our counterpartsô thoughts and interests, w eôre m ore
likely to find w ays to m ake deals that satisfy our counterparts w ithout sacrificing our ow n interests.
Peter never w ould have discovered his solution if he had continued to em pathize w ith Rich. By
shifting his focus from  R ichôs feelings to his thoughts, Peter w as able to see the w orld through a
takerôs eyes and adjust his strategy accordingly.

D espite his success in draw ing R ich into a role w here he could do less harm , Peter couldnôt quite
let go of the desire to support Rich and help him  succeed. A t the sam e tim e, he knew  there w as still
plenty of room  for R ich to keep taking. Peter decided to trust but verify: he granted Rich the autonom y
to w ork on special projects, but held him  accountable for his results, asking him  to report on his
progress every ninety days. ñI gave him  the opportunity to m easure his ow n contribution and for us to
do the sam e.ò A fter six m onths, R ich had done very little. Peter conducted a form al analysis and
w rote a board report. ñW hen R ichôs contribution ended up being zero, it w as undeniably of his ow n
doing. H e w as presented w ith a crude form  of evidence of his ow n taking and lack of giving. The truth
ultim ately m oved him  on and set him  free for m e.ò R ich elected to leave and take his equity out of the
business.

Peter w as no longer a doorm at; he had taken dow n a taker. Later, he learned that Rich had been
even m ore of a taker than anyone realized: he had a large line of credit w ith the firm , and also ow ed
the bank m oney. Peter had to w rite a check to settle because Rich w as short. A  year after Peter took
over as m anaging director, Rich exited the firm . Fifteen m onths after R ichôs departure, Peterôs firm
had turned around to achieve seven-figure profits, staff m orale had skyrocketed, turnover had
plum m eted, and they w ere in the running for firm  of the year in the dealer group.

O nce successful givers see the value of sincerity screening and begin to spot agreeable takers as
potential fakers, they protect them selves by adjusting their behavior accordingly. Peterôs experience
offers a clue into how  givers avoid getting burned: they becom e m atchers in their exchanges w ith
takers. Itôs w ise to start out as a giver, since research show s that trust is hard to build but easy to
destroy. But once a counterpart is clearly acting like a taker, it m akes sense for givers to flex their
reciprocity styles and shift to a m atching strategyð as Peter did by requiring Rich to reciprocate by
adding value to the business. ñItôs built into m y nature now  to not give takers m uch tim e, and certainly
not w aste m y tim e w ith them ,ò Peter says.



In one experim ent, psychologists gave people the chance to w ork w ith partners w ho w ere either
com petitive or cooperative. The takers acted com petitively regardless of w ho their partners w ere.
The rest adapted to their partners; they w ere cooperative w hen w orking w ith cooperative partners,
but once a partner w as com petitive, they m atched their behavior, responding in a m ore com petitive
m anner. G am e theorists call this tit for tat, and itôs a pure m atcher strategy: start out cooperating, and
stay cooperative unless your counterpart com petes. W hen your counterpart com petes, m atch the
behavior by com peting too. This is a w ildly effective form  of m atching that has w on m any gam e
theory tournam ents. But tit for tat suffers from  ña fatal flaw ,ò w rites H arvard m athem atical biologist
M artin N ow ak, of ñnot being forgiving enough to stom ach the occasional m ishap.ò

N ow ak has found that it can be m ore advantageous to alternate betw een giving and m atching. In
generous tit for tat, the rule is ñnever forget a good turn, but occasionally forgive a bad one.ò You
start out cooperating and continue cooperating until your counterpart com petes. W hen your
counterpart com petes, instead of alw ays responding com petitively, generous tit for tat usually m eans
com peting tw o thirds of the tim e, acting cooperatively in response to one of every three defections.
ñG enerous tit for tat can easily w ipe out tit for tat and defend itself against being exploited by
defectors,ò N ow ak w rites. G enerous tit for tat achieves a pow erful balance of rew arding giving and
discouraging taking, w ithout being overly punitive. It com es w ith a risk: generous tit for tat
encourages m ost people to act like givers, w hich opens the door for takers to ñrise up againò by
com peting w hen everyone else is cooperating. But in a w orld w here relationships and reputations are
visible, itôs increasingly difficult for takers to take advantage of givers. A ccording to N ow ak, ñThe
generous strategy dom inates for a very long tim e.ò

G enerous tit for tat is an otherish strategy. W hereas selfless givers m ake the m istake of trusting
others all the tim e, otherish givers start out w ith trust as the default assum ption, but theyôre w illing to
adjust their reciprocity styles in exchanges w ith som eone w ho appears to be a taker by action or
reputation. Being otherish m eans that givers keep their ow n interests in the rearview  m irror, taking
care to trust but verify. W hen dealing w ith takers, shifting into m atcher m ode is a self-protective
strategy. B ut one out of every three tim es, it m ay be w ise to shift back into giver m ode, granting so-
called takers the opportunity to redeem  them selves. This is w hat Peter A udet did w ith Rich by
offering him  the chance to earn his keep. O therish givers carry the optim istic belief that Randy Pausch
expressed in The Last Lecture: ñW ait long enough, and people w ill surprise and im press you.ò

The value of generous tit for tat as an otherish approach w as dem onstrated by A braham  Lincoln in
the Sam pson story from  the opening chapter. A fter Lincoln fell on his sw ord so that Lym an Trum bull
could defeat Jam es Shields in the Illinois Senate race, Trum bull cam e under fire for trying to sabotage
Lincolnôs career. Lincolnôs w ife, M ary Todd, said Trum bull had com m itted ñselfish treacheryò and
she cut ties w ith Trum bullôs w ife, w ho had been one of her closest friendsð M ary w as a bridesm aid
at the Trum bull w edding. Lincoln, how ever, w as m ore inclined to forgive. H e expressed faith to
Trum bull: ñA ny effort to put enm ity betw een you and m e is as idle as the w ind.ò A t the sam e tim e,
w anting to protect him self against defection, Lincoln w arned Trum bull not to cross him : ñW hile I
have no m ore suspicion against you than I have of m y best friend living, I am  kept in a constant
struggle against suggestions of this sort.ò Trum bull reciprocated, helping Lincoln in his next Senate
bid.

In 1859, Chicago m ayor John W entw orth accused N orm an Judd of plotting against Lincoln to
support Trum bull and advance his ow n political career. W hereas his w ife never forgave Judd,



Lincoln rem inded Judd that ñyou did vote for Trum bull against m eò but interpreted Juddôs decision
generously: ñI think, and have said a thousand tim es, that w as no injustice to m e.ò Lincoln helped
Judd m ediate the conflict w ith W entw orth, but then asked for reciprocity: ñit w ould hurt som e for m e
to not get the Illinois delegation,ò Lincoln w rote. ñC an you not help m e a little in this m atter, in your
end of the vineyard?ò Judd m atched: he landed a m ajor editorial supporting Lincoln in the C hicago
Tribune the follow ing w eek, secured the Republican Convention in Chicago w here Lincoln had
supporters, and m ade sure that Lincolnôs detractors w ere seated in the back, lim iting their influence.
A lthough Lincolnôs default w as in line w ith a giver style, he recognized the value of occasional
m atching, and benefited from  generous tit for tat. Lincolnôs acute attention to othersô perspectives gave
him  ñthe pow er to forecast w ith uncanny accuracy w hat his opponents w ere likely to do,ò explained
his secretaryôs daughter, and use this forecast to ñcheckm ate them .ò

Since Jason G eller first started m entoring new  hires at D eloitte, he has adopted a version of
generous tit for tat. A t the end of the first m eeting w ith a new  hire, G eller m akes an offer: ñIf this
conversation w as helpful, Iôm  happy to do it on a m onthly basis.ò If the person agrees, G eller sets up
a recurring m onthly m eeting in his calendar, w ith no end date. In addition to creating opportunities for
G eller to give, the m onthly m eetings offer the side benefit of helping him  understand w ho m ight be a
taker. ñPart of the value of the ongoing dialogue is you can tell pretty quickly w hoôs faking it, because
the good conversations and relationships build upon each other,ò G eller explains. ñItôs easy to fake it
every six m onths, but not on a regular basis. Thatôs part of w hy I encourage people to schedule that
tim e. Itôs part of how  you sort out w hoôs genuine w hile m aking the biggest im pact.ò O nce G eller
identifies a colleague as a taker, he keeps giving, but becom es m ore cautious in his approach. ñI donôt
help them  less, but the help starts to look different. Iôll listen and engage, but w eôre not having a
dialogue; thereôs not as m uch m entoring and coaching. Itôs not that I w ill consciously be less available
to support them , but hum an nature leads you to invest your tim e w here there is the biggest returnð for
both of us.ò

Initially, Lillian Bauer didnôt vary her investm ent as a function of the requesterôs reciprocity style.
Before she began sincerity screening, she w as generous w ith every audience. That changed after she
helped a fam ily friend w ho sought her advice about landing a position at a top-tier consulting firm .
Bauer responded in a characteristically generous fashion: she spent m ore than fifty hours coaching the
candidate on nights and w eekends and m ade connections for her at her ow n firm  and several
com peting firm s. The candidate ended up receiving offers from  Bauerôs firm  and a com petitor, and
joined Bauerôs firm . B ut then, despite the fact that Bauer and her colleagues had expended a great
deal of tim e and energy recruiting her, the candidate requested a transfer to another office in a
different countryð in direct violation of the firm ôs recruiting guidelines. Bauer had been duped by an
agreeable taker: ñThe discussions w ere very m uch around w hat w as best for her and her only. The
w ay she w as talking about the decision m ade it clear this w as all about her; she w as obviously going
to help herself.ò H aving been taken advantage of, Bauer learned to be m ore cautious in dealing w ith
takers. ñA fter that point, it just com pletely changed the w ay I felt about her, and I w asnôt w illing to be
as generous.ò

Through a com bination of sincerity screening and generous tit for tat, Bauer w as able to avoid
becom ing a doorm at in advising and m entoring takers. But she hadnôt overcom e the obstacle of
learning to challenge clients and say no to som e of their requests, instead of being a pushover. ñI w as
still saying yes to the client too m uch, instead of pushing back.ò W hat does it take for givers to



becom e m ore assertive?



A ssertiveness and the A dvocacy Paradox
The m en and w om en w ere equally qualified, but the m en w ere earning substantially m ore m oney.
Linda B abcock, an econom ist at Carnegie M ellon University, stared at the data in dism ay. A lthough it
w as the tw enty-first century, the m ale M BA graduates from  her school had 7.6 percent higher salaries
than their fem ale counterparts. Carnegie M ellon is one of the w orldôs finest technical institutions,
boasting eighteen N obel Prize w inners, including seven in econom ics alone. W hen business students
enroll for their M BA s at Carnegie M ellon, they are signing up for a serious quantitative challenge.
The school offers degrees in com putational finance, quantitative econom ics, and softw are
engineering, and over 40 percent of all Carnegie M ellon M B A s accept jobs in finance. In such a
quantitatively intense environm ent, the salary num bers suggested that w om en still face a glass ceiling.
Babcock calculated that over a thirty-five-year career, this gap m eant that each w om an w as losing an
average of m ore than $1 m illion.

But the gender gap, it turns out, w asnôt quite due to a glass ceiling. M en and w om en received
sim ilar starting offers, and the discrepancy em erged by the tim e they signed their final offers. Upon
closer inspection, Babcock discovered a dram atic difference betw een m en and w om en in the
w illingness to ask for m ore m oney. M ore than half of the m enð 57 percentð tried to negotiate their
starting salaries, com pared w ith only 7 percent of the w om en. The m en w ere m ore than eight tim es as
likely to negotiate as the w om en. The students w ho did negotiate (m ostly m en) im proved their
salaries by an average of 7.4 percent, enough to account for the gender gap.

The discrepancy in w illingness to negotiate w asnôt lim ited to the quantitative w orld of Carnegie
M ellon M BA s. In another study, Babcock and her colleagues recruited people to play four rounds of
Boggle for a fee of som ew here betw een $3 and $10. W hen they finished, the researcher acted like a
taker, handing them  the m inim um  of $3 and asking, ñIs three dollars okay?ò O nce again, eight tim es as
m any m en as w om en asked for m ore m oney. The next study w ent the sam e w ay, but the researcher
handed them  the m inim um  of $3 w ithout asking if it w as okay. N one of the w om en asked for m ore
m oney, w hereas 13 percent of the m en took the initiative to ask for m ore. W ith another group of
participants, the researcher handed over $3 and said, ñThe exact paym ent is negotiable.ò The m ajority
of the m en (59 percent) seized the opportunity and asked for m ore, com pared w ith only 17 percent of
the w om en. O verall, the m en w ere 8.3 tim es m ore likely to ask for m ore m oney than the w om en. In
each case, the w om en w ere doorm ats, allow ing takers to w alk all over them . Research show s that one
of the m ain reasons that w om en tend to negotiate less assertively than m en is that they w orry about
violating social expectations that theyôll be w arm  and kind.*

Yet w om en arenôt the only ones w ho becom e pushovers at the bargaining table. The doorm at
effect is a curse that afflicts givers of both genders. In several experim ents, m ale and fem ale givers
w ere w illing to m ake large concessions just to reach an agreem ent that w ould m ake their counterparts
happy, even if they had better options available. A nd in a series of studies led by N otre D am e
professor Tim othy Judge, nearly four thousand A m ericans filled out a survey on w hether they w ere
givers, indicating the degree to w hich they tended to be helpful, caring, and trusting. O n average, the
givers earned 14 percent low er incom e than their less giving counterparts, taking an annual pay hit of
nearly $7,000. W hen the data w ere split by gender, the incom e penalty w as three tim es greater for
giver m en than giver w om en. The fem ale givers earned an average of 5.47 percent less m oney than



their peers, for a difference of $1,828. The m ale givers earned an average of 18.31 percent less
m oney than their peers, for a difference of $9,772.

A s w e saw  earlier in the chapter on pow erless com m unication, givers tend to be hum ble and
uncom fortable asserting them selves directly. Studies in m ore controlled settings have show n that in
zero-sum  situations, givers frequently shy aw ay from  advocating for their ow n interests: w hen
negotiating their salaries, they m ake m ore m odest requests than m atchers and takers, and end up
accepting less favorable outcom es. This reluctance to be assertive is especially likely to afflict
agreeable givers, w ho pay a price in their pocketbooks.*

A t a professional services firm , a m an w ho Iôll call Sam eer Jain w as a giver w ho consistently fell
victim  to the doorm at effect. Sam eer w as ranked at the top of his class and the top 10 percent of all
em ployees in the northeast U nited States at his firm , and dedicated m uch of his tim e to helping
colleagues and m entoring junior em ployees. D espite being a star perform er, he w atched his friends at
other firm s get prom oted faster and earn m ore incom e, and he never negotiated his salary or asked for
a raise. O n several occasions, he w atched assertive peers w ho w ere no better perform ers negotiate
raises and prom otions, sailing past him  in the corporate hierarchy. ñI did not push hard enough to
m ake that happen for m yself. I didnôt w ant to m ake others uncom fortable or overstep m y bounds.ò

G row ing up in India, Sam eer w as a pushover, w hich m ade him  the butt of jokes in his fam ily. H is
father cam e from  a background in poverty, and learned to be a hard-nosed negotiator w ho bargained
for everything, claw ing his fam ily up to the m iddle class. Sam eer grew  up shielded, protected from
having to assert him self. H is subm issiveness bothered his w ife, w ho w as a tough negotiator. W hen
they first started dating, Sam eer w as about to sign a lease on an apartm ent. H is w ife intervened,
negotiated on his behalf, and reduced the rent by $600 a year. H e w as im pressed, but also
em barrassed. Since then, w henever they m ake a purchase, he has turned to his w ife to negotiate,
know ing that he w ould be a doorm at. ñTo be honest, Iôve been asham ed of this for a long tim e,ò he
adm its.

A fter he left the professional services firm , Sam eer com pleted an M BA  and received a job offer
from  a Fortune 500 m edical technology com pany, his ideal em ployer. H e w asnôt entirely satisfied
w ith the term s of the offer, but as usual, he w as reluctant to negotiate. ñI felt aw kw ard. I like m y boss,
and I didnôt w ant to m ake him  uncom fortable.ò W eakening Sam eerôs position further, the econom y had
just crashed, and his peers w ere all signing w ithout negotiating.

B ut som ething w as different this tim e. B y a couple m onths later, Sam eer had negotiated increases
in his total com pensation to the tune of m ore than $70,000. H e had undergone a chum p change,
transform ing from  his traditional doorm at status into a m ore assertive, m ore successful negotiator.
ñM y w ife w as stunned, and she com plim ented m y persistence and effectiveness as a negotiator,ò he
says. ñFor her to see m e as a good negotiator is the ultim ate validation.ò W hat w as it that drove
Sam eer to step up to the plate?

The answ er can be found in an ingenious experim ent conducted by Linda Babcock and her
colleagues. The participants w ere 176 senior executives from  private and public organizations, w ith
titles ranging from  C EO  and CO O  to president, general m anager, and chairm an. The executives all
started w ith the sam e inform ation: an em ployee in a softw are com pany w as being prom oted, and they
w ere negotiating com pensation for the new  position. The m ale executives playing the role of the
em ployee landed an average of $146,000, 3 percent higher than the w om enôs average of $141,000.
B ut w ith a single sentence, Babcock and colleagues helped the fem ale executives boost their averages



to $167,000, outdoing the m en by 14 percent.
A ll it took w as to tell them  they w ere playing a different role. Instead of im agining that they w ere

the em ployee, the fem ale executives w ere asked to im agine that they w ere the em ployeeôs m entor.
N ow  the w om en w ere agents advocating for som eone else. Interestingly, they didnôt set higher goals,
but they w ere w illing to push harder to achieve their goals, w hich led them  to better outcom es. In a
sim ilar study, researchers Em ily A m anatullah and M ichael M orris asked m en and w om en to negotiate
the term s of an attractive job offer. H alf w ere instructed to im agine that they had received the offer
them selves and negotiate accordingly. The other half w ere instructed to im agine that they had referred
a friend for the job and w ere now  responsible for negotiating on behalf of the friend. O nce again, all
of the participants set sim ilar goals, irrespective of w hether they w ere m ale or fem ale, or negotiating
for them selves or a friend.

B ut their actual behavior in the negotiations varied strikingly. R egardless of w hether they w ere
negotiating for them selves or others, the m en requested starting salaries averaging $49,000. The
w om en follow ed a different path. W hen they w ere negotiating for them selves, they requested starting
salaries averaging only $42,000ð 16.7 percent low er than the m en.

This discrepancy vanished w hen the w om en negotiated on behalf of a friend. A s advocates,
w om en did just as w ell as the m en, requesting an average of $49,000. In another study, A m anatullah
and M orris found the sam e results w ith experienced executives negotiating: m ale executives landed
the sam e salaries regardless of w hether they w ere negotiating for them selves or others, w hereas
fem ale executives did m uch better w hen negotiating for others than them selves. A nd Vanderbilt
professors B ruce Barry and Ray Friedm an found that in short-term , single-issue negotiations, givers
do w orse than takers, because theyôre w illing to give larger slices of the pie to their counterparts. But
this disadvantage disappears entirely w hen the givers set high goals and stick to them ð w hich is
easier for givers to do w hen advocating for som eone else.

A dvocating for others w as the key to Sam eerôs chum p change. W hen he shied aw ay from
negotiating w ith his initial em ployer, Sam eer w as thinking about his ow n interests. W ith the Fortune
500 m edical technology com pany, he put him self in a different fram e of m ind: he w as representing his
fam ilyôs interests. A lthough he m ight be a doorm at w hen he w as responsible for him self, being a giver
m eant that he didnôt w ant to let other people dow n. ñI used it as a psychological w eapon against
m yself, to m otivate m yself,ò Sam eer says. ñThe solution w as thinking about m yself as an agent, an
advocate for m y fam ily. A s a giver, I feel guilty about pushing too m uch, but the m inute I start thinking,
óIôm  hurting m y fam ily, w hoôs depending on m e for this,ô I donôt feel guilty about pushing for that
side.ò

B y thinking of him self as an agent representing his fam ily, Sam eer sum m oned the resolve to m ake
an initial request for a higher salary and tuition reim bursem ent. This w as an otherish strategy. O n the
one hand, he w as doing w hat givers do naturally: advocating for other peopleôs interests. O n the other
hand, he intentionally advocated for his fam ily, w hose interests w ere closely aligned w ith his ow n. A t
the sam e tim e, he w asnôt pushing so far as to becom e a taker: he sought a balance in m eeting his
fam ilyôs interests and his com panyôs. ñM y value system  m eans that Iôm  not going to do anything thatôs
w rong or unfair,ò Sam eer explains. ñIôm  not going to try to gouge anyone, but I am  going to push to the
point thatôs right and fair.ò

W hen Sam eer first contacted his new  boss to negotiate, he asked for a salary increase and
reim bursem ent of his M B A tuition. This m atched w hat other firm s w ere offering, but the boss cam e



back w ith disappointing new s from  H R: they w erenôt able to grant either request. A t that point,
Sam eer felt the urge to back dow n. H e w anted to be a giver tow ard his boss, and he w as w orried that
getting m ore m oney w ould harm  his bossôs perform ance or com prom ise his budget. But Sam eer had
m assive debt from  student loans, and he felt responsible for his fam ily first. H e asked again,
convincing his boss to lobby H R for the bum p in his salary and signing bonus. H e ended up getting a
$5,000 salary increase and a $5,000 signing bonus increase. By that tim e, his $10,000 signing bonus
had expired. Sam eer asked for that too, and got it. H is boss assured him  that this w as the best he
could do.

Sam eer w as already up $20,000 in the first year alone, not to m ention the dividends that the base
salary increase w ould accrue, but he w asnôt done yet. H e still w asnôt receiving tuition
reim bursem ent, so he w as determ ined to find another w ay to support his fam ily. H e had plenty of free
tim e during his last sem ester of school, so he negotiated a consulting arrangem ent to w ork for the
com pany part-tim e. The com pany agreed to pay him  $135 per hour, w hich w ould net Sam eer another
$50,000 in the span of a few  m onths. A t that point, he signed the contract, having upped his total
com pensation by m ore than $70,000. ñBeing able to keep pushing, a large part of that w as being an
agent,ò Sam eer says. ñIf I donôt push now , w hatôs going to happen w hen I get another prom otion? Iôm
going to be that guy w ho has three kids and gets pushed around. Thinking of m yself as an agent
m otivated m e to keep going. It gave m e som e extra cojones.ò

A lthough advocating for his fam ily helped him  succeed, Sam eer w as still concerned about how  it
w ould affect his reputation at the firm  and his relationship w ith his boss. W hen the negotiation w as
finished, his boss shared a surprising sentim ent: he adm ired Sam eerôs assertiveness. ñIt w as part of
w hy m y boss w anted m e,ò Sam eer says. ñH e respected that I w asnôt going to be pushed around
anym ore.ò G ivers, particularly agreeable ones, often overestim ate the degree to w hich assertiveness
m ight be off-putting to others. But Sam eer didnôt just earn respect by virtue of negotiating; his boss
w as im pressed w ith how  he negotiated. W hen H R initially rejected Sam eerôs request, he explained
his fam ilyôs circum stances. ñI donôt just have to w orry about paying rent now . I have a fam ily to
support and loans to repay. Can you m ake this m ore palatable for m e?ò B y asking on behalf of his
fam ily, instead of him self, Sam eer w as m aintaining an im age as a giver. H e show ed that he w as
w illing to advocate for others, w hich sent a positive signal about how  hard he w ould w ork w hen
representing the com panyôs interests.

B abcock and colleagues call this a relational accountð an explanation for a request that
highlights concern for the interests of others, not only oneself. W hen w om en ask for a higher salary,
they run the risk of violating expectations that they w ill be ñother-oriented and caring, giving rather
than taking in character,ò B abcock w rites w ith H annah Riley Bow les. W hereas w om en m ay be
uniquely w orried that assertiveness w ill violate gender norm s, givers of both sexes w orry about
violating their ow n reciprocity preferences. If they push too hard, theyôll feel like takers, rather than
givers. B ut w hen givers are advocating for som eone else, pushing is closely aligned w ith their values
of protecting and prom oting the interests of others: givers can chalk it up to caring. A nd by offering
relational accounts, givers do m ore than just think of them selves as agents advocating for others; they
present them selves as agents advocating for others, w hich is a pow erful w ay to m aintain their self-
im ages and social im ages as givers.

This reasoning proved relevant to Lillian Bauer w hen she decided to stop letting clients treat her
like a doorm at. ñI w ant to be generous, and I build trust w ith clients, but that doesnôt m ean they can



w alk all over m e,ò Bauer notes. To decline requests from  clients that fell outside the scope of a
project, she used a com bination of advocacy and relational accounts. Starting w ith advocacy, Bauer
began to think about herself as an agent for the consultants on her team . ñG ivers have a protective
side. In negotiating w ith a client, I feel a lot of responsibility for m y team , and it m akes m e m ore
w illing to draw  a hard line.ò Then, she developed a habit of articulating this responsibility to her
clients: ñW hen a client m akes an unreasonable request, I explain that itôs going to stretch m y team , or
kill them  w orking crazy hours. The client know s I w ill bend over backw ard to do w hatôs right for
them , so w hen I do push back, it has a lot m ore im pact: thereôs a good reason for it.ò



Pushing Past Pushover
Lillianôs progress struck a chord w ith m e. A s a freshm an in college, I accepted a job selling
advertisem ents for the Letôs G o travel guides. W ritten and produced entirely by H arvard students, the
Letôs G o guides w ere billed as the bible of the budget traveler, rivaling Lonely Planet, From m erôs,
and R ick Stevesô as the go-to resource for getting around a foreign country on the cheap. O n m y first
day, m y m anager handed m e a list of clients and said, ñThese people spent about $300,000 last year
on ads in the Letôs G o books. Just call them  up and convince them  to advertise again.ò Then she
turned around and w alked aw ay.

A s I realized that I w ouldnôt get any training, I began to panic. I had no product know ledge and no
relevant experience, and I had never left N orth A m erica. I w as only eighteen years old, and I had no
business m aking sales pitches to senior vice presidents at m ajor international com panies.*

I m ustered up the courage to call one of Letôs G oôs longtim e advertisers, a m an nam ed Steven w ho
ran a travel agency. The m om ent he started talking, it w as clear he w as furious. ñA t first, I w as glad to
see that m y agency w as w ritten up in the books, separate from  m y ad,ò he snarled, ñuntil I saw  that
outdated contact inform ation w as listed. So your readers can reach m e, Iôve had to pay hundreds of
dollars to m aintain old postal addresses and e-m ail accounts.ò I gently explained that advertising and
editorial are separate departm ents; I could ensure the accuracy of his ads, but I had no influence over
the content of the books them selves. Steven didnôt care; he dem anded an advertising discount to m ake
up for the editorial error and threatened not to renew  his ad if I didnôt com ply. Feeling bad for him , I
granted him  a 10 percent discount. This violated a Letôs G o policy that appeared in m y contract,
prohibiting all discounts that didnôt appear in our m edia kit, and it w as a preview  of m ore m istakes to
com e.

A fter contacting several dozen clients, I had given three m ore discounts and signed very few
contracts, w hich becam e m ortifying w hen I learned that Letôs G o had a 95 percent client renew al rate.
A long w ith bringing in no revenue, w hen a client dem anded a refund on the previous yearôs ad, I
caved, becom ing the first em ployee to give aw ay m oney that w as already on the books. In em pathizing
w ith clients and trying to m eet their needs in any w ay possible, I w as helping them  at m y ow n expense
ð not to m ention m y com panyôs. I w as a disaster, and I w as ready to quit.

It w asnôt the first tim e I had been a giver to a fault. W hen I w as fourteen, I decided to becom e a
springboard diver. I w as determ ined to m aster the art of hurling m yself into the air, doing som ersaults
and tw ists, and entering the w ater gracefully w ithout a splash. N ever m ind that I could hardly jum p,
flip, or tw ist, I w as terrified to try new  dives, and m y team m ates called out m y lack of flexibility by
nicknam ing m e Frankenstein. O ne day, m y coach brought a m etronom e to practice in the hopes of
im proving m y tim ing. A fter several hours of effort, he declared m e incapable of rhythm .

For the next four years, I trained six hours a day. Eventually, I becam e a tw o-tim e state finalist, a
tw o-tim e junior O lym pic national qualifier, and an A ll-A m erican diver. I w ould go on to com pete at
the N C A A varsity level at H arvard. But along the w ay, I sacrificed m y ow n success. Several m onths
before the biggest m eet of m y life, I volunteered to coach tw o of m y com petitors. I taught them  new
dives, critiqued their form , and revealed the secret of the rip entry, show ing them  how  to disappear
into the w ater at the end of a dive.

They returned the favor by beating m e at the state cham pionships, by just a handful of points.



A t Letôs G o, I w as once again benefiting others at a personal cost. A lthough I w as helping m y
clients save m oney, I w as a pushover, losing revenues for the com pany and sacrificing m y ow n
com m ission. B ut the follow ing w eek, I happened to m eet a new  assistant m anager at Letôs G o w hose
position w as created as a result of the advertising revenue that m y predecessor generated. The job
m ade it possible for her to pay for school. It w as the inspiration that I needed: I realized that m y
colleagues w ere depending on m e. A s a student, I didnôt have a w ife and children yet, but I could see
m yself as an agent on behalf of college students in search of jobs that w ould defray the cost of tuition
and provide m eaningful w ork experiences. I m ight be a doorm at w hen lobbying solely for m y ow n
interests, but w hen I w as representing the interests of students, I w as w illing to fight to protect them .

B efore a heated negotiation w ith a m erciless French hotelier w ho dem anded a discount, I thought
about how  the revenue could support job creation, w hich gave m e the resolve to dig in m y heels. I
added a relational account: if I gave him  a discount, it w ould only be fair to offer the sam e to our
other clients, and I had a responsibility to be consistent. H e ended up paying the full price.

A fter four m onths, I had set com pany records by bringing in m ore than $600,000 in revenue,
nearly doubling m y predecessorôs tally, and landing m ore than $230,000 from  cold calls to new
prospects. I sold the largest advertising package in com pany history, and our president announced at a
banquet that I w as ñone of the finest advertising associates ever to com e throughò the com pany. A t age
nineteen, I w as prom oted to director of advertising sales, w hich put m e in charge of a budget above
$1 m illion and tasked m e w ith hiring, training, and m otivating m y ow n staff.

R ight after I w as prom oted, the Internet bubble collapsed. M ore than a dozen clients w ent out of
business before our advertising season even started, and six of our ten biggest clients inform ed m e
that their advertising budgets had been slashed, so they w ouldnôt be able to renew . W hen all w as said
and done, Letôs G o lost tw enty-tw o loyal clients and 43 percent of the total budget from  the previous
year. The w orst blow  cam e w hen our largest client called. It w as M ichael, the vice president of the
student travel agency that had purchased the record-setting package the previous year. ñIôm  very sorry
to tell you this, because w e love your product and value this relationship.ò M ichael took a deep
breath. ñBut due to budget constraints and a declining travel m arket, Iôm  not sure if w e can afford to
advertise this year at all. To even consider it, w eôll need a m ajor discount.ò

K now ing that m any jobs depended on revenue from  M ichaelôs com pany, I becam e an advocate
and pushed back. B ecause his rivals w ere pulling their ads, I told M ichael, it w as an opportunity to
gain a leg up on the com petitionð and w hat better tim e to invest than during a recession? H e said he
w ould check w ith his boss and get back to m e. The follow ing w eek, he called w ith bad new s: he had
authorization to advertise in our books only if he could have the sam e package as the prior year, and
only w ith a 70 percent discount. This w ould slash his expenditure of just under $120,000 to below
$40,000.

W hile I w as trying to figure out how  m uch of a discount w e could afford, I w ent to coach a diving
practice. Sitting on the pool deck, it daw ned on m e that there w as a m ajor difference betw een diving
and Letôs G o. Individual sports involved zero-sum  contests w here helping com petitors w in m eant that
I w ould be m ore likely to lose. In business, though, w in-w in w as possible; m y clientsô interests didnôt
have to be at odds w ith m y ow n. W hen I began to contem plate M ichaelôs interests, I realized that he
m ight value products to give aw ay for free in his store. I learned from  colleagues that our publishing
contract gave Letôs G o the rights to sell or license any content that didnôt exceed tw enty pages, so I
offered him  sponsorship of a new  product: tw enty-page Letôs G o travel booklets that he could hand



out to custom ers. Custom ers w ould appreciate the free travel tips and m ight stay longer in the store or
be m ore likely to return. Since the funds w ould com e from  his distribution budget rather than his
advertising budget, he w as able to consider the possibility. W hen I gave further thought to M ichaelôs
interests, I realized that the booklets w ould be m ore valuable to him  if he could sponsor them
exclusively, rather than featuring other com paniesô ads. W e agreed on a m utually beneficial deal for
exclusive sponsorship, and he ended up spending m ore than $140,000, topping m y ow n previous
record for the largest ad package in com pany history.

W hereas advocacy and relational accounts enabled m e to becom e m ore assertive in w in-lose
negotiations, it w as perspective taking that helped m e expand the pie and succeed in w in-w in
negotiations. U ltim ately, despite the dot-com  bust, this approach led m ore than half of our renew al
clients to increase their ad packages. O ur team  brought in m ore than $550,000 in profits, m aking it
possible to increase the size of our staff and introduce new  m arketing initiatives. A fter m onths of
hounding delinquent clients to send their paym ents, I becam e the only m anager in recent history to
bring in 100 percent of accounts receivable, leaving no bad debt. I w as elected to the com panyôs
board of directors and earned the m anager of the year aw ard for leadership, com m itm ent, and
business acum en. The lessons I learned at Letôs G o stuck w ith m e, and I decided to spend the rest of
m y career teaching other givers w hat I had discovered about overcom ing the doorm at effect.

For a num ber of years, researchers have know n that successful negotiators tend to operate in an
otherish fashion. In a com prehensive analysis of tw enty-eight different studies led by D utch
psychologist Carsten D e D reu, the best negotiators w erenôt takers or selfless givers. The takers
focused on claim ing value: they saw  negotiations as zero-sum , w in-lose contests and didnôt trust their
opponents, so they bargained aggressively, overlooking opportunities to create value through
developing an understanding of their counterpartsô interests. The selfless givers m ade too m any
concessions, benefiting their counterparts at a personal cost. The m ost effective negotiators w ere
otherish: they reported high concern for their ow n interests and high concern for their counterpartsô
interests. By looking for opportunities to benefit others and them selves, otherish givers are able to
think in m ore com plex w ays and identify w in-w in solutions that both takers and selfless givers m iss.
Instead of just giving aw ay value like selfless givers, otherish givers create value first. By the tim e
they give slices of pie aw ay, the entire pie is big enough that thereôs plenty left to claim  for
them selves: they can give m ore and take m ore.

This notion of expanding the pie captures a turning point in Lillian Bauerôs career. A lthough she
had learned to push back w ith clients and place boundaries on the tim e she spent m entoring and
helping takers, she w asnôt w illing to let go of helping givers and m atchers. W hen junior associates
w ho didnôt seem  like takers needed help, she still gave in a selfless m anner, sacrificing inordinate
am ounts of her tim e regardless of her ow n schedule and dem ands.

Jason G eller adopted a m ore otherish approach: he found a w ay to expand the am ount of giving
that he could accom plish w ithout increasing the dem ands on his tim e. G eller engaged others in sharing
the w orkload, creating opportunities for them  to becom e givers, w hile keeping him self from  becom ing
overloaded. A s a senior m anager, w hen junior analysts asked him  for help, G eller w ould suggest a
lunch, and invite a couple new er m anagers to com e along. This opened the door for the m anagers to
have access to him , and for them  to provide m entoring to the junior analysts. ñItôs a great w ay for
them  to build the support of folks m ore junior to them ,ò he says. Instead of doing all of the giving
him self, he w as able to connect junior analysts w ith m ultiple m entors, w ho provided a broader base



of know ledge and advice.
A fter being told she w as too generous, Bauer adopted an approach that resem bled G ellerôs. She

started doing group m entoring sessions instead of only one-on-ones:

I asked m yself, ñA m  I really the only person w ho can help in this particular
instance?ò I tried not to think about m yself as the only resource I w as optim izing,
and started connecting people to help each other. N ow , Iôm  quite explicit w ith m y
m entees. I tell them , ñPeople did this for m e, and you need to do this for other
people. There is an expectation that w hen you receive that kind of generosity
from  people, you need to pay it forw ard.ò

B y deciding not to carry the burden alone, B auer expanded the pie, enabling her giving to have a
broader im pact w hile protecting her ow n tim e. ñIf you have a natural m ix of givers, takers, and
m atchers in your com pany,ò Bauer says, ñyou can do a lot to m agnify the giver tendency, suppress the
m ore aggressive taker tendencies, and shift the m atchers tow ard giving. Thereôs an energy and a
satisfaction that you get out of it. In its ow n w ay, itôs addictive.ò

Instead of assum ing that theyôre doom ed to becom e doorm ats, successful givers recognize that
their everyday choices shape the results they achieve in com petitive, confrontational situations. The
dangers lie less in giving itself, and m ore in the rigidity of sticking w ith a single reciprocity style
across all interactions and relationships. A s the psychologist Brian Little puts it, even if a style like
giving is our first nature, our ability to prosper depends on developing enough com fort w ith a
m atching approach that it becom es second nature. A lthough m any successful givers start from  the
default of trusting othersô intentions, theyôre also careful to scan their environm ents to screen for
potential takers, alw ays ready to shift from  feeling a takerôs em otions to analyzing a takerôs thoughts,
and flex from  giving unconditionally to a m ore m easured approach of generous tit for tat. A nd w hen
they feel inclined to back dow n, successful givers are prepared to draw  reserves of assertiveness
from  their com m itm ents to the people w ho m atter to them .

For Lillian B auer, these shifts in strategy catalyzed a chum p change. A s B auer learned to leverage
her natural strengths in advocating for others and reading other peopleôs m otives, she adapted her
behavior to invest in those on w hom  she could have the greatest influence and encouraged them  to
give as w ell. The cum ulative effect w as that she transform ed from  a doorm at into a successful giver.
Even though her generosity initially slow ed her rise to partner, she ended up getting there ahead of
schedule. Lillian Bauer w as one of the first m em bers of her consulting class to m ake partner.
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T he Scrooge Shift
W hy a Soccer Team , a Fingerprint, and a N am e C an Tilt U s in the O ther D irection

H ow  selfish soever m an m ay be supposed, there are evidently som e principles in his nature w hich
interest him  in the fortunes of others, and render their happiness necessary to him , although he

derives nothing from  it except the pleasure of seeing it.
ð A dam  Sm ith, father of econom ics

In 1993, a m an nam ed Craig N ew m ark left IBM  after seventeen years to take a com puter security
position at Charles Schw ab in San Francisco. A s a single guy new  to the Bay A rea, he w as looking
for w ays to spice up his social life. In early 1995, he started e-m ailing friends to share inform ation
about local arts and technology events. W ord of m outh spread, and people began to expand the
postings beyond events to feature job openings, apartm ents, and m iscellaneous item s for sale. By
June, the e-m ail list had grow n to 240 people. It w as too large for direct e-m ail, so C raig m oved it to
a listserv. In 1996, a w ebsite w as born, and it w as called Craigslist. B y the end of 2011, there w ere
Craigslist sites in m ore than seven hundred locations around the w orld. In the United States alone,
roughly fifty m illion people visit Craigslist each m onth, m aking Craigslist one of the ten m ost popular
w ebsites in the countryð and one of the forty m ost visited in the w orld.

Craigslist flourished by appealing to our basic m atcher instincts. It facilitates transactions in
w hich buyers and sellers can agree on a fair price, exchanging goods and services for w hat theyôre
w orth. Fundam entally, Craigslist is about trading value in direct exchanges betw een people, creating
a m atcherôs preferred even balance of give and take. ñW eôre not altruistic,ò N ew m ark w rites. ñFrom
one perspective, w eôre like a flea m arket.ò

Could a system  like this function based entirely on giving, instead of m atching?
In 2003, an O hio native by the nam e of D eron Beal decided to find out. Just like C raig N ew m ark,

Beal w as in a new  city w here he lacked inform ation, so he started an e-m ail list of friends. Follow ing
the lead from  Craigslist, Beal w as aim ing to create Internet-based local com m unities of exchange for



anyone to access, connecting people w ho w anted goods w ith people w ho w ere ready to part w ith
them . But in a radical departure from  the typical Craigslist exchange, B eal set an unusual ground rule:
no currency or trading allow ed. The netw ork w as called Freecycle, and all goods had to be given
aw ay for free.

The idea for Freecycle w as sparked w hen B eal developed and ran a recycling program  for
businesses at a nonprofit organization called R ise in Tucson, A rizona. Local businesses began to give
B eal used item s that w ere still in good condition but w erenôt recyclable, like com puters and desks. In
the hopes of giving the item s aw ay to people w ho needed them , B eal spent hours on the phone
offering them  to charities, but m ade little progress. A t the sam e tim e, he had a bed that he w anted to
give aw ay, but thrift shops w ouldnôt accept it. H e realized that he m ight be able to solve both of these
problem s w ith an online com m unity that m atched givers and receivers m ore efficiently.

B eal sent an initial e-m ail announcing Freecycle to about forty friends, inviting them  to join and
spread the w ord. W hen som e of the earliest Freecycle m em bers started posting item s to give aw ay,
B eal w as caught off guard. O ne w om an offered to give aw ay a partially used bottle of hair dye, w hich
w ould expire in a m atter of hours. ñIt needs to be used really soon,ò she w rote, ñso if anyone has an
urge to go darker, tonight is the night.ò A  Texas m an posted a m ore desirable item ð fishing tackleð
but had a string attached. H e w ould only give it aw ay to som eone from  w hom  fishing tackle had been
stolen. ñA s a kid thirty-four years ago, I stole a tackle box. Thereôs no w ay I can find the person and
m ake it right, so Iôm  trying to do the next best thing.ò W ith som e people finding m atcher loopholes in
the system , and others trying to give aw ay junk, Freecycle seem ed like a lost cause.

B ut B eal believed that ñone personôs trash really is anotherôs treasure.ò A nd som e people gave
aw ay actual treasure on Freecycle that they could have easily sold on C raigslist. O ne person donated
a cam era in excellent condition w orth at least $200; others gave aw ay good com puters, flat-screen
TV s, baby car seats, pianos, vacuum  cleaners, and exercise equipm ent. W hen Freecycle started in
M ay 2003, there w ere thirty m em bers. W ithin a year, Freecycle had grow n at an astonishing rate:
there w ere m ore than 100,000 m em bers in 360 cities w orldw ide. By M arch 2005, Freecycle had
increased tenfold in m em bership, reaching a m illion m em bers.

R ecently, social scientists R obb W iller, Frank Flynn, and Sonya Zak decided to study w hat drives
people to participate in exchange system s. They w ere striving to get to the bottom  of a vigorous
debate am ong social scientists, m any of w hom  believed that the types of direct exchanges that take
place on C raigslist w ere the optim al w ay of exchanging resources. By allow ing people to trade value
back and forth, a system  like C raigslist capitalizes on the fact that m ost people are m atchers. But
som e experts anticipated the rapid grow th of system s like Freecycle, w here m em bers give to one
person and receive from  another, never trading value back and forth w ith the sam e person. These
researchers w ere convinced that although such a generalized reciprocity system  relies on people to be
givers and can be exploited by takers, it could be just as productive in facilitating the exchange of
goods and services as direct m atching.

The intuitive explanation is that the tw o types of system s attract different types of people. Perhaps
m atchers w ere draw n to Craigslist, w hereas givers flocked to Freecycle.* A s D eron Beal told m e, ñIf
there w ere only takers, there w ould be no Freecycle.ò B ut W illerôs team  found that this w asnôt the
w hole story.

A lthough Freecycle grew  in part by attracting people w ho already leaned strongly in the giver
direction, it accom plished som ething m uch m ore im pressive. Som ehow , Freecycle m anaged to



encourage m atchers and takers to act like givers. To figure out how  Freecycle w orks, W illerôs team
studied random  sam ples of m em bers at both Craigslist and Freecycle. They collected surveys from
m ore than a thousand m em bers of the tw o exchange organizations from  dozens of com m unities around
the U nited States, m easuring reciprocity styles by asking m em bers to answ er a series of questions
about w hether they generally preferred to m axim ize their ow n gains or contribute to others. The
givers had donated an average of tw enty-one item s on Freecycle. The takers could have given
nothing, but they had given aw ay an average of m ore than nine item s each on Freecycle.

Interestingly, in fact, people often join Freecycle to take, not give. ñPeople usually hear about
Freecycle as a w ay to get free stuff. Your average person w ill join thinking, óI can get som ething for
nothing,ôò B eal says. ñB ut a paradigm  shift kicks in. W e had a big w ave of new  parents w ho needed
help in hard tim es. They received strollers, car seats, cribs, and high chairs. Later, instead of selling
them  on Craigslist, they started giving them  aw ay.ò

W hat drives people to join a group w ith the intention of taking, but then end up giving?
The answ er to this question opens up another w ay that givers avoid the bottom  of the success

ladder. W hen dealing w ith individuals, itôs sensible for givers to protect them selves by engaging in
sincerity screening and acting prim arily like m atchers in exchanges w ith takers. But in group settings,
thereôs a different w ay for givers to m ake sure that theyôre not being exploited: get everyone in the
group to act m ore like givers. The strategy w as foreshadow ed by Jason G eller and Lillian Bauer, w ho
directly asked their m entees to pay it forw ard in m entoring groups of m ore junior colleagues. Earlier,
A dam  R ifkin, the Silicon Valley giver w ho w as nam ed Fortuneôs best netw orker, did the sam e thing
in his entire netw ork. H e invited the people w ho benefited from  his giving to help other people in his
w eb of relationships, and a giving norm  evolved. A s I noted in the opening chapter, people rarely
have a single reciprocity style that they apply uniform ly to every dom ain of their lives. If a group
develops a norm  of giving, m em bers w ill uphold the norm  and give, even if theyôre m ore inclined to
be takers or m atchers elsew here. This reduces the risks of giving: w hen everyone contributes, the pie
is larger, and givers are no longer stuck contributing far m ore than they get.

W hat is it about groups that can tilt m em bers in the giver direction? A t the end of this chapter, Iôll
introduce you to a pow erful activity that som e of the w orldôs leading com panies and business schools
have started using to m otivate giving am ong takers and m atchers, as w ell as givers. B ut first, by
unpacking Freecycleôs success in m otivating m atchers and takers to give, w e can gain a deeper
understanding of w hat individuals and organizations can do to foster greater levels of giving. The
starting point is to ask w hy people give in the first place.



The A ltruism  D ebate
For nearly forty years, tw o of the w orldôs m ost distinguished psychologists have locked horns over
w hether the decision to give can be purely altruistic, or w hether itôs alw ays ultim ately selfish. Rather
than debate philosophy, each has com e to battle w ielding a deadlier w eapon: the psychological
experim ent.

The defendant of pure altruism  is C. D aniel B atson, w ho believes that w e engage in truly selfless
giving w hen w e feel em pathy for another person in need. The greater the need, and the stronger our
attachm ent to the person experiencing it, the m ore w e em pathize. W hen w e em pathize w ith a person,
w e focus our energy and attention on helping him  or herð not because it w ill m ake us feel good but
because w e genuinely care. Batson believes that although som e people feel em pathy m ore intensely
and frequently than others, virtually all hum ans have the capacity for em pathyð even the m ost
disagreeable of takers. A s A dam  Sm ith put it centuries ago: ñthe em otion w hich w e feel for the
m isery of others . . . is by no m eans confined to the virtuous and hum ane, though they perhaps m ay feel
it w ith the m ost exquisite sensibility. The greatest ruffian, the m ost hardened violator of the law s of
society, is not altogether w ithout it.ò

The devilôs advocate is Robert Cialdini, w ho argues that thereôs no such thing as pure altruism .
H e believes that hum an beings are frequently generous, giving, and caring. B ut he doesnôt think these
behaviors are entirely altruistic in origin. H e believes that w hen others hurt, w e hurtð and this
m otivates us to help. Cialdiniôs first challenge to Batsonôs claim s w as that w hen em pathy leads us to
help, itôs not because our ultim ate goal is to benefit the other person. H e proposed that w hen others
are in need, w e feel distressed, sad, or guilty. To reduce our ow n negative feelings, w e help. Cialdini
accum ulated an im pressive body of studies suggesting that w hen people feel distressed, guilty, or sad
tow ard another person in need, they help.

Batsonôs rebuttal: itôs true that people som etim es help to reduce negative feelings, but this isnôt
the only reason. A nd negative feelings donôt alw ays lead to helping. W hen w e feel distressed, sad, or
guilty, our ultim ate goal is to reduce these negative feelings. In som e cases, helping is the strategy that
w e choose. But in m any cases, w e can reduce our negative feelings in other w ays, such as distracting
ourselves or escaping the situation altogether. B atson figured out a clever w ay to tease apart w hether
em pathy drives us to help because w e w ant to reduce another personôs distress or our ow n distress. If
the goal is to reduce our ow n distress, w e should choose w hatever course of action m akes us feel
better. If the goal is to reduce another personôs distress, w e should help even w hen itôs costly and
other courses of action w ould m ake us feel good.

In one experim ent, Batson and colleagues gave people a choice: w atch a w om an receive electric
shocks or leave the experim ent to avoid the distress. N ot surprisingly, 75 percent left. But w hen they
felt em pathy for the w om an, only 14 percent left; the other 86 percent stayed and offered to take the
shocks in her place. A nd of the people w ho stayed to help, the ones w ho em pathized the m ost strongly
w ere w illing to endure four tim es as m any shocks as those w ho felt less em pathy. Batson and
colleagues dem onstrated this pattern in m ore than half a dozen experim ents. Even w hen people can
reduce their negative feelings by escaping the situation, if theyôre feeling em pathy, they stay and help
anyw ay, at a personal cost of tim e and pain. O n the basis of this evidence, Batson concluded that
reducing bad feelings is not the only reason people help, and a com prehensive analysis of eighty-five



different studies backed him  up.
B ut C ialdini, one of the greatest social thinkers of our tim e, w asnôt done yet. H e acknow ledged

that em pathy can drive helping. Feelings of concern and com passion certainly m otivate us to act for
the benefit of others at a personal cost. But he w asnôt convinced that this reflects pure altruism . H e
argued that w hen w e em pathize w ith a victim  in need, w e becom e so em otionally attached that w e
experience a sense of oneness w ith the victim . W e m erge the victim  into our sense of self. W e see
m ore of ourselves in the victim . A nd this is w hy w e help: w eôre really helping ourselves. Q uoting
A dam  Sm ith again, ñBy the im agination w e place ourselves in his situation, w e conceive ourselves
enduring all the sam e torm ents, w e enter as it w ere into his body, and becom e in som e m easure the
sam e person w ith him , and thence form  som e idea of his sensations, and even feel som ething.ò

C ialdini and colleagues conducted num erous experim ents supporting this idea. Em pathy leads to a
sense of oneness, or self-other overlap, and this leads to greater helping. Batsonôs team  cam e back
w ith another rebuttal: that is altruism . If w e em pathize w ith other people to the point of m erging our
ow n identities w ith theirs, w e care about them  as m uch as w e care about ourselves. B ecause w e no
longer place our interests above theirs, helping them  is purely altruistic.

Stalem ate.
B oth cam ps agree that em pathy leads to helping. Both cam ps agree that a sense of oneness is a key

reason w hy. But they fundam entally differ about w hether oneness is selfish or altruistic. I believe
thereôs a m iddle ground here, and itôs one that D eron B eal discovered early on. W hen he started
Freecycle, he w anted to keep used goods out of landfills by giving them  aw ay to people w ho w anted
them . But he also had som e personal interests at stake. In his recycling program , he had a w arehouse
full of stuff he couldnôt use or recycle, and his boss w anted the w arehouse em ptied. In addition, B eal
w as hoping to get rid of an old m attress that he ow ned. N one of his friends needed it, and it w as too
big to throw  aw ay. To dum p it, he w ould need to borrow  a truck and drive the m attress to a landfill,
w here he w ould be charged for disposal. B eal realized it w ould be easier and cheaper if he could
just give it aw ay to som eone on Freecycle.

This is w hy m any takers and m atchers started giving on Freecycle. Itôs an efficient w ay to get rid
of things they donôt w ant and probably canôt sell on C raigslist. But soon, Beal know s from  personal
experience, people w ho initially give things aw ay for selfish reasons begin to care about the people
theyôre helping. W hen the recipient arranged to pick up his m attress, B eal w as thrilled. ñI thought I
w as getting aw ay w ith giving a m attress aw ay, that I w as the one benefiting,ò he says. ñB ut w hen the
person show ed up at m y door and thanked m e, I felt good. It w as only partially a selfish act: I w as
helping som eone else in a w ay that m ade m e happy. I felt so darn good about it that I started giving
aw ay other item s.ò

A fter a decade of research, Iôve com e to the conclusion that B ealôs experience is the norm  rather
than the exception. O neness is otherish. M ost of the tim e that w e give, itôs based on a cocktail of
m ixed m otives to benefit others and ourselves. Takers and m atchers m ay be m ost likely to give w hen
they feel they can advance othersô interests and their ow n at the sam e tim e. A s the prim atologist Frans
de W aal w rites in The Age of Em pathy, ñThe selfish/unselfish divide m ay be a red herring. W hy try to
extract the self from  the other, or the other from  the self, if the m erging of the tw o is the secret behind
our cooperative nature?ò

C onsider W ikipedia, the online encyclopedia w ritten for free by upw ards of three m illion
volunteers, w ith m ore than a hundred thousand of them  contributing regularly. W hen asked w hy they



w rite for W ikipedia, hardly any volunteers reported being involved for self-serving reasons, such as
to m ake new  contacts, build their reputations, reduce loneliness, or feel valued and needed. But the
relatively altruistic value of helping others w asnôt the sole factor they em phasized either. W ikipedia
contributors arenôt necessarily givers across the different dom ains of their lives, but theyôre
volunteering their tim e to exhaustively sum m arize and cross-reference W ikipedia entries. W hy? In a
survey, tw o reasons dom inated all others: they thought it w as fun and they believed inform ation
should be free. For m any volunteers, w riting W ikipedia entries is otherish: it provides personal
enjoym ent and benefits others.

B eal believes the otherish structure of Freecycle is one of the m ajor reasons that it grew  so fast.
G iving aw ay item s that w e donôt need, and benefiting others in the process, is the gift econom y
equivalent of A dam  Rifkinôs five-m inute favors: low  cost to oneself coupled w ith potentially high
benefit to others. Itôs notew orthy that Freecycleôs form al m ission statem ent highlights tw o sets of
benefits: m em bers can contribute to others and gain for them selves. The m ission is to ñbuild a
w orldw ide gifting m ovem ent that reduces w aste, saves precious resources &  eases the burden on our
landfills w hile enabling our m em bers to benefit from  the strength of a larger com m unity.ò

B eyond this otherish structure, thereôs a central feature of a Freecycle com m unity that m otivates
people to start giving. A clue to the m echanism  lies in the story of a French consultant w ho struggled
for years to earn the trust of a potential clientð until he recognized the pow er of a sense of
com m unity.



From  E nem ies to A llies
D uring the 2008 global financial crisis, one of the m any com panies to suffer w as a French firm  that
Iôll call N ouveau. N ouveau w as headquartered in a sm all city in the m iddle of France that boasted a
beloved soccer team . The founders had chosen the city as their headquarters in an effort to restore the
cityôs glory, but the population w as shrinking and profits w ere falling, and there w as pressure to
relocate to a larger city. N ouveauôs executives decided to save headquarters w ith a dram atic
reorganization. Seeking outside assistance, the C FO  issued a request for proposals to consulting
firm s. N ouveau w as open to w orking w ith w hichever firm  presented the best proposal, w ith one
exception: one particular consulting firm  could not be trusted. This firm  had been w orking w ith
N ouveauôs chief com petitor for years. N ouveauôs top brass w orried that inside inform ation could be
leaked accidentallyð or even stolen by a taker.

The suspect consulting firm ôs lead partner, w ho Iôll call Phillippe, w as aw are of the distrust from
the N ouveau executives. Phillippeôs firm  had subm itted proposals to N ouveau in the past, and they
w ere alw ays rejected. The consultants had repeatedly explained the firm ôs strict confidentiality
policies, but the N ouveau executives didnôt buy it. Eventually, the consultants concluded that it w as a
w aste of tim e to continue m aking proposals. But Phillippe w as genuinely interested in contributing to
N ouveauôs success, so he led his team  in preparing and subm itting a proposal for the reorganization.
Then they sat dow n to brainstorm : how  can w e prove to N ouveau that w eôre trustw orthy?

Phillippeôs firm  w as the last to pitch to N ouveau. A t the pitch m eeting, Phillippe arrived at
N ouveauôs headquarters w ith five consultants in tow . They w ere escorted into a large room  w here ten
N ouveau executives sat across from  them . Phillippeôs team  presented the proposal, and the N ouveau
executives w ere unm oved. ñW e like your proposal,ò one executive said, ñbut w e canôt trust you. W hy
should w e enter into a relationship w ith you? H ow  can w e be sure that you w ill put our interests
first?ò Phillippe rem inded them  of his firm ôs confidentiality policies and code of honor, reinforcing
that its reputation hinged on upholding the highest standards for clients, but his prom ise fell on deaf
ears.

Phillippe had run out of logical argum ents, so he resorted to the only other am m unition that he had.
H e reached into his briefcase and pulled out the blue scarf of the cityôs fam ed soccer club. D onning
the scarf as a sym bol of hom etow n pride, he m ade a plea: ñW eôve been trying to convince you for
m any years that our confidentiality policies can be trusted. Since w eôre not m anaging to say that w ith
w ords, w eôd like to show  our com m itm ent in a different w ay.ò The five m em bers of Phillippeôs team
follow ed suit, putting the soccer scarves around their necks.

The N ouveau executives w ere surprised. They asked w hich partner w ould take the lead on the
project. Phillippe stepped up: ñI am  going to take the lead, and w e w ill begin our w ork over the
A ugust break. I can com m it to this because your headquarters is next to m y hom e.ò

A few  hours later, Phillippeôs firm  landed the project.
The N ouveau executives had not know n that Phillippe w as from  their city. ñThis w as a

reorganization task,ò Phillippe explains, ñand having som eone care about this city, and the people
living in it, w as a plus for the em ployees and the com pany. It w as a bit of com m on ground.ò

Com m on ground is a m ajor influence on giving behaviors. In one experim ent, psychologists in the
United K ingdom  recruited fans of the M anchester United soccer team  for a study. W hen w alking from



one building to another, the soccer fans saw  a runner slip on a grass bank, w here he fell holding his
ankle and scream ing in pain. W ould they help him ?

It depended on the T-shirt that he w as w earing. W hen he w ore a plain T-shirt, only 33 percent
helped. W hen he w ore a M anchester U nited T-shirt, 92 percent helped. Yale psychologist Jack
D ovidio calls this ñactivating a com m on identity.ò W hen people share an identity w ith another
person, giving to that person takes on an otherish quality. If w e help people w ho belong to our group,
w eôre also helping ourselves, as w eôre m aking the group better off.*

A  com m on identity w as a key active ingredient behind the rapid grow th of Freecycle, and the
unusually high levels of giving. W hen B erkeley professor Robb W illerôs team  com pared Craigslist
and Freecycle m em bers, they w ere interested in the degree to w hich each group experienced
identification and cohesion. The m ore m em bers identified, the m ore they saw  C raigslist or Freecycle
as an im portant part of their self-im ages, as reflecting their core values. The m ore cohesion m em bers
reported, the m ore they felt part of a m eaningful C raigslist or Freecycle com m unity. W ould m em bers
experience greater identification and cohesion w ith C raigslist or Freecycle?

The answ er depends on how  m uch a m em ber has received from  the site. For m em bers w ho
received or bought few  item s, there w ere no differences in identification and cohesion betw een
C raigslist and Freecycle. People w ere equally attached and connected to both sites. B ut for m em bers
w ho received or bought m any item s, there w ere stark differences: m em bers reported substantially
greater identification and cohesion w ith Freecycle than C raigslist. This w as true even after
accounting for m em bersô tendencies tow ard giving: regardless of w hether they w ere givers or not,
m em bers w ho participated frequently felt m ore attached to Freecycle than to C raigslist. W hy w ould
people feel m ore identified and connected w ith a com m unity w here they give freely rather than
m atching evenly?

W illerôs team  argues that for tw o central reasons receiving is a fundam entally different
experience in generalized giving and direct m atching system s. The first distinction lies in the term s of
the exchange. In direct m atching, the exchange is an econom ic transaction. W hen m em bers buy an item
on C raigslist, they know  that sellers are typically trying to m axim ize their ow n gains w ith little
concern for buyersô interests. In contrast, in generalized giving, givers arenôt getting anything tangible
back from  the recipients. W hen m em bers receive an item  on Freecycle, theyôre accepting a gift from  a
giver w ith no strings attached. A ccording to W illerôs team , this ñsuggests that the giver is m otivated
to act in the interest of the recipient rather than in his or her ow n self-interest,ò w hich ñcom m unicates
a regard for the recipient beyond the instrum ental value attached to the item  itself.ò In com parison
w ith an econom ic transaction, a gift is value-laden.

The second distinction has to do w ith w hoôs responsible for the benefits you receive. W hen you
buy on Craigslist, if you receive an item  at a good price, you can chalk it up to your savvy as a
negotiator or the kindness (or naµvet®) of an individual seller. Youôre exchanging back and forth w ith
another individual; youôre not getting anything from  the C raigslist com m unity. ñA s a result,
participants in direct exchange w ill be less inclined to identify w ith the group because they w ill be
less likely to derive the em otional experience of group m em bership,ò W illerôs team  w rites. In
generalized giving, on the other hand, the com m unity is the source of the gifts you receive. A n
effective system  of generalized giving typically involves cycles of exchange w ith the follow ing
structure: person A  gives to person B , w ho gives to person C. W hen Freecycle m em bers receive
m ultiple item s from  different people, they attribute the benefits to the w hole group, not to individual



m em bers.
Together, these tw o forces facilitate the developm ent of a bond w ith Freecycle. Instead of buying

an item  from  another person, people feel that theyôre receiving gifts from  a com m unity. The gratitude
and goodw ill generated m eans that they begin to identify w ith the com m unity, seeing them selves as
Freecycle m em bers. O nce this identification happens, people are w illing to give freely to anyone w ho
shares the Freecycle identity. This extends their w illingness to give across the w hole Freecycle
com m unity, spurring m em bers to offer item s that they no longer need in response to requests w hen
they can help. By giving aw ay things they donôt w ant, takers can feel like theyôre not losing anything
of value, yet m aintain the norm  of giving so they can still get free stuff w hen they w ant it. For
m atchers, because thereôs no w ay to pay it back, paying it forw ard is the next best thingð especially
since theyôre helping people just like them selves. This is w hat happened w ith the parents w ho gave
aw ay baby supplies: they restored their sense of a reciprocal, even exchange by donating item s they
no longer needed to fellow  parents in sim ilar situations.

People are m otivated to give to others w hen they identify as part of a com m on com m unity. B ut not
all individuals and groups are equally likely to attract this type of identification. Thereôs som ething
else about the Freecycle com m unity that fosters identificationð and itôs a factor w ell understood by
A dam  R ifkin.



The Search for O ptim al D istinctiveness
W hen I first m et A dam  Rifkin, I asked him  to tell m e about the m ost interesting contacts in his
netw ork. ñO ne of m y favorite people,ò he replied, ñis A dam  R ifkin.ò

H e w asnôt talking about him self. A dam  Rifkin has developed a strong connection w ith another
m an nam ed A dam  Rifkinð a H ollyw ood w riter, director, producer, and actor w ho has been a m ajor
contributor to film s such as D etroit Rock City and H e-M an. To avoid confusion, Iôll call him
H ollyw ood A dam , referring to his endearing doppelgªnger as Panda A dam .

In 1992, w hen H ollyw ood A dam  w as just getting his start, Panda A dam  m oved to Los A ngeles to
start his doctoral program  at Caltech. People w ould accidentally call Panda A dam  w hen they w ere
trying to reach H ollyw ood A dam . Panda A dam  w anted to get in touch w ith H ollyw ood A dam  to clear
up the confusion, so he put his phone num ber on the Internet. For three years, no one called. In 1996,
H ollyw ood A dam  w as in N ew  York, and a friend show ed him  Panda A dam ôs w ebsite. ñI knew
nothing about the Internet, and I w as im pressed w ith w hat heôd created. Iôd been m istaken for him  a
num ber of tim es, so I called him  right aw ay.ò

It w as m orning on the East Coast, and just after daw n on the W est C oast. The piercing sound of a
ringing phone w oke a sleeping Panda A dam .

Panda A dam  (groggily): ñH ello?ò
H ollyw ood A dam : ñA dam  Rifkin, this is A dam  R ifkin.ò
Panda A dam : ñIôve been w aiting m y w hole life for this call.ò
O n the surface, they didnôt have m uch in com m on. A s far as they could tell, they w erenôt related.

Panda grew  up in N ew  York; H ollyw ood grew  up in C hicago. Panda w as a softw are engineer;
H ollyw ood w as in film . But w hen they m et face-to-face, they felt an instant bond. ñH ollyw ood A dam
is a fascinating character,ò says Panda A dam . ñH is career in H ollyw ood and m ine in Silicon Valley
have had m ore parallels than I w ould have guessed. A ny tim e som ebody asks m e for a connection in
H ollyw ood, heôs usually the person I start w ith. H ollyw ood A dam  has m ade countless introductions
to help people I know . M any people in H ollyw ood are narcissistic and self-centered, but H ollyw ood
A dam  is as good-natured and kind as they com e. W e kind of have the sam e philosophy.ò

ñPanda A dam  is a great guy,ò says H ollyw ood A dam . ñW e have a sim ilar sense of hum or. W e
help each other w ithout keeping score. N either one of us ever gives it any thought; w e just do w hatôs
helpful.ò Panda A dam  w as the person w ho introduced H ollyw ood A dam  to Tw itter. W hen H ollyw ood
A dam  did a series for Show tim e called Look, Panda A dam  invited him  up to northern California to
do screenings at YouTube and Tw itter. W hy did the tw o A dam  Rifkins identify so strongly w ith each
other?

If youôre thinking itôs a nam e sim ilarity effect, the data suggest that youôre rightð at least partially.
Brett Pelham , a psychologist at the University at Buffalo, noticed that w e seem  to prefer people,
places, and things that rem ind us of ourselves. Because w e associate our nam es so strongly w ith our
identities, w e m ight be attracted to m ajor decisions that rem ind us of our nam es. In an effort to
dem onstrate this, Pelham  and his colleagues have conducted a m ind-boggling, controversial set of
studies.

A cross five different studies, they found that people are unusually likely to end up living in places
that resem ble their first nam es. In one study, Pelham ôs team  searched the forty biggest cities in the



U nited States for the one hundred m ost com m on first nam es that shared their first three letters w ith
these cities. Then, they m atched up nam es in term s of how  popular they w ere in different age groups.
It turns out that people nam ed Jack are four tim es m ore likely than people nam ed Phillip to live in
Jacksonville, even though the nam es are equally com m on. (The Phils have apparently retreated to
Philadelphia, w here they outnum ber the Jacks.) A nd itôs not that theyôre nam ed after these places;
people are m ore likely to m ove to places that resem ble their ow n nam es (G eorgia is tw ice as likely to
m ove to G eorgia as chance w ould predict).

It w orks for careers too: in 1990, D ennis w as the fortieth m ost com m on m ale first nam e in the
U nited States. Jerry w as the thirty-ninth, and W alter w as forty-first.

There w ere 270 dentists in the U nited States nam ed Jerry.
There w ere 257 dentists in the U nited States nam ed W alter.
H ow  m any dentists w ere nam ed D ennis?
Statistically, there should have been som ew here betw een 257 and 270.
In reality, there w ere 482.
If your nam e w as D ennis, you w ere alm ost tw ice as likely to becom e a dentist as if you had the

equally com m on nam e of Jerry or W alter. O ther studies show  that people w ith the last nam e Law yer
are m ore likely to becom e law yers than doctors, at rates 44 percent higher than chance; the opposite
is true for people nam ed D octor, at 38 percent greater than chance rates. The attraction also holds for
products and people that w e associate w ith ourselves. Pelham  and colleagues have found that people
prefer chocolates, crackers, and teas that include the letters of their ow n nam esð and that theyôre
m ore attracted to potential dates w ho have sim ilar initials, even though they insist that this sim ilarity
doesnôt influence their attraction. A nd evidence show s that sim ilarity can influence w hom  w e decide
to help. R esearchers Jeff G alak, D eborah Sm all, and A ndrew  Stephen studied m ore than 289,000
loans to m ore than 23,000 borrow ers on K iva, a m icrofinance w ebsite w here people can give loans
as sm all as $25 to help people in the developing w orld escape poverty and start businesses. People
w ere m ore likely to give m icroloans to borrow ers w ho shared their first initials or their
occupations.*

It appears that sim ilarity to the self adds a bit of grease to the attraction process: people are just a
bit m ore enthusiastic, friendly, and open-m inded w hen they m eet som eone w ho rem inds them  of
them selves. This is w hat happened to the tw o A dam  Rifkins w hen they first m et. They initially
clicked based on a superficial sim ilarity, w hich opened the door for them  to connect based on real
sim ilaritiesð and start helping each other.

B ut the bond betw een the tw o A dam  Rifkins goes beyond the fact that they have the sam e nam e. To
illustrate, im agine that you show  up for a study along w ith a college student. A researcher takes your
fingerprints, under the guise of studying w hether they reveal anything about your personality. You both
fill out a personality questionnaire. A s youôre getting ready to leave, the student pulls out a paper
from  her backpack. ñFor an English class that Iôm  taking, I need to find som eone I donôt know  to
critique m y essay. I w onder if you could read this eight-page essay for m e and give m e one page of
w ritten feedback on w hether m y argum ents are persuasive and w hy? I need the w ritten feedback by
this tim e tom orrow .ò W ould you help her?

You w ere just in the control group in a study led by the psychologist Jerry B urger, w here 48
percent of participants helped. But other participants w ere led to believe that they had som ething in
com m on w ith the student m aking the request. A fter they filled out the questionnaire, the researcher



exam ined a fingerprint evaluation sheet and rem arked, ñThis is interesting. You both have Type E
fingerprints.ò

N ow , w ould you be m ore likely to help?
It depends on how  the sim ilarity w as fram ed. H alf of the tim e, the researcher m entioned that Type

E fingerprints are com m on: about 80 percent of the population has them . The other half of the tim e, the
researcher m entioned that Type E fingerprints are very rare: only about 2 percent of the population
has them .

W hen the sim ilarity w as com m on, 55 percent of participants helpedð hardly m ore than the control
group. But w hen the sim ilarity w as rare, 82 percent of participants helped. It w as not just any
com m onality that drove people to act like givers. It w as an uncom m on com m onality. In Pelham ôs
studies, nam e-sim ilarity effects on w here w e live, w hat careers w e choose, and w hom  w e m arry are
stronger for people w ith rare nam es than com m on nam es. W e gravitate tow ard people, places, and
products w ith w hich w e share an uncom m on com m onality. This is the bond that the tw o A dam  Rifkins
felt w hen they first connected. A dam  R ifkin is a rare nam e, and the uncom m on com m onality m ay have
greased the attraction process. Indeed, Pelham ôs research show s that the m ore unique your nam e is,
the m ore likely you are to identify w ith places that resem ble your nam e.

To explain w hy uncom m on com m onalities are so transform ative, the psychologist M arilynn
Brew er developed an influential theory. O n the one hand, w e w ant to fit in: w e strive for connection,
cohesiveness, com m unity, belonging, inclusion, and affiliation w ith others. O n the other hand, w e
w ant to stand out: w e search for uniqueness, differentiation, and individuality. A s w e navigate the
social w orld, these tw o m otives are often in conflict. The m ore strongly w e affiliate w ith a group, the
greater our risk of losing our sense of uniqueness. The m ore w e w ork to distinguish ourselves from
others, the greater our risk of losing our sense of belongingness.

H ow  do w e resolve this conflict? The solution is to be the sam e and different at the sam e tim e.
Brew er calls it the principle of optim al distinctiveness: w e look for w ays to fit in and stand out. A
popular w ay to achieve optim al distinctiveness is to join a unique group. Being part of a group w ith
shared interests, identities, goals, values, skills, characteristics, or experiences gives us a sense of
connection and belonging. A t the sam e tim e, being part of a group that is clearly distinct from  other
groups gives us a sense of uniqueness. Studies show  that people identify m ore strongly w ith
individuals and groups that share unique sim ilarities. The m ore rare a group, value, interest, skill, or
experience is, the m ore likely it is to facilitate a bond. A nd research indicates that people are happier
in groups that provide optim al distinctiveness, giving a sense of both inclusion and uniqueness. These
are the groups in w hich w e take the m ost pride, and feel the m ost cohesive and valued.

Freecycle initially provided a sense of optim al distinctiveness through its em phasis on protecting
the environm ent. The central goal w as different from  m ost recycling m ovem ents: instead of
reprocessing old m aterials into new  ones, m em bers found recipients w ho w anted goods that couldnôt
be reprocessed, keeping them  out of landfills. This com m on purpose created a shared identity w ithin
the Freecycle com m unity, fostering a sense of connection across diverse ideologies. The original
group of Freecycle volunteers in Tucson included a liberal D em ocrat w ho w as passionate about
environm ental sustainability, a conservative R epublican w ho didnôt believe in w aste, and a
Libertarian w ho w anted to em pow er people to do things them selves, rather than relying on
governm ental support. O ver tim e, as m em bership expanded and diversified, each Freecycle
com m unity provided an outlet for people to custom ize giving to their ow n interests. In N ew  York, for



exam ple, a local group m ade a habit of shutting dow n a city block for Freecycle gifting events.
B y fostering a com m on identity and opportunities for unique self-expression, Freecycle w as able

to m obilize a giving system  based on generalized reciprocity: you give to help others in the
com m unity, and you know  that som eone in the com m unity w ill give to you. But W illerôs team  finds
that thereôs a catch: such a system  depends on a ñcritical m ass of exchange benefits,ò w hich ñcreates
positive sentim ents tow ard the group, sentim ents that help fuel further contributions.ò In other w ords,
people only identify w ith a generalized giving group after they receive enough benefits to feel like the
group is helping them . W ith Freecycle, this outcom e w as by no m eans guaranteed; after all, if the
givers on the site had been overw helm ed by takers looking for a free ride, the w hole thing m ight
never have gotten off the ground. H ow  did Freecycle accum ulate that initial critical m ass of giving
and discourage free riding?



W hy Superm an B ackfires and People C onserve E lectricity
W hen Freecycle first launched, one of the early m em bers w as a ninety-eight-year-old m an. H e
collected parts to fix up bicycles and gave them  to local children. H e w as an ñincredible role m odel,ò
D eron Beal recalls. Tucson citizens w ere able to identify w ith the m an as a fellow  resident. W hen
they saw  him  give, he w as a m em ber of their unique com m unity, so they felt m ore com pelled to
follow  his exam ple. N ew  York University psychologist Jonathan H aidt refers to this as elevation, the
w arm  feeling of being m oved by othersô acts of giving, w hich can ñseem  to push a m ental óreset
button,ô w iping out feelings of cynicism  and replacing them  w ith . . . a sense of m oral inspiration.ò
W hen elevated, H aidt and psychologist Sara A lgoe w rite, ñw e feel as though w e have becom e (for a
m om ent) less selfish, and w e w ant to act accordingly.ò

But it w as m ore than just com m on identity that m ade this elderly m an such an elevating role
m odel. C onsider an experim ent by psychologists Leif N elson and M ichael N orton, w ho random ly
assigned people to list either ten features of a superhero or ten features of Superm an. W hen invited to
sign up as com m unity service volunteers, the group that listed superhero features w as nearly tw ice as
likely to volunteer as the Superm an group. Three m onths later, N elson and N orton invited both groups
to a m eeting to kick off their volunteering. The people w ho had w ritten about a superhero w ere four
tim es m ore likely to show  up than the people w ho had w ritten about Superm an. Thinking about a
superhero three m onths earlier supported giving. In com parison, thinking about Superm an discouraged
giving. W hy?

W hen people think about the general attributes of superheroes, they generate a list of desirable
characteristics that they can relate to them selves. In the study, for exam ple, people w rote about how
superheroes are helpful and responsible, and they w anted to express these giver values, so they
volunteered. But w hen people think specifically about Superm an, w hat com es to m ind is a set of
im possible standards, like those popularized in the TV  series The Adventures of Superm an: ñfaster
than a speeding bullet, m ore pow erful than a locom otive, able to leap tall buildings in a single
bound.ò N o one can be that strong or heroic, so w hy bother trying?

O n Freecycle, givers m odeled a standard that seem ed attainable. W hen m em bers saw  a ninety-
eight-year-old m an building bikes for kids, they knew  they could do som ething too. W hen m em bers
saw  people giving aw ay item s like clothes and old electronics, they felt it w ould be easy for them  to
do the sam e. The sm all acts of giving that started on Freecycle m ade it easy and acceptable for other
people to give sm all am ounts. Indeed, Cialdini finds that people donate m ore m oney to charity w hen
the phrase ñeven a penny w ill helpò is added to a request. Interestingly, this phrase increases the
num ber of people w ho give w ithout necessarily decreasing the am ount that they give. Legitim izing
sm all contributions draw s in takers, m aking it difficult and em barrassing for them  to say no, w ithout
dram atically reducing the am ount donated by givers.

A lthough m ost people joined Freecycle to get free stuff, this doesnôt m ean that taking w as their
prim ary reciprocity style. W hen people join a group, they look for cues about appropriate behavior.
W hen new  Freecycle m em bers saw  sim ilar others m odeling low -cost acts of giving, it becam e natural
for them  to follow  suit. By m aking giving visible, Freecycle m ade it easy for people to see the norm .

Itôs a pow erful lesson, even m ore so w hen w e realize how  m uch the visibility of giving can affect
reciprocity styles. In m any dom ains of life, people end up taking because they donôt have access to



inform ation about w hat others are doing. Just a few  m onths after Freecycle got off the ground,
C ialdini w orked w ith a team  of psychologists to survey m ore than eight hundred C alifornians about
their energy consum ption. They asked the Californians how  im portant the follow ing factors w ere in
shaping their decisions to save energy:

It saves m oney
It protects the environm ent
It benefits society
A  lot of other people are doing it

The C alifornians consistently reported that the m ost im portant factor w as protecting the
environm ent. B enefiting society w as second, saving m oney w as third, and follow ing the lead of other
people w as last. C ialdiniôs team  w anted to see w hether people w ere right about their ow n
m otivations, so they designed an experim ent. They visited nearly four hundred hom es in San M arcos,
C alifornia, and random ly assigned them  to receive one of four different types of door hangers:

Save m oney by conserving energy: A ccording to researchers at C al State San M arcos, you could
save up to $54 per m onth by using fans instead of air conditioning to keep cool in the sum m er.

Protect the environm ent by conserving energy: A ccording to researchers at Cal State San
M arcos, you can prevent the release of up to 262 lbs. of greenhouse gases per m onth by using
fans instead of air conditioning to keep cool this sum m er.

D o your part to conserve energy for future generations: A ccording to researchers at Cal State
San M arcos, you can reduce your m onthly dem and for electricity by 29%  using fans instead
of air conditioning to keep cool this sum m er.

Join your neighbors in conserving energy: In a recent survey of households in your com m unity,
researchers at C al State San M arcos found that 77%  of San M arcos residents often use fans
instead of air conditioning to keep cool in the sum m er.

C ialdiniôs team  conducted door-to-door interview s at each household, w ithout know ing w hich
door hangers they had. W hen asked how  m otivating the door hangers w ere, the residents w hose
hangers em phasized joining their neighbors reported the low est m otivation. They reported 18 percent
low er desires to conserve energy than residents w ith the protect-the-environm ent hangers, 13 percent
low er than residents w ith the future-generations hangers, and 6 percent low er than residents w ith the
save-m oney hangers.

B ut w hen Cialdiniôs team  looked at the residentsô energy bills to see w hat people actually did,
they found som ething surprising: the residents w ere w rong about w hat m otivated them . D uring the
follow ing tw o m onths, the residents w hose door hangers em phasized joining their neighbors actually
conserved the m ost energy. O n average, the ñjoin your neighborsò hanger led to betw een 5 and 9
percent few er daily kilow att-hours of energy used than the other three hangersð w hich w ere all
equally ineffective. K now ing that other people w ere conserving energy w as the best w ay to get
residents to follow  suit.

B ut perhaps it w as the people w ho w ere already conserving electricity in each neighborhood w ho



responded m ost visibly, picking up the slack for the electricity takers. To find out w hether sharing
inform ation about their neighborsô conservation efforts could m otivate conservation am ong people
w ho w ere consum ing high levels of electricity, C ialdiniôs team  ran another experim ent w ith nearly
three hundred households in C alifornia. This tim e, they gave residents door hangers that provided
feedback on how  their electricity consum ption com pared w ith sim ilar households in their
neighborhood over the past w eek or tw o. These door hangers provided feedback on w hether residents
w ere consum ing less (giving) or m ore (taking) than their neighbors.

O ver the next few  w eeks, the electricity takers significantly reduced their energy consum ption, by
an average of 1.22 kilow att-hours per day. Seeing that they w ere taking m ore than the average in their
neighborhood m otivated them  to m atch the average, decreasing their energy consum ption.* But this
only w orks w hen people are com pared w ith their neighbors. A s Cialdiniôs team  explains:

The key factor w as w hich other peopleð other Californians, other people in their
city, or other residents in their specific com m unity. Consistent w ith the idea that
people are m ost influenced by sim ilar others, the pow er of social norm s grew
stronger the closer and m ore sim ilar the group w as to the residents: The decision
to conserve w as m ost pow erfully influenced by those people w ho w ere m ost
sim ilar to the decision m akersð the residents of their ow n com m unity.

Inspired by this evidence, the com pany O pow er sent hom e energy report letters to 600,000
households, random ly assigning about half of them  to see their energy use in com parison w ith that of
their neighbors. O nce again, it w as the takersð those consum ing the m ostð w ho conserved the m ost
after seeing how  m uch they w ere taking. O verall, just show ing people how  they w ere doing relative
to the local norm  caused a dram atic im provem ent in energy conservation. The am ount of energy saved
by this feedback w as equivalent to the am ount of energy that w ould be saved if the price of electricity
increased by up to 28 percent.

People often take because they donôt realize that theyôre deviating from  the norm . In these
situations, show ing them  the norm  is often enough to m otivate them  to giveð especially if they have
m atcher instincts. Part of the beauty of Freecycle is that m em bers have constant access to the norm .
Every tim e a m em ber offers to give som ething aw ay, itôs transparent: others can see how  frequent
giving is, and they w ant to follow  suit. B ecause Freecycle is organized in local com m unities,
m em bers are seeing giving by their neighbors, w hich provides feedback on how  their ow n giving
stacks up relative to the local norm . W hether people tend to be givers, takers, or m atchers, they donôt
w ant to violate the standards set by their neighbors, so they m atch.

Today, according to Yahoo!, only tw o environm ental term s in the w orld are searched m ore often
than Freecycle: global warm ing and recycling. By the sum m er of 2012, Freecycle had m ore than nine
m illion m em bers in over 110 countries, expanding at a rate of eight thousand m em bers every w eek.
M any people still join w ith a taker m entality, hoping to get as m uch free stuff as possible. B ut
receiving benefits from  a group of local citizens w ho serve as role m odels for sm all acts of giving
continues to create a com m on identity in Freecycle com m unities, nudging m any m em bers in the giver
direction. Together, the nine m illion Freecycle m em bers give aw ay m ore than thirty thousand item s a
day w eighing nearly a thousand tons. If you piled together the goods given aw ay in the past year,
theyôd be fourteen tim es taller than M ount Everest. A s Charles D arw in once w rote, a tribe w ith m any



people acting like givers, w ho ñw ere alw ays ready to aid one another, and to sacrifice them selves for
the com m on good, w ould be victorious over m ost other tribes; and this w ould be natural selection.ò

W hen I learned about the success of Freecycle, I began to w onder if these principles could play
out in everyday life, in an organization w ithout an environm ental focus. W hat w ould it take to create
and sustain a giving system  in a com pany or a school?



The R eciprocity R ing
W hen I joined the faculty at W harton, the w orldôs oldest collegiate business school, I decided to try a
giving experim ent in m y classroom . I announced that w e w ould be running an exercise called the
Reciprocity Ring, w hich w as developed by University of M ichigan sociologist W ayne Baker and his
w ife Cheryl at H um ax. Each student w ould m ake a request to the class, and the rest of the class w ould
try to use their know ledge, resources, and connections to help fulfill the request. The request could be
anything m eaningful in their professional or personal lives, ranging from  job leads to travel tips.

In a m atter of m inutes, I w as facing a line of studentsð som e cynical, others anxious. O ne student
pronounced that the exercise w ouldnôt w ork, because there arenôt any givers at W harton: givers study
m edicine or social w ork, not business. A nother adm itted that he w ould love advice from  m ore
experienced peers on strengthening his candidacy for consulting jobs, but he knew  they w ouldnôt help
him , since they w ere com peting w ith him  for these positions.

Soon, these students w atched in disbelief as their peers began to use their netw orks to help one
another. A junior nam ed A lex announced that he loved am usem ent parks, and he cam e to W harton in
the hopes of one day running Six Flags. H e w asnôt sure how  to get startedð could anyone help him
break into the industry? A classm ate, A ndrew , raised his hand and said he had a w eak tie to the
form er CEO  of Six Flags. A ndrew  w ent out on a lim b to connect them , and a few  w eeks later, A lex
received invaluable career advice from  the ex-C EO . A senior nam ed M ichelle confided that she had a
friend w hose grow th w as stunted due to health problem s, and couldnôt find clothes that fit. A fellow
senior, Jessica, had an uncle in the fashion business, and she contacted him  for help. Three m onths
later, custom  garm ents arrived at the doorstep of M ichelleôs friend.

W ayne Baker has led Reciprocity Rings at m any com panies, from  G M  to B ristol-M yers Squibb.
O ftentim es, he brings leaders and m anagers together from  com peting com panies in the sam e industry
and invites them  to m ake requests and help one another. In one session, a pharm aceutical executive
w as about to pay an outside vendor $50,000 to synthesize a strain of the PCS alkaloid. The executive
asked if anyone could help find a cheaper alternative. O ne of the group m em bers happened to have
slack capacity in his lab, and w as able to do it for free.

The R eciprocity Ring can be an extrem ely pow erful experience. Bud A hearn, a group president at
CH 2M  H ILL, noted that leaders in his com pany ñare strong endorsers, not only because of the
hundreds of thousands of annual dollar value, but because of the rem arkable potential to advance the
quality of our ów holeô lives.ò Baker has asked executives to estim ate the dollar value and tim e saved
in participating for tw o and a half hours. Thirty people in an engineering and architectural consulting
firm  estim ated savings exceeding $250,000 and fifty days. Fifteen people in a global pharm aceutical
firm  estim ated savings of m ore than $90,000 and sixty-seven days.

Personally, after running the Reciprocity Ring w ith leaders, m anagers, and em ployees from
com panies such as IBM , Citigroup, Est®e Lauder, UPS, N ovartis, and Boeing, Iôve been am azed by
the requests that have been fulfilledð from  landing a coveted job at G oogle to finding a m entor to
receiving autographed m em orabilia from  a childôs favorite professional football player. But before
this happens, just as m y W harton students did, m any participants question w hether others w ill actually
give them  the help that they need. Each tim e, I respond by asking w hether they m ight be
underestim ating the givers in their m idst.



In a study by researchers Frank Flynn and Vanessa B ohns, people learned that they w ould be
approaching strangers in N ew  York C ity and asking them  to a fill out a survey. The participants
estim ated that only one out of every four people w ould say yes. In reality, w hen the participants w ent
out and asked, one out of every tw o said yes. In another study in N ew  York City, w hen participants
approached strangers and asked them  to borrow  a cell phone, they expected 30 percent to say yes, but
48 percent did. W hen people approached strangers, said they w ere lost and asked to be w alked to a
nearby gym , they expected 14 percent to do it, but 43 percent did. A nd w hen people needed to raise
thousands of dollars for charity, they expected that they w ould need to solicit donations from  an
average of 210 people to m eet their fund-raising goals, anticipating an average donation under $50.
They actually hit their goals after approaching half as m any peopleð on average, it only required 122
people, w hose donations w ere over $60 each.

W hy do w e underestim ate the num ber of people w ho are w illing to give? A ccording to Flynn and
B ohns, w hen w e try to predict othersô reactions, w e focus on the costs of saying yes, overlooking the
costs of saying no. Itôs uncom fortable, guilt-provoking, and em barrassing to turn dow n a sm all request
for help. A nd psychological research points to another factorð equally pow erful, and deeply rooted
in A m erican cultureð that causes people to believe there arenôt m any givers around them .

W orkplaces and schools are often designed to be zero-sum  environm ents, w ith forced rankings
and required grading curves that pit group m em bers against one another in w in-lose contests. In these
settings, itôs only natural to assum e that peers w ill lean in the taker direction, so people hold back on
giving. This reduces the actual am ount of giving that occurs, leading people to underestim ate the
num ber of people w ho are interested in giving. O ver tim e, because giving appears to be uncom m on,
people w ith giver values begin to feel that theyôre in the m inority.

A s a result, even w hen they do engage in giving behaviors, people w orry that theyôll isolate
them selves socially if they violate the norm , so they disguise their giving behind purely self-interested
m otives. A s early as 1835, after visiting the U nited States from  France, the social philosopher A lexis
de Tocqueville w rote that A m ericans ñenjoy explaining alm ost every act of their lives on the
principle of self-interest.ò H e saw  A m ericans ñhelp one anotherò and ñfreely give part of their tim e
and w ealth for the good of the state,ò but w as struck by the fact that ñA m ericans are hardly prepared
to adm itò that these acts w ere driven by a genuine desire to help others. ñI think that in this w ay they
often do them selves less than justice,ò he w rote. A  century and a half later, the Princeton sociologist
R obert W uthnow  interview ed a w ide range of A m ericans w ho chose helping professions, from
cardiologists to rescue w orkers. W hen he asked them  to explain w hy they did good deeds, they
referenced self-interested reasons, such as ñI liked the people I w as w orking w ithò or ñIt gets m e out
of the house.ò They didnôt w ant to adm it that they w ere genuinely helpful, kind, generous, caring, or
com passionate. ñW e have social norm s against sounding too charitable,ò W uthnow  w rites, such that
ñw e call people w ho go around acting too charitable óbleeding hearts,ô ódo-gooders.ôò

In m y experience, this is w hat happens in m any businesses and universities: plenty of people hold
giver values, but suppress or disguise them  under the m istaken assum ption that their peers donôt share
these values. A s the psychologists D avid K rech and Richard C rutchfield explained m any years ago,
this creates a situation w here ñno one believes, but everyone thinks that everyone believes.ò Consider
a 2011 survey of H arvard freshm en: they consistently reported that com passion w as one of their top
values, but near the bottom  of H arvardôs values. If m any people personally believe in giving, but
assum e that others donôt, the w hole norm  in a group or a com pany can shift aw ay from  giving. ñIdeas



can have profound effects even w hen they are falseð w hen they are nothing m ore than ideology,ò
w rites the psychologist B arry Schw artz. ñThese effects can arise because som etim es w hen people act
on the basis of ideology, they inadvertently arrange the very conditions that bring reality into
correspondence w ith the ideology.ò W hen people assum e that others arenôt givers, they act and speak
in w ays that discourage others from  giving, creating a self-fulfilling prophecy.

A s a structured form  of giving, the Reciprocity R ing is designed to disrupt this self-fulfilling
prophecy. The first step is to m ake sure that people ask for help. Research show s that at w ork, the
vast m ajority of giving that occurs betw een people is in response to direct requests for help. In one
study, m anagers described tim es w hen they gave and received help. O f all the giving exchanges that
occurred, roughly 90 percent w ere initiated by the recipient asking for help. Yet w hen w e have a
need, w eôre often reluctant to ask for help. M uch of the tim e, w eôre em barrassed: w e donôt w ant to
look incom petent or needy, and w e donôt w ant to burden others. A s one W harton dean explains, ñThe
students call it G am e Face: they feel pressured to look successful all the tim e. There canôt be any
chinks in their arm or, and opening up w ould m ake them  vulnerable.ò

In the Reciprocity R ing, because everyone is m aking a request, thereôs little reason to be
em barrassed. B y m aking requests explicit and specific, participants provide potential givers w ith
clear direction about how  to contribute effectively. A s in Freecycle, the R eciprocity Ring often starts
w ith givers stepping up as role m odels for contributions. But in every R eciprocity Ring, there are
likely to be m any m atchers and som e people w ho prefer to operate as takers. For a generalized giving
system  to achieve sustainable effectiveness, as in Freecycle, these m atchers and takers need to
contribute. O therw ise, the givers w ill end up helping everyone w hile receiving little in return, placing
them selves at risk for getting burned or burning out. D o m atchers and takers step up?

B ecause people often present m eaningful requests in Reciprocity Rings, m any m atchers are draw n
in by em pathy. W hen I heard a pow erful CEO ôs voice trem ble as he sought advice and connections to
fight a rare form  of cancer, the em pathy in the room  w as palpable. ñI w as surprised by how  m uch I
w anted to help,ò one financial services executive confides. ñM y job requires m e to be very task-
focused and financially oriented. I didnôt expect to care that m uch, especially about a stranger Iôd
never m et. But I really felt for his need, and w anted to do w hatever I could to contribute and fulfill his
request.ò

Even w hen they donôt em pathize, m atchers still end up m aking plenty of contributions. Itôs very
difficult to act like a pure m atcher in the R eciprocity Ring, since itôs unlikely that the people you help
w ill be the sam e people w ho can help fulfill your request. So the easiest w ay to be a m atcher is to try
to contribute the sam e am ount that other people do. The Reciprocity Ring creates a m iniature version
of Panda A dam  Rifkinôs netw ork: participants are encouraged to do five-m inute favors for anyone
else in the group. To m ake sure that every request is granted, participants need to m ake m ultiple
contributions, even to people w ho havenôt helped them  directly. B y giving m ore than they take,
participants am plify the odds that everyone in the group w ill have their requests fulfilled, m uch like
Panda A dam  setting a pay-it-forw ard norm  in his netw ork.

B ut w hat about the takers? M any audiences are concerned that takers w ill capitalize on the
opportunity to get help w ithout contributing in return. To exam ine this risk, W ayne Baker and I
surveyed m ore than a hundred people about their giver and taker values. Then they participated in the
Reciprocity Ring, and w e counted the num ber of contributions they m ade. A s expected, the givers
m ade significantly m ore contributions than the takers. The givers averaged four contributions each.



Surprisingly, though, the takers w ere still quite generous, averaging three contributions each.
D espite valuing pow er and achievem ent far m ore than helping others, the takers gave three tim es
m ore than they got. The Reciprocity Ring created a context that encouraged takers to act like givers,
and the key lies in m aking giving public. Takers know  that in a public setting, theyôll gain reputational
benefits for being generous in sharing their know ledge, resources, and connections. If they donôt
contribute, they look stingy and selfish, and they w onôt get m uch help w ith their ow n requests. ñBeing
altruistic is often seen as ógood,ô and being greedy or selfish is not,ò w rites D uke behavioral
econom ist D an A riely w ith tw o colleagues, so giving is ña w ay to signal to others that one is good.ò

R esearch show s that givers usually contribute regardless of w hether itôs public or private, but
takers are m ore likely to contribute w hen itôs public. In one study, w hen others could see their results,
takers contributed a large num ber of ideas during brainstorm ing. But w hen their results w ere hidden,
takers added less value. O ther studies reveal that takers go green to be seen: they prefer luxurious
products over green products w hen their decisions are private, but shift to green products w hen their
decisions are public, hoping to earn status for protecting the environm ent. I saw  a sim ilar trend am ong
W harton students: each w eek in class, I opened the floor for a few  students to present requests and
invited the w hole class to contribute. O ne N ovem ber m orning, five students m ade requests, and I w as
stunned to see a student w ho had described him self as a taker offer to help four of them . O nce his
reputation am ong his peers depended on giving, he contributed. By m aking contributions visible, the
Reciprocity Ring sets up an opportunity for people of any reciprocity style to be otherish: they can do
good and look good at the sam e tim e.



Identity Shifts and R eciprocity R eversals
This raises a fundam ental question: does a generalized giving system  like Freecycle or the
Reciprocity Ring m otivate takers to becom e better fakers, or can it actually turn takers into givers? In
som e w ays, Iôd say the m otives donôt m atter: itôs the behavior itself that counts. If takers are acting in
w ays that benefit others, even if the m otives are prim arily selfish rather than selfless or otherish,
theyôre m aking contributions that sustain generalized giving as a form  of exchange.

That said, if w e ignore m otives altogether, w e overlook the risk that takers w ill decrease their
giving as soon as theyôre out of the spotlight. In one study conducted by C hinese researchers, m ore
than three hundred bank tellers w ere considered for a prom otion. The m anagers rated how  frequently
each bank teller had engaged in giving behaviors like helping others w ith heavy w orkloads and
volunteering for tasks that w erenôt required as part of their jobs. B ased on giving behavior, the
m anagers prom oted seventy of the bank tellers.

O ver the next three m onths, the m anagers cam e to regret prom oting m ore than half of the tellers.
O f the seventy tellers w ho w ere prom oted, thirty-three w ere genuine givers: they sustained their
giving after the prom otion. The other thirty-seven tellers declined rapidly in their giving. They w ere
fakers: in the three m onths before the prom otion, they knew  they w ere being w atched, so they w ent out
of their w ay to help others. But after they got prom oted, they reduced their giving by an average of 23
percent each.

W hat w ould it take to nudge people in the giving direction? W hen H arvard dean Thom as D ingm an
saw  that H arvard students valued com passion but thought others didnôt, he decided to do som ething
about it. For the first tim e in the universityôs four centuries, H arvard freshm en w ere invited to sign a
pledge to serve society. The pledge concluded: ñA s w e begin at H arvard, w e com m it to upholding the
values of the College and to m aking the entryw ay and Yard a place w here all can thrive and w here the
exercise of kindness holds a place on a par w ith intellectual attainm ent.ò

Believing in the pow er of a public com m itm ent, D ingm an decided to go one step beyond inviting
students to sign the pledge. To encourage students to follow  through, their signatures w ould be fram ed
in the hallw ays of cam pus dorm s. A storm  of objections quickly em erged, m ost notably from  H arry
Lew is, a com puter science professor and the form er dean of H arvard C ollege. ñA n appeal for
kindness is entirely appropriate,ò Lew is responded. ñI agree that the exercise of personal kindness in
this com m unity is too often w anting,ò he w rote on his blog, but ñfor H arvard to óinviteô people to
pledge to kindness is unw ise, and sets a terrible precedent.ò

Is Lew is right?
In a series of experim ents led by N Y U psychologist Peter G ollw itzer, people w ho w ent public

w ith their intentions to engage in an identity-relevant behavior w ere significantly less likely to engage
in the behavior than people w ho kept their intentions private. W hen people m ade their identity plans
know n to others, they w ere able to claim  the identity w ithout actually follow ing through on the
behavior. By signing the kindness pledge, H arvard students w ould be able to establish an im age as
givers w ithout needing to act like givers.

D ingm an quickly dropped the idea of posting signatures publicly. B ut even then, evidence
suggests that privately signing a kindness pledge m ight backfire. In one experim ent, N orthw estern
University psychologists random ly assigned people to w rite about them selves using either giver term s



like caring, generous, and kind or neutral term s like book, keys, and house. A fter the participants
filled out another questionnaire, a researcher asked them  if they w anted to donate m oney to a charity
of their choosing. Those w ho w rote about them selves as givers donated an average of tw o and a half
tim es less m oney than those w ho w rote about them selves w ith neutral w ords. ñIôm  a giving person,ò
they told them selves, ñso I donôt have to donate this tim e.ò The kindness pledge m ight have a sim ilar
effect on H arvard students. W hen they sign the pledge, they establish credentials as givers, w hich m ay
grant them  a psychological license to give lessð or take m ore.

W hen w eôre trying to influence som eone, w e often adopt an approach that m irrors the H arvard
pledge: w e start by changing their attitudes, hoping that their behaviors are likely to m arch in the sam e
direction. If w e get people to sign a statem ent that theyôll act like givers, theyôll com e to believe that
giving is im portant, and then theyôll give. B ut according to a rich body of psychological detective
w ork, this reasoning is backw ard. Influence is far m ore pow erful in the opposite direction: change
peopleôs behaviors first, and their attitudes often follow . To turn takers into givers, itôs often
necessary to convince them  to start giving. O ver tim e, if the conditions are right, theyôll com e to see
them selves as givers.

This didnôt happen to the bank tellers in C hina: even after three m onths of helping colleagues,
once they got prom oted, they stopped giving. O ver the past thirty-five years, research launched by
B atson and his colleagues show s that w hen people give, if they can attribute it to an external reason
like a prom otion, they donôt start to think of them selves as givers. But w hen people repeatedly m ake
the personal choice to give to others, they start to internalize giving as part of their identities. For
som e people, this happens through an active process of cognitive dissonance: once Iôve m ade the
voluntary decision to give, I canôt change the behavior, so the easiest w ay to stay consistent and avoid
hypocrisy is to decide that Iôm  a giver. For other people, the internalization process is one of learning
from  observing their ow n behaviors. To paraphrase the w riter E. M . Forster, ñH ow  do I know  w ho I
am  until I see w hat I do?ò

In support of this idea, studies of volunteering show  that even w hen people join a volunteer
organization to advance their ow n careers, the longer they serve and the m ore tim e they give, the m ore
they begin to view  the volunteering role as an im portant aspect of their identities. O nce that happens,
they start to experience a com m on identity w ith the people theyôre helping, and they becom e givers in
that role. R esearch docum ents a sim ilar process inside com panies: as people m ake voluntary
decisions to help colleagues and custom ers beyond the scope of their jobs, they com e to see
them selves as organizational citizens.*

Part of the w isdom  behind Freecycle and the R eciprocity R ing is that both of these generalized
giving system s encourage giving w hile m aintaining a sense of free choice. A lthough thereôs a strong
norm  of giving, itôs entirely up to each participant to decide w hat to give and w hom  to help. W hen m y
W harton class w ent through the R eciprocity R ing, as different students chose their ow n w ays to give
and peers to help, a distinctive com m on identity began to develop. ñThis is a unique group of people
at W harton that cares about each other,ò one student said. A lthough the students w ere com peting for
the sam e jobs in m anagem ent consulting and investm ent banking, they started helping one another
prepare for interview s, sharing tips and offering advice. A fter the class ended, a group of students
took the initiative to start an alum ni listserv so that they could continue helping one another.
A ccording to one student, ñbecause of the em phasis on the benefit of giving and helping in our shared
com m unity, Iôd be far m ore com fortable and likely to ask for (and probably receive) help from  a



random  m em ber of the alum ni group than m y other groups.ò
A t the end of the sem ester, the cynical student w ho had questioned w hether there w ere any givers

at W harton quietly approached m e. ñSom ehow ,ò he said, ñeveryone in the class becam e intrinsically
m otivated to give, and it transcends the class itself.ò



9

O ut of the Shadow s

Som e people, w hen they do som eone a favor, are alw ays looking for a chance to call it in. A nd som e
arenôt, but theyôre still aw are of itð still regard it as a debt. B ut others donôt even do that. Theyôre like
a vine that produces grapes w ithout looking for anything in return . . . after helping others . . . They

just go on to som ething else . . . W e should be like that.
ð M arcus A urelius, R om an em peror

A num ber of years ago, an im posing figure m ade his m ark on the sports w orld. W ell over six feet tall
and tw o hundred pounds, D erek Sorenson w as a tough, aggressive com petitor w ho struck fear into the
hearts of his opponents. H e led his N CA A team  to a national cham pionship and w ent on to play in the
pros. A fter his career w as cut short by an injury, he w as courted by the finest professional team s in
his sport to becom e a contract negotiator. H e w ould be w heeling and dealing w ith players and agents
in the hopes of building a w orld-class team .

To sharpen his bargaining skills, D erek enrolled in a negotiation course at a leading business
school. D uring each class session, he had the chance to practice negotiating in a variety of roles,
ranging from  a pharm aceutical executive trying to buy a m anufacturing plant to a condo developer in a
heated dispute w ith a carpenter. In one of his earliest negotiations, D erek bought a property as a real
estate investm ent, and in top taker form , he persuaded the listing agent to sell at a price that w ent
directly against her clientôs interests.

O n an icy w inter evening, D erek played the role of one of four fisherm en w ho ran com peting
businesses. They w ere overfishing to the point that the resource w ould becom e extinct, and they sat
dow n to discuss how  they should handle the dilem m a. O ne negotiator suggested that they should split
the m axim um  total fishing in four equal parts. A nother proposed a different w ay of m atching based on
equity rather than equality: since som e of them  w ere running larger operations than others, they should
each reduce their fishing by 50 percent. They all agreed that this w as a fair solution, and the m eeting
w as adjourned. N ow , it w as up to each negotiator to m ake an individual decision about w hether to
honor the agreem ent and how  m uch to fish.



Tw o of the negotiators stuck to their com m itm ents, reducing their fishing by 50 percent. The third
operated like a giver: she reduced her fishing by 65 percent. The group w as all set to keep the
resource intact, but D erek chose not to reduce his fishing at all. H e took as m uch as he could, actually
increasing his fishing total and decim ating the other three entrepreneurs. B efore the group m et, D erek
had the low est profits of the four. A fter he took far m ore than his share of the harvest, his profits w ere
70 percent higher than the giverôs and 31 percent higher than those of the other tw o. W hen confronted
by his colleagues, D erek responded, ñI w anted to w in the negotiations and destroy m y com petitors.ò

Just a few  m onths later, D erek began a m eteoric rise in his career. H e w as hired by a professional
sports team  and established a reputation as a dom inant negotiator, playing a key role in assem bling a
team  that w ent on to w in a w orld cham pionship. D erek w as prom oted in an unusually short period of
tim e and recognized as one of the one hundred m ost pow erful people in his sportð w hile still in his
thirties.

W hen D erek first started w orking for his team  as a professional negotiator, his job w as to m anage
the budget, identify top prospects, and negotiate contracts w ith agents to sign new  players and keep
existing players. Since resources w ere tight, bargaining like a taker w ould w ork to his advantage.
D erek began to search for underrated talent, and stum bled upon a gem  of a player in the m inor
leagues. H e sat dow n w ith the playerôs agent to negotiate a contract. True to form , D erek m ade a
low ball offer. The agent w as frustrated: several com parable players w ere earning higher salaries.
The agent accused D erek of pushing him  around and dem anded m ore m oney, but D erek ignored the
dem ands and didnôt budge. Eventually, the agent gave in and agreed to D erekôs term s. It w as a w in for
D erek, saving his team  thousands of dollars.

B ut w hen D erek w ent hom e that night, he had an uneasy feeling. ñI could just feel through the
conversation that he w as pretty upset. H e brought up a couple points on com parable players, and in
the heat of things, I probably w asnôt listening too m uch. H e w as going aw ay w ith a bad taste in his
m outh.ò D erek decided he didnôt w ant to end the exchange w ith the agent on a sour note. So he tore up
the contract and m et the agentôs original request, giving him  thousands of extra dollars for the player.

W as this a w ise decision? D erek w as costing his team  m oney, and potentially creating a precedent
for doing so in other negotiations. B esides, the deal w as settled. The agent had agreed to the low ball
offer and D erek had achieved his goal. G oing back on it hardly seem ed like a sm art m ove.

A ctually, it w as m uch sm arter than it first appeared. W hen Vanderbilt researchers Bruce B arry
and R ay Friedm an studied negotiations, they had a hunch that sharper negotiators w ould get better
results, as they could gather and analyze m ore inform ation, keep track of m ultiple issues, and generate
hidden solutions. In one study, B arry and Friedm an obtained data on the intelligence of nearly a
hundred M B A  students. They m easured intelligence using each studentôs score on the G M AT, a
rigorous test that is w idely used in business school adm issions to m easure quantitative, verbal, and
analytical abilities. The participants negotiated in pairs, playing either the developer of a new  m all or
the representative of a potential store to anchor the m all. A fter they finished negotiating, they
subm itted their final agreem ents, and tw o experts assessed the value of the deal to each party.

A s expected, the joint gains w ere highest w hen both parties w ere very intelligent. B arry and
Friedm an broke dow n each partyôs gains, expecting to find that the sm arter negotiators got better
deals for them selves. But they didnôt. The brightest negotiators got better deals for their
counterparts.

ñThe sm arter negotiator appears to be able to understand his or her opponentsô true interests and



thus to provide them  w ith better deals at little cost to him - or herself,ò Barry and Friedm an w rite. The
m ore intelligent you are, the m ore you help your counterpart succeed. This is exactly w hat D erek did
w hen he gave the agent m ore m oney for the m inor league player. H e w as giving in an otherish w ay
that w as low  cost to him  but high benefit to the agent and the player. A  few  thousand dollars w as
sm all potatoes to his team , but very significant to the player.

W hat drove D erek to shift in the giver direction? Shortly before the negotiation w ith the agent,
D erek had gained a w indow  into som ething that m attered deeply to him : his reputation. A t the end of
the negotiation course, every participant subm itted votes for negotiation aw ards. D erek received zero
votes for M ost Cooperative, zero for M ost C reative, and zero for M ost Ethical. In fact, there w as only
one aw ard for w hich he received any votes. For this particular aw ard, D erek received the vast
m ajority of the votes. H e w as the landslide w inner for M ost Ruthless.

B ut D erek achieved som ething m ore m em orable that w eek. H e becam e the only student in
business school history to be voted the M ost Ruthless negotiator in a class that he never took. A t the
sam e tim e that he w as enrolled in his course, another negotiation class w as under w ay. N one of these
students in the other class ever sat across the bargaining table from  D erek. Som e of them  had never
m et him . Yet his reputation spread so quickly that they voted for him  as M ost Ruthless anyw ay.

D erek w as negotiating the w ay any reasonable person w ould in a takerôs w orld. A s a professional
athlete, he had learned that if he didnôt claim  as m uch value as possible, he w as at risk for becom ing a
doorm at. ñIt w as the team  against the player. The team  w as alw ays trying to take m oney out of m y
pocket, so I view ed a negotiation to be a com bative process, w hich produced a w inner and a loser,ò
D erek says. ñI had to try to take m ore and m ore.ò A fter being anointed the M ost Ruthless negotiator
by his peersð and a group of strangersð D erek began to reflect on his reciprocity style at the
bargaining table. ñW hile I gained a short-term  benefit by taking, in the long run I paid. M y
relationship w ith a colleague w as ruined, and it caused the dem ise of m y reputation,ò he said. In the
negotiation w ith the agent, w hen he ripped up the contract and gave the agent m ore m oney, ñIt built
goodw ill. The agent w as extrem ely appreciative,ò D erek reflects. ñW hen the player cam e up for free
agency, the agent gave m e a call. Looking back on it now , Iôm  really glad I did it. Itôs definitely
im proved our relationship, and helped out our organization. M aybe M ost Ruthless is m aturing.ò

A ctually, I believe m aturing is the w rong w ay to describe D erekôs transform ation. M aturation
im plies a process of grow th and developm ent, but in a sense, D erek w as actually taking a step
backw ard to express core values that he had em braced for years aw ay from  the bargaining table. Long
before he ever negotiated like a taker, his peers perceived him  as a generous, helpful person w ho
w ould m ake tim e for anyone w ho asked. H e spent countless hours providing advice to colleagues
w ho w ere interested in sports m anagem ent careers and m entoring young athletes w ho aspired to
follow  in his footsteps. G row ing up, he w as elected captain of virtually every team  on w hich he
played, from  elem entary school through high school, all the w ay through college. H e even becam e
captain as a rookie on his first professional team ð players tw ice his age respected his com m itm ent to
putting the team ôs interests ahead of his ow n.

A t the bargaining table, D erekôs transition w asnôt about learning a new  set of values. It w as about
developing the confidence and courage to express an old set of values in a new  dom ain. I believe this
is true for m ost people w ho operate like m atchers professionally, and m y hope is that others like
D erek w onôt w ait for a M ost Ruthless aw ard to start finding w ays to act in the interest of others at
w ork. For D erek these days, a signature form  of giving is helping opposing team s gather inform ation



about players. Even though theyôre com peting in a zero-sum  sport, he shares know ledge to help rival
team s m ake good decisions about players w ho have been on his team  in the past. ñO n the field, I w ant
to beat up opposing team s. But off the field, Iôm  alw ays trying to help them  out.ò

Today, D erek attributes his success in building a cham pionship-w inning professional sports team
to his shift from  taking tow ard giving. Yet he still w orries about w hat w ill happen if people outside
his inner circle find out about his shift in the giver direction. In fact, D erek Sorenson is a pseudonym :
before sharing his story, he asked m e to disguise his identity. ñI donôt w ant it to get out there that Iôve
given m ore m oney than I needed to a player,ò he says.

These fears persist am ong m any successful givers, but theyôre not insurm ountable. C onsider
Sherryann Plesse, the financial services executive from  the opening chapter w ho hid the fact that
kindness and com passion em erged as her top strengths. W hen I originally asked her to tell her story,
like D erek, she only agreed under the condition that she w ould rem ain anonym ous. Six m onths later,
she changed her m ind. ñIôve started an underground cam paign of givers com ing out of the closet,ò she
said. ñB eing a giver has contributed to m y personal and professional success. Itôs liberating to talk
about it. Iôm  not afraid anym ore.ò

W hat changed her m ind? W hen Sherryann first recognized her giver attributes, she w as focused on
the risks: people expected her to be tough and results-oriented, and m ight see giving as a sign of
w eakness. But w hen she started taking a close look around her com pany, she w as struck by the
realization that all of her professional role m odels w ere givers. Suddenly, her fram e of reference
shifted: instead of just seeing givers at the bottom , she recognized a surprising num ber of givers at the
top. This isnôt w hat w e usually notice w hen w e glance up at the horizon at successful people. B y and
large, because of their tendencies tow ard pow erful speech and claim ing credit, successful takers tend
to dom inate the spotlight. But if you start paying attention to reciprocity styles in your ow n w orkplace,
I have a hunch that youôll discover plenty of givers achieving the success to w hich you aspire.

ð
Personally, the successful people w hom  I adm ire m ost are givers, and I feel that itôs m y responsibility
to try and pass along w hat Iôve learned from  them . W hen I arrived at W harton, m y charge w as to teach
som e of the w orldôs finest analytic m inds to becom e better leaders, m anagers, and negotiators. I
decided to introduce them  to reciprocity styles, posing the question that anim ated the introduction to
this book: w ho do you think ends up at the bottom  of the success ladder?

The verdict w as nearly unanim ous: givers. W hen I asked w ho rises to the top, the students w ere
evenly split betw een m atchers and takers. So I chose to teach them  som ething that struck them  as
heretical. ñYou m ight be underestim ating the success of givers,ò I told them . Itôs true that som e people
w ho consistently help others w ithout expecting anything in return are the ones w ho fall to the bottom .
But this sam e orientation tow ard giving, w ith a few  adjustm ents, can also enable people to rise to the
top. ñFocus attention and energy on m aking a difference in the lives of others, and success m ight
follow  as a by-product.ò I knew  I w as fighting an uphill battle, so I decided to prove them  w rong.

This book is that proof.

ð



A lthough m any of us hold strong giver values, w eôre often reluctant to express them  at w ork. But the
grow th of team w ork, service jobs, and social m edia has opened up new  opportunities for givers to
develop relationships and reputations that accelerate and am plify their success. W eôve covered
evidence that givers can rise to the top across a stunningly diverse range of occupations, from
engineering to m edicine to sales. A nd rem em ber w hen Peter A udet, the A ustralian financial adviser,
seem ed to be w asting hours of his tim e by driving out to help a poor scrap m etal w orker m anage his
m oney? The client turned out to be the w ealthy ow ner of a scrap m etal business, resulting in m ajor
gains for Peterôs firm ð but the story doesnôt end there.

Peter learned that the scrap m etal ow ner w as too busy running the business to take a vacation, and
he w anted to help. A few  m onths later, another client expressed that she w asnôt happy in her job as a
m anager at an auto body shop. Peter recom m ended her to the scrap m etal ow ner, w ho had a need for
her skills, and it turned out that she lived five m inutes aw ay from  the scrap m etal yard. She started
w ork three w eeks later, and the client took his w ife on their first vacation in years. ñBoth of these
clients are happy and grateful that I think about their w hole lives, not just their investm ents,ò Peter
says. ñThe m ore I help out, the m ore successful I becom e. But I m easure success in w hat it has done
for the people around m e. That is the real accolade.ò

In the m ind of a giver, the definition of success itself takes on a distinctive m eaning. W hereas
takers view  success as attaining results that are superior to othersô and m atchers see success in term s
of balancing individual accom plishm ents w ith fairness to others, givers are inclined to follow  Peterôs
lead, characterizing success as individual achievem ents that have a positive im pact on others. Taking
this definition of success seriously m ight require dram atic changes in the w ay that organizations hire,
evaluate, rew ard, and prom ote people. It w ould m ean paying attention not only to the productivity of
individual people but also to the ripple effects of this productivity on others. If w e broadened our
im age of success to include contributions to others along w ith individual accom plishm ents, people
m ight be m otivated to tilt their professional reciprocity styles tow ard giving. If success required
benefiting others, itôs possible that takers and m atchers w ould be m ore inclined to find otherish w ays
to advance personal and collective interests sim ultaneously.

The connection betw een individual and collective success underlies every story of successful
givers in this book. A s an entrepreneur, A dam  Rifkin built his netw ork of influential people by trying
to help everyone he m et, launching successful com panies and enabling thousands of colleagues to find
jobs, develop skills, and start productive businesses along the w ay. A s a venture capitalist, D avid
H ornik invested in lucrative com panies and fortified his reputation by helping aspiring entrepreneurs
create better pitches and gain funding for their start-ups. A s a com edy w riter, G eorge M eyer earned
Em m ys and established a reputation as the funniest w riter in H ollyw ood w hile elevating the
effectiveness of and opening doors for the people w ho collaborated w ith him  on Arm y M an and The
Sim psons.

In the classroom , C. J. Skender earned dozens of teaching aw ards w hile inspiring a new
generation of students, seeing their potential and m otivating them  to achieve this potential, and C onrey
C allahan sustained her energy and w as nom inated for a national teaching aw ard after she started a
nonprofit to help underprivileged children prepare for college. In health care, K ildare Escoto and
N ancy Phelps rose to the top of their com panyôs sales revenue charts by striving to help patients. In
consulting, Jason G eller and Lillian Bauer m ade partner early by virtue of the contributions that they
m ade through m entoring and developing others, w hich in turn enriched the know ledge of junior



colleagues. In politics, A braham  Lincoln becam e presidentð and built a legacy as one of the greatest
leaders in w orld historyð by helping his rivals earn coveted political positions.

This is w hat I find m ost m agnetic about successful givers: they get to the top w ithout cutting others
dow n, finding w ays of expanding the pie that benefit them selves and the people around them . W hereas
success is zero-sum  in a group of takers, in groups of givers, it m ay be true that the w hole is greater
than the sum  of the parts.

A rm ed w ith this know ledge, Iôve seen som e people becom e m ore strategic m atchers, helping
others in the hopes of developing the relationships and reputations necessary to advance their ow n
success. Can people succeed through instrum ental giving, w here the prim ary intent is getting? A t the
beginning of the book, I suggested that in the long term , the answ er m ight be no.

Thereôs a fine line betw een giving and clever m atching, and this line blurs depending on w hether
w e define reciprocity styles by the actions them selves, the m otives behind them , or som e com bination
of the tw o. Itôs a deep philosophical question, and itôs easy to identify w ith a range of view s on how
strategic m atchers should be evaluated. O n the one hand, even if the m otives are m ixed, helping
behaviors often add value to others, increasing the total am ount of giving in a social system . O n the
other hand, as w e saw  w ith K en Lay, our behaviors leak traces of our m otives. If recipients and
w itnesses of our giving begin to question w hether the m otives are self-serving, theyôre less likely to
respond w ith gratitude or elevation. W hen strategic m atchers engage in disingenuous efforts to help
others prim arily for personal gain, they m ay be hoisted by their ow n petard: fellow  m atchers m ay
w ithhold help, spread negative reputational inform ation, or find other w ays to im pose a taker tax.

To avoid these consequences, w ould-be m atchers m ay be best served by giving in w ays that they
find enjoyable, to recipients w hose w ell-being m atters to them . That w ay, even if they donôt reap
direct or karm ic rew ards, m atchers w ill be operating in a giverôs m ind-set, leading their m otives to
appearð and becom eð m ore pure. Ultim ately, by repeatedly m aking the choice to act in the interest of
others, strategic m atchers m ay find them selves developing giver identities, resulting in a gradual drift
in style tow ard the giving end of the reciprocity spectrum .

W e spend the m ajority of our w aking hours at w ork. This m eans that w hat w e do at w ork becom es
a fundam ental part of w ho w e are. If w e reserve giver values for our personal lives, w hat w ill be
m issing in our professional lives? By shifting ever so slightly in the giver direction, w e m ight find our
w aking hours m arked by greater success, richer m eaning, and m ore lasting im pact.



A C TIO N S FO R  IM PA C T

If youôre interested in applying the principles in this book to your w ork or your life, Iôve com piled a
set of practical actions that you can take. M any of these actions are based on the strategies and habits
of successful givers, and in each case, Iôve provided resources and tools for evaluating, organizing,
or expanding giving. Som e of the steps focus on incorporating m ore giving into your daily behaviors;
others em phasize w ays that you can fine-tune your giving, locate fellow  givers, or engage others in
giving.

1. Test Your G iver Q uotient. W e often live in a feedback vacuum , deprived of know ledge about
how  our actions affect others. So that you can track your im pact and assess your self-aw areness, Iôve
designed a series of free online tools. Visit w w w .giveandtake.com  to take a free survey that tests your
giver quotient. A long w ith filling out your ow n survey, you can invite people in your netw ork to rate
your reciprocity style, and youôll receive data on how  often youôre seen as a giver, taker, and m atcher.

2. Run a Reciprocity Ring. W hat could be achieved in your organizationð and w hat giving norm s
w ould developð if groups of people got together w eekly for tw enty m inutes to m ake requests and
help one another fulfill them ? For m ore inform ation on how  to start a Reciprocity Ring in your
organization, visit Cheryl and W ayne Bakerôs com pany, H um ax (w w w .hum axnetw orks.com ), w hich
offers a suite of social netw orking tools for individuals and organizations. Theyôve created m aterials
to run a Reciprocity Ring in person and a R ipplleffect tool for running it online. People typically
com e together in groups of fifteen to thirty. Each person presents a request to the group m em bers, w ho
m ake contributions: they use their know ledge, resources, and connections to help fulfill the request.
A nother start-up, Favo.rs (http://favo.rs), has created an online m arketplace w here people can m ake
and fulfill requests for help.

3. H elp O ther People Craft Their Jobsð or Craft Yours to Incorporate M ore G iving. People
often end up w orking on tasks that arenôt perfectly aligned w ith their interests and skills. A pow erful
w ay to give is to help others w ork on tasks that are m ore interesting, m eaningful, or developm ental. In
2011, a vice president nam ed Jay at a large m ultinational retailer sent e-m ails to each of his
em ployees announcing a top-secret m ission, w ith details to be shared on a need-to-know  basis in one-
on-one m eetings. W hen em ployees arrived individually for the m eetings, Jay unveiled the confidential
project. H e asked them  w hat they w ould enjoy doing that m ight also be of interest to other people. H e
inquired about their hobbies and personal interests, and w hat they w ould love to spend m ore tim e
doing at the com pany. H e then sent them  out into the com pany to pursue their m ission w ith three rules:
it has to (1) appeal to at least 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 m issions w ere going. A bout tw o thirds



of his em ployees had m ade som e effort tow ard m aking their visions a reality, and roughly half of
those em ployees succeeded in launching them . O ne of Jayôs favorite m issions resulted in a book club
w here em ployees read books and discussed topics that w ere of personal interest and relevance to
their jobs. ñPeople had perm ission to do all of that stuff before I ever asked that question,ò Jay
reflects. ñBut som ehow , asking that question in m y role gives people perm ission to pursue their
interests in a w ay they didnôt have before. Itôs planting seeds, w ith som e percentage of them  turning
into real initiatives.ò These seeds have bloom ed for m any of his em ployees, and for Jay as w ell: in
2012, he w as selected to becom e the vice president of H R for a m ajor division of his com pany,
w here heôs responsible for m ore than 45,000 em ployees.

In the secret m issions, Jay encouraged his em ployees to engage in job crafting, a concept
introduced by A m y W rzesniew ski and Jane D utton, m anagem ent professors at Yale and the U niversity
of M ichigan, respectively. Job crafting involves innovating around a job description, creatively
adding and custom izing tasks and responsibilities to m atch personal interests and values. A  natural
concern is that people m ight craft their jobs in w ays that fail to contribute to their organizations. To
address this question, A m y, Justin B erg, and I partnered w ith Jennifer K urkoski and B rian W elle, w ho
run a people and innovation lab at G oogle. In a study across the U nited States and Europe, w e
random ly assigned G oogle em ployees w orking in sales, finance, operations, accounting, m arketing,
and hum an resources to a job-crafting w orkshop. The em ployees created a m ap of how  theyôd like to
m odify their tasks, crafting a m ore ideal but still realistic vision of their jobs that aligned w ith their
interests and values.

Six w eeks later, their m anagers and cow orkers rated them  as significantly happier and m ore
effective. M any G oogle em ployees found w ays to spend m ore tim e on tasks that they found interesting
or m eaningful; som e delegated unpleasant tasks; and others w ere able to custom ize their jobs to
incorporate new  know ledge and skills that they w anted to develop. A ll told, G oogle em ployees found
their w ork m ore enjoyable and w ere m otivated to perform  better, and in som e cases, these gains
lasted for six m onths. Job crafting w orked across reciprocity styles: givers, takers, and m atchers all
becam e m ore effective. The givers saw  job crafting as an opportunity to expand their im pact, so they
generated w ays to add m ore value to other people and the com pany, such as m entoring junior
colleagues, creating better products for clients, and im proving training for new  hires. The m atchers
w ere grateful for the opportunity to pursue m ore m eaningful and interesting w ork, and reciprocated by
w orking harder. Even the takers recognized that to advance their ow n careers, they needed to craft
their jobs in w ays that w ould benefit the com pany as w ell as them selves.

To help people craft their jobs, Justin, A m y, and Jane have developed a tool called the Job
C rafting Exercise. Itôs w hat w e used to conduct the G oogle w orkshops, and it involves creating a
ñbefore sketchò of how  you currently allocate your tim e and energy, and then developing a visual
ñafter diagram ò of how  youôd like to m odify your job. The booklets can be ordered online
(w w w .jobcrafting.org) and com pleted in team s or individually to help friends and colleagues m ake
m eaningful m odifications to their jobs.

4. Start a Love M achine. In m any organizations, givers go unrecognized. To com bat this problem ,
organizations are introducing peer recognition program s to rew ard people for giving in w ays that
leaders and m anagers rarely see. A  M ercer study found that in 2001, about 25 percent of large
com panies had peer recognition program s, and by 2006, this num ber had grow n to 35 percentð
including celebrated com panies like G oogle, Southw est A irlines, and Zappos.



A  fascinating approach called the Love M achine w as developed at Linden Lab, the com pany
behind the virtual w orld Second Life. In a high-technology com pany, m any em ployees aim  to protect
their tim e for them selves and guard inform ation closely, instead of sharing their tim e and know ledge
w ith colleagues. The Love M achine w as designed to overcom e this tendency by enabling em ployees
to send a Love m essage w hen they appreciated help from  a colleague. The Love m essages w ere
visible to others, rew arding and recognizing giving by linking it to status and reputations. O ne insider
view ed it as a w ay to get ñtech geeks to com pete to see w ho could be the m ost helpful.ò Love helped
to ñboost aw areness of people w ho did tasks that w ere som etim es overlooked. O ur support staff, for
instance, often received the m ost Love,ò says C hris C olosi, a form er Linden m anager. ñO nce you
introduce a certain percentage of takers into your system , you need to think about w hat effect an
incentive w ill have, but I enjoyed the idea of Love for tasks that w ere outside of som eoneôs job
description or requirem ents.ò

To try out the Love M achine in your organization, look up a new  electronic tool called SendLove.
Itôs available from  LoveM achine (w w w .lovem achineinc.com ), a new  start-up that asks you to start by
choosing a recognition period. Team  m em bers can send each other short m essages recognizing giving,
and the m essages are all publicly visible.

5. Em brace the Five-M inute Favor. If you visit a 106 M iles M eetup
(w w w .m eetup.com /106m iles), you m ight see Panda A dam  Rifkin in top form . H eôs a m aster of the
five-m inute favor, and you can follow  Pandaôs lead by asking people w hat they need and looking for
w ays to help at a m inim al personal cost. R ifkinôs tw o favorite offers are to give honest feedback and
m ake an introduction. For exam ple, hereôs a sim ple exercise to get started as a connector. Start by
going through your Rolodex, LinkedIn, or Facebook netw ork. Identify pairs of people w ho share an
uncom m on com m onality. Then, pick one pair a w eek and introduce them  by e-m ail. Rifkin also
recom m ends reconnecting w ith dorm ant tiesð not to get som ething, but to give. O nce a m onth, reach
out to one person w ith w hom  you havenôt spoken in years. Find out w hat theyôre w orking on and ask
if there are w ays that you can be helpful. O n a related note, you can learn m ore about D avid H ornikôs
approach to giving by visiting Venture Blog (w w w .ventureblog.com /).

6. Practice Powerless Com m unication, but Becom e an Advocate. D eveloping greater com fort
and skill w ith pow erless com m unication requires a change in habitsð from  talking to listening, self-
prom oting to advice-seeking, and advocating to inquiring. Jim  Q uigley, a senior partner at D eloitte
w ho previously served as CEO , decided to w ork on his pow erless com m unication. H e set a goal in
m eetings to talk no m ore than 20 percent of the tim e. ñO ne of m y objectives is listening. M any tim es,
you can have bigger im pact if you know  w hat to ask, rather than know ing w hat to say. I donôt learn
anything w hen Iôm  speaking. I learn a lot w hen Iôm  listening,ò Q uigley told m e. A s he shifted from
answ ers tow ard questions, Q uigley found him self gaining a deeper understanding of other peopleôs
needs. ñIt doesnôt com e naturally to everyone, but itôs a habit, and you can form  that habit.ò For m ore
on the pow er of pow erless com m unication, visit the blogs by Susan Cain
(w w w .thepow erofintroverts.com ) and Jennifer K ahnw eiler (w w w .theintrovertedleaderblog.com ).

A t the sam e tim e, itôs im portant to m ake sure that pow erless com m unication doesnôt com e at the
expense of assertiveness w hen advocating for othersô interests and our ow n. G etRaised is a free
resource that offers advice on negotiating salary increases. A ccording to cofounder M att W allaert, the
average pay increase is $6,726, provided that youôre underpaid. A bout half of m ale users succeed in
getting a raiseð com pared w ith three quarters of fem ale users (https://getraised.com ).



7. Join a C om m unity of G ivers. To find other givers, join a Freecycle com m unity to give aw ay
goods and see w hat other people need (w w w .freecycle.org). A nother inspiring com m unity of givers
is ServiceSpace (w w w .servicespace.org), the hom e of a series of G iftivism  initiatives started by
N ipun M ehta. H eadquartered in Berkeley, California, ServiceSpace has over 400,000 m em bers and
sends over fifty m illion e-m ails a year. Yet they still operate by three rules: ñno staff, no fundraising,
and no strings attached.ò Through ServiceSpace, N ipun has created a platform  for people to increase
their giver quotients, divided into three categories: gift econom y projects, inspirational content, and
volunteer and nonprofit support. O ne of the gift econom y projects is K arm a K itchen, w here the m enu
has no prices. W hen the bill arrives, it reads $0.00 and contains just tw o sentences: ñYour m eal w as a
gift from  som eone w ho cam e before you. To keep the chain of gifts alive, w e invite you to pay it
forw ard for those w ho dine after you.ò A nother gift econom y project is H elpO thers.org, w hich
collects stories of people playing giver tag: do som ething anonym ously for som eone else, and leave a
sm ile card inviting them  to pay it forw ard.

N ipun describes how  one w om an at a Fortune 500 com pany w ent to get a drink from  the vending
m achine, and put extra change in w ith a note: ñYour drink has been paid for by som eone you donôt
know . Spread the love.ò Then, she brought in doughnuts and left another sm ile card behind. ñA guy
noticed this trend, and he decides to send an e-m ail to the w hole building,ò N ipun says, laughing.
ñThe guy w rites, óIôve been trying to track them  dow n for a long tim e, and I think itôs betw een floors
tw o and three.ô N ow  everybodyôs on alert for kindness, and a bunch of people start doing it.ò O n the
ServiceSpace w ebsite, you can order sm ile cards, help support nonprofit causes, subscribe to the
w eekly new sletter, or read a thought-provoking list of w ays to give, such as paying the toll for the
person behind you or thanking people for helping you by w riting a com plim entary note to their boss.
ñThe m ore you give, the m ore you w ant to do itð as do others around you. Itôs like going to the gym ,ò
N ipun says. ñIf youôve been w orking out your kindness m uscles, you get stronger at it.ò

A nother im pressive initiative is H opeM ob, billed as the place ñw here generous strangers unite to
bring im m ediate hope to people w ith pressing needs all over the w orldò (http://hopem ob.org). For
ideas about how  to organize your ow n group of people to perform  random  acts of kindness, see the
initiatives under w ay at Extrem e K indness in Canada (http://extrem ekindness.com ) and The K indness
O ffensive in the UK  (http://thekindnessoffensive.com ). The K indness O ffensive is a group of people
w ho strive to be aggressively helpful, organizing som e of the grandest random  acts of kindness in
hum an history. Theyôve provided a toy for every child in a hospital in London, given aw ay half a
m illion pancakes, distributed tons of giveaw ays at festivals around Britain, provided free m edical
supplies and housing support to fam ilies in need and hosted tea parties for elderly people, obtained
an electric guitar for a ten-year-old boy, and landed free front-row  seats and behind-the-scenes
training at the M oscow  Circus for a father hoping to surprise his daughter. It m ay be no coincidence
that the founderôs nam e is D avid G oodfellow .

You m ight also be intrigued by BN I (w w w .bni.com ), Ivan M isnerôs business netw orking
organization w ith the m otto of ñG ivers gain,ò as w ell as the G o-G iver C om m unity
(w w w .thegogiver.com /com m unity)ð a group of people w ho read The G o-G iver fable by Bob B urg
and John D avid M ann, and decided that giving w ould be a pow erful w ay to live their professional
lives.

8. Launch a Personal G enerosity Experim ent. If youôd rather give on your ow n, try the G O O D
thirty-day challenge (w w w .good.is/post/the-good-30-day-challenge-becom e-a-good-citizen). Each



day for a m onth, G O O D  suggests a different w ay to give. For m ore exam ples of random  acts of
kindness, check out Sasha D ichterôs thirty-day generosity experim ent
(http://sashadichter.w ordpress.com ) and Ryan G arciaôs year of daily random  acts of kindness
(w w w .366random acts.org). D ichter, the chief innovation officer at the A cum en Fund, em barked on a
m onthlong generosity experim ent in w hich he said yes to every request for help that he received.
G arcia, a sales executive at ZocD oc, is perform ing one random  act of kindness every day for an entire
year and keeping a blog about his experience, from  stepping up as a m entor to thanking a custom er
service representative. A s w e saw  in chapter 6, this generosity experim ent is likely to be m ost
psychologically rew arding if you spend som ew here betw een tw o and eleven hours a w eek on it, and
if you distribute it into larger chunksð m ultiple acts once a w eek, instead of one act every day.

9. H elp Fund a Project. M any people are seeking financial support for their projects. O n
K ickstarter (w w w .kickstarter.com ), know n as the w orldôs largest funding platform  for creative
projects, you can find people looking for help in designing and launching m ovies, books, video
gam es, m usic, plays, paintings, and other products and services. O n K iva (w w w .kiva.org), you can
identify opportunities to m ake m icroloans of $25 or m ore to entrepreneurs in the developing w orld.
B oth sites give you the chance to see and follow  the progress of the people you help.

10. Seek H elp M ore O ften. If you w ant other people to be givers, one of the easiest steps is to
ask. W hen you ask for help, youôre not alw ays im posing a burden. Som e people are givers, and by
asking for help, youôre creating an opportunity for them  to express their values and feel valued. B y
asking for a five-m inute favor, you im pose a relatively sm all burdenð and if you ask a m atcher, you
can count on having an opportunity to reciprocate. W ayne and Cheryl Baker note that people can
ñStart the spark of reciprocity by m aking requests as w ell as helping others. H elp generously and
w ithout thought of return; but also ask often for w hat you need.ò



A C K N O W LED G M EN TS

The seeds for this book w ere planted by m y grandparents, Florence and Paul Borock, w ho tirelessly
invested their tim e and energy in others w ithout expecting anything in return. G row ing up, m y
curiosity about psychology and fascination w ith the quality of w ork life w ere sparked by m y parents,
Susan and M ark. M y diving coach, Eric Best, show ed m e that psychology w as a m ajor force behind
success, introduced m e to the pow er of giving in developing others, and encouraged m e to pursue a
career that com bined psychology and w riting. I found that career thanks to Brian Little, w hose
w isdom  and generosity changed the course of m y life. B rian em bodies the very best of the hum an
condition, and it is due to his depth of know ledge, com m itm ent to students, and ability to captivate an
audience that I becam e a professor. A s I began to study organizational psychology, I benefited
trem endously from  the m entoring of Jane D utton, Sue A shford, Richard H ackm an, Ellen Langer, and
Rick Price. In particular, Jane has challenged m e to think m ore deeply and encouraged m e to reach
m ore broadly in striving to do research that m akes a difference.

They say it takes an arm y to w rite a book, and m ine w as no exception: I felt very lucky to w ork
w ith an arm y of givers w hose fingerprints grace each page. Leading the charge w as Richard Pine at
InkW ell, w ho exem plifies every quality that an author could possibly w ant in an agent. Richard has a
true gift for seeing the potential in ideas and people, and is uniquely skilled and passionate in
connecting them  in pow erful w ays that use the w ritten w ord to m ake the w orld a better place. From
helping m e find m y voice in w riting for a popular audience and cham pioning the topic, to offering
keen insights about the substance and identifying successful givers in our m idst, Richard has had an
indelible im pact on this book and m y life.

The other m ajor creative force behind this book w as editor extraordinaire K evin D oughten.
A m ong his m any contributions, it is notew orthy that it w as K evin w ho put G eorge M eyer on m y radar
and recognized that a unique feature of giver success lies in lifting others up. K evin know s from
personal experience, as this is the influence of his success on his authors. H is perceptive,
com prehensive feedback sharpened the structure, strengthened the argum ents, and enriched the stories
and studiesð and m otivated m e to rew rite three chapters from  scratch. A long w ith shaping every
sentence in the book, K evinôs guidance has fundam entally altered the w ay that I approach w riting
m ore generally.

A t Viking, Rick K ot has gone far above and beyond the call of duty in offering his ingenuity,
discerning eye, social capital, and stew ardship. I feel fortunate to benefit from  his support and the
editorial, publicity, and m arketing contributions of C atherine Boyd, N ick Brom ley, Peter Chatzky,
Risa Chubinsky, Carolyn Coleburn, W innie D e M oya, A ndrew  D uncan, Clare Ferraro, A lexis H urley,


