

[image: cover]




[image: ]




The book is dedicated to my closest and dearest. First, my


dearest wife, who always cares for me – even when I have


now paid so much of my attention to writing. Thanks!




PREFACE


The aim of Nine of Mine is to equip business leaders and the next generation of business leaders with more operational management models for daily management, especially within the consumer goods industry. These models differ from many business schools’ models in that they are more simple, concrete and practical, and are more useful for everyday situations than when starting a business or creating a new strategy.


I do have the greatest respect for the many strategy models, but my working days have been filled more with individual and concrete issues or opportunities, and therefore my purpose is to bring tools into everyday work life and perhaps to bring some concepts to the turf that can implemented in different shades, rather than comprehensive and technical models.


There are many strategic models – most of which are rarely used – hence, I prefer to work with strategic milestones rather than heavy strategies, and out of this arises a vacuum that is potentially without leadership models to navigate through. This is exactly the purpose of my nine models: they have been the tools I have used to reach strategic milestones throughout my career.


The common denominator for all models is agility, which I think is the most important factor for success. This is a factor that is becoming increasingly important as development gets faster and faster.


Last but not least, I am a big fan of exemplification and I am bringing in reasoned examples, so that you can quickly replace the example with your own concrete story and make it as practical as possible. Therefore, many examples from my own world follow with the Nine of Mine models.


MY BACKGROUND


I grew up in a nuclear family in the Greater Copenhagen area, from where I have taken many of my values with me further in my life and therefore also into my business life.


As a leader and person, my main value is honesty, as nothing else matters if you are not a human being with integrity, who always says what you are thinking, and act on it.[1] Moreover, drive is one important factor for me, and you will notice in several of my models that momentum is one of the best friends of success.


In relation to my colleagues, this means cooperation in everything because, in a business where everybody works towards a common goal, synergies can be exploited. Of further significance is the ability to innovate, as illustrated in my own personal purpose: ‘Learn and grow by always exploring’ As another natural branch of my purpose, courage is one important value for me – or maybe more of a competence. Throughout my career, courage has been key to achieving the results; this journey has been inspired by one of my great idols, Jorgen Vig Knudtorp from Lego, who said, ‘Do not be afraid of change’,[2] which was important to his mission – and mine.


Educationally, I began I with a commercial diploma in marketing, and then I completed a bachelor’s degree in business and, subsequently, a Master of Business Administration (MBA) in England. My education and career choices have landed me in international companies such as Gillette, Colgate, Carlsberg, Jacobs Douwe Egberts (JDE) and Unilever, all of which, each in its own way, have given me the experience and skills that this book builds on.


My first employment after completing my diploma was at Gillette Group, where I was employed for more than a decade, first in the subsidiary Braun and later in Gillette itself. In this decade, I went through almost all departments, and it was a huge learning experience for me to gain in-depth knowledge about a company from all these functions and departments. Moreover, I had the opportunity to work both locally and throughout the Nordic region, and touched base with the international branches of the company.


I finished as country manager of the Danish market, the last one of its kind in Denmark.


Thereafter, I went to Colgate, where I was also a country manager, and perhaps it was here I was best fitted with an outstanding toolbox, as the way Colgate works is very technical and analytical, with the aim of achieving results on an evolutionary basis. In addition, for the last few years I was there, I was the general manager of Colgate’s exclusive pet-food business, Hill’s Pet Nutrition, in charge of the Nordic business. This exciting product area is somehow related to the pharmaceutical industry.


After Colgate, I spent four years at Carlsberg, where the iconic heritage was a fantastic presence in everyday life – for good and bad. My role as vice president of the so-called on-trade business, meant that I had responsibility for beer and soft drinks that were sold in bars, restaurants, cinemas and other places where they were consumed in the same place as they were bought.


The company’s size and structure meant that it was too big to be managed centrally at headquarter (HQ), and therefore most initiatives were driven locally. It meant great freedom, great resources – and great learning.


The next stop was JDE, a company that is not as well known as the others, but is, in fact, the world’s second largest coffee and tea company. My role was again country manager for Denmark, and the task was to turn the company around, which had ended up in a difficult situation in Denmark through a merger. JDE is owned by an equity fund, and I learned the strengths and possibilities of that. It was a relief to operate in a non-political environment where all options were being chased and where sharp analyses were the compass. After just a year and a half, we turned the business around.


Today, I am the managing director of Unilever Denmark; Unilever is one of the world’s largest businesses within the consumer goods market and also is a place that offers the combination of benefitting from its size and the fact that a number of operations (also strategic) are managed locally. Plus, Unilever demonstrates in the most distinguished manner that it is possible to be a successful business while focusing on always behaving responsibly towards a larger sympathetic goal; like, only purchasing plant oil if the supplier guarantees replanting the plants in question.


The past 15 years’ executive experience I have comes primarily from roles such as being the top leader in the Danish and Nordic regions, and therefore many of my thoughts and views are from there, so it will hopefully give you, the reader, a good sense of where a local executive has his or her focus and his or her priorities. For you as a leader or future leader, this perspective will give you an advantage or a head start in relation to understanding how executives assess their business and may also shorten your path to one day becoming an executive yourself.


However, I have almost as many years of operational experience from working in the various departments within a wide range of logistics, marketing, sales and project management areas, so it is clearly my objective also to bring a range of experiences from this level and functions. Throughout my career, I also have been linked to several international projects that have contributed to my insight.


This book may be considered to be anecdotal, as my models have not been reviewed scientifically, but they have been documented exclusively through my own empiricism. Many of the models are, by their nature, hard to document, but I have used them all throughout my leadership and I have created strong results throughout my career. It is my clear conviction that these models have been a major contributor to these results, and I have therefore used them again and again. Even more importantly, many of my peers and employees are using the models – often even unasked – and that has given me the motivation to spread them further.




INTRODUCTION TO NINE OF MINE


The creation of this book began with a series of encouragements from my staff, and, suddenly, it became a kind of calling for me to pass on some of the pointers I have accumulated throughout my working life.


Going back to school, I remember clearly that a teacher told me that he had never before seen the procedures I used to solve maths questions, and that there was an A+ in sight if I also contested the ordinary method, but, honestly, I could not do it the regular way. So then I realised already that I was different at this point.


Years back, a friend of mine chose to send his child to Camp True North,[3] which was developed by the former army ranger Nicolai Moltke-Leth and designed to identify precisely what competence you hold. For the theory is that everybody has a competence, whether identified or not.


The mindset is fascinating, and I think that my distinctive competence is to develop my own models – in this case, management models – which I endeavour to make comfortable to use and analytically interesting, without losing their practical footing.


My interest and my skills were strengthened significantly during my MBA education, as I not only learned a number of the most well-known and used management models, but at the same time I built some generic skills in creating my own models. The major contributors to these are my experience and my opinion, and they are based on my work with practical models in everyday life and on delivering on its goals every day, every week, every month and every year. As my personal models are not based on strategy and science, I prefer to call them management models for everyday usage. There is an abundance of strategic management models, which are vital, but the strategy they use is already written or adjusted very rarely, whereas each day tasks arise in one’s repeatability repertoire, which could benefit from a smaller model that can strengthen your leadership.


I have chosen to review the strongest of my own models, which I have used throughout my career. With this model collection, I aim to complement other well-known models, so that my models can be used as an addition to the commercial world, where it is typical to review a lot of theoretical knowledge from various business schools.


In addition to business-school models, most corporate companies have their own models, and, recently, there have been models created by individuals – such as my Nine of Mine. Together with human intuition, they form your toolbox as an executive.


One can easily manage without my models or choose to use them, but be aware that if your toolbox contains only business-school knowledge and company models, then you will quickly become Mr Ordinary, because thousands of business candidates receive a diploma and can navigate through a company’s business models. Hence, I would recommend that you find your own models. Consider how much of a personal touch there is in your work and your tools.


Even with the textbooks, the business models and your own models, it is not sufficient. In the end, you need to find a role and company that fits your own purposes. So, start by defining your personal purpose, what you want out of life and what you are aiming for. I do not think Bill Gates, Richard Branson or AP Moller started their career years with the purpose of making money. It was a passion – a purpose – that drove them, and later it turned up, so that they were so good at it that they could also earn much money from it.


At Unilever, not only do our brands have a purpose but all employees have their own personal purpose, and it is a key element of ensuring that you are in the right place and achieve success. Our focus on each employee’s purpose does that we constantly reflect our comings in company with our own journey.


One part of Unilever was created by Mr Lever, who was frustrated that hygiene in England at around the turn of the century was attainable only for the rich. Soap cost a fortune, and the less fortunate were indifferent to hygiene, as they did not understand it anyway. Mr Lever decided to make a simple soap that was cheap, with one single variant, Lifebuoy, to keep the production price down. Thereafter, people needed to be informed about hygiene, which was done through door-to-door promotion,[4] and thus a worldwide business and his contribution to the fight against cholera were underway.[5] Mr Lever became the market leader because there are more poor people than rich people in this world.


The successful tycoon Charles Schwab expresses my point so clearly in this quotation from him:


‘The one, who does not work for the laws of work, but only for money, is not likely To Make money – nor find fun in life’.[6]


The foundation for my models is based on these two terms: agility and adaptability.


AGILITY


The pace of metamorphosis in the business world is extreme, and being fast and agile is often crucial to who will win. That means companies that identify solutions fast and make decisions quickly – also when eliminating proposals or products.


I know that focusing on agility is obvious, but I emphasise it because it is the anchor of all my models, and – regardless of how clear it is – I often see that we in big businesses lose our in agility due to processes and procedures.


The key enemy of agility is the size of the enterprise, as in major companies there are so many barriers to speed and agility in the form of processes and policies, so sometimes I perceive the business world to be split into two parts: ‘the big, strong giants’ (such as Unilever) and ‘the small, agile entrepreneurs’ (such as start-ups). In addition, the gap between these two types seems to be increasing every year. Nevertheless, there are major companies that have 100% focus on agility and breaking the norm. Just look at Google, Amazon[7] and so on.


Recently, I attended a major conference at which the theme ‘agile teams’[8] was presented. It referred to the fact that the organisations back in the middle of the last century were all built hierarchically in a pyramid, based on the military model. In the 1980s, businesses moved towards matrix models as an organisation’s tasks were no longer so static. I understand that this model also is now close to becoming outdated and that agile teams are the future. This means that, for example, a marketing team, which would traditionally have a few marketing managers and ten brand managers, will now be organised quite differently. There will certainly be some category/brand employees, but most of the team will be agile and will decide on a weekly basis which focus areas it will address each week, regardless of the category.


Agile teams will place entirely new demands on employees, have a broader focus, be cross-functional, possess unique collaboration skills and, last but not least, have the ability to adapt. The demands of and on the leaders will not be less!


ADAPTABILITY


Adaptability is just as vital. Several years ago, some colleagues and I were measured on several parameters, including adaptability, among other things. At that point in time, I believed that it was one of the most unattractive elements and less important than some of the others, but my boss taught me back then that it is the most important skill to have, for it alone determines that all of your other skills come into play because they have value only if they can be switched between constantly.


The old adage from Darwin that it is not the strongest or the most intelligent but the most adaptable who survive[9] does not just apply to the animal world; it also applies in business.


Years ago, we went through a transformation at Gillette, and at a townhall a (brave) employee asked when all these changes would end. Our Nordic general manager, Pirjo Väliaho, responded very tellingly: ‘At the graveyard’.


The ancient Greek philosopher Heraclitus said it so aptly:


‘The only constant is change’.[10]


He said that thousands of years ago, and I do not think that anybody will disagree with me that this phrase has only become more relevant with time and, today, is probably the most vital phrase of all.


‘Discipline’ and ‘consistency’ are a couple of other keywords that come right after ‘agility’ and ‘adaptability’ when it comes to creating a successful basis for management.


A lack of discipline is deadly poison for a larger business. Within the consumer goods market, new products and innovations take a lot of space, but virtually every industry has its wider sales out of one fragmented base. Also, competitors and customers are in the same place, so the one who is most disciplined and masters this will often come out as the winner. I will touch on the topic slightly in the Traffic Light Land model later, but without discipline you must be extreme in innovation, and only a few major companies are.


However, you only succeed with discipline if you involve consequences. If employees (and customers, for the matter) get the impression that a lack of discipline has no consequences, it has consequences on the discipline. So, the level of discipline is associated with your ability to implement consequences – everything from observing to ultimately laying off employees – but the alternative is worse. Therefore, discipline is also included as a theme in several of my models.


GET THE GORILLA TO DANCE


My own models have, as I said, strengthened me throughout my career, but I have not yet become a chief executive officer (CEO), and I think the explanation lies in yet another of my own models.


My knowledge of great careers is that it is to do with the intersection between being a skilled businessman and a strong internal networker; many top executives are created by that combination.


What I am trying to say is that you can reach the stars (executive level) through strong business results and by being, as a minimum, reasonably good at internal networking – or vice versa. But if you want to reach the top-executive level, you must go behind the stars – you must master both disciplines at the absolute highest level. I realise that my results illustrate that I am probably a good businessman but only at a medium level as an internal networker. So, this is somewhat my own limitation.


It sounds like it is the internal policy that has prevented me from reaching the absolute top level; but it is much more complex, and, personally, I admire people who have mastered internal networking. It is important not only for the individuals but also for the company.


And here the gorilla comes into the picture. Being in large international companies involves a lot of work for the global or regional HQ, and for many executives it feels like a big burden with reviews, enquiries, reporting and stuff like that. Clearly, you can feel that it is like having a gorilla on your shoulder, an additional burden that the businessman must carry on top of keeping the business afloat. When it comes to mastering internal networking, he or she can not only get the gorilla down from his or her shoulder, but he or she can even make it dance. That is, converting HQ into a resource for themselves, so the HQ is no longer an opponent but a team mate. This is an exquisite competence.


Although, through the years, I have received a couple of exciting offers abroad, I have mostly kept my activities at my home ground in Denmark. Maybe this is because I have only succeeded in getting the gorilla off my shoulder, but its dance did not really start – at most, it did a bit of a see-saw with its feet.


Many in subsidiaries often scowl at HQ because it feels like HQ often takes resources out instead of contributing, but it is important to remember that it has other tasks to solve, which are equally important – although, after all, HQ does not sell anything and thus does not have a profit-and-loss account to facilitate.


When some of my team members growl at HQ, I say that they should try to put themselves in the place of our field salespeople. They most likely have the same view of us at the office in Copenhagen as we do have of HQ. Hence, if we respect each other’s roles, it will enhance our skills and capabilities of networking within the organisation.


THE CONCEPT


I have chosen to group the Nine of Mine concept into three main sections to explore leadership:


People


Performance


Process


Within each of them, I have developed three models so that we end up with nine – hence the name Nine of Mine.


At this stage, the various concepts in Figure 2.1 (next page) will not ring a bell for you, but we will get through them all. This figure is only to illustrate the three groups, as well as which nine models I have chosen as my core. But now it is time to look at the models, and we will begin with perhaps the most important aspect: people. We will begin with the toughest of them, as this is about the fierce selection of people through a narrow keyhole.
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Figure 2.1







Model 1


FACTOR 18


Factor 18 is about spotting talent for promotion to executive roles. It is a tool to assess the span of the talent with a focus on how intelligence quotient (IQ), emotional quotient (EQ) and diligence in a context are essential for success.


The first of my nine models might be a bit controversial because the model classifies people in a very structural format. Of course, management models are aimed at strengthening our leadership, and I think that Factor 18 can certainly do that job.


Naturally, it is rarely a good idea to work too rigidly with people, because, after all, people are complex and organic. But here I am referring to my point from the previous section, which was that agility is one of the core competencies for creating success in business today, and my model here is specifically to classify, move on and then create the vital agility.


This is all about agility in spotting the talent, those who will be the next executive or a future executive, so that we are already involving them in the organisation planning and maybe give them a little more responsibility than they were evaluated originally to be ready for, with the objective of assessing their talent potential.


The model can also be operated as part of a recruitment process, but the model is slightly weaker when used in relation to job applications, as the knowledge of the individuals is weaker, and there is already a rich selection of skilled recruitment agencies that have competencies in recruiting new staff. Due to this, I prefer to give them my confidence that they will do that well.


The model is primarily anchored in the staff you know, where you have to take a decision on whether they are in the people portfolio of those who will reach for the stars in their onward journey.


THE MODEL


My model is characterised by three core criteria that are used to evaluate talent for the executive level; these are as follows:


Intelligence quotient (IQ) Emotional quotient (EQ) (i.e. emotional/social intelligence) Effective diligence


I strongly believe that these are the three competencies that best describe generically the potential to reach the executive level. Naturally, there are plenty of other important skills that determines one’s potential, not least my two main parameters – agility and adaptability – and, of course, expertise, experience and networking. However, I reiterate what I said earlier – that this takes off and agility out if you increase the criteria and hence make it more complex.


Can you really put humans in boxes based on a few parameters and make a simple assessment? Yes, I think you can. At least, that is what I have learned throughout my career. Later, you will see examples of where I have compromised on my model and felt the pain of it.


Does this mean that this model is universal? I do not know the answer to that, as there may be industries where special knowledge is an absolute must. If so, build on my model to make it fit exactly to your situation, and hence get your own version; it is OK. However, beware of doing this. Often, special knowledge is given too much value. Fundamental competencies are more important if, for example, you lose your specialist job, the value of your generic capabilities will increase.


As I said, I am pretty hard when I put complex people into a few boxes, but things are not necessarily better when they are complex and sophisticated; actually, the opposite is often true. It is about creating a base or a foundation on a personal level, and then we can add other values to create a complete picture.


The Factor 18 model’s purpose is, in all simplicity, to assess employees’ executive potential using the three criteria – IQ, EQ and diligence – in a simple way, so that we can clarify which talent will reach for the stars. You will learn quickly that the model is tough, but it is necessary when we select our executive talent. Every year there will be more than 4,000 potential business leaders coming out from of Copenhagen Business School alone, and only a few of them will reach the executive level. So, yes, it is very hard to achieve the destination of the promised land.


Characters are based on the following simple criteria:





	0

	Poor





	1

	Mediocre





	2

	Good





	3

	Great







Figure 3.1


Is it not good enough to be rated as good now? As you will see later, sometimes it is, in fact, good enough to be good, but, again, it is extremely tough to achieve a total score of 18 as the keyhole is not very large.


The score for the entire model core is calculated by multiplying the scores for the three assessments with each other. Let me give you an example to illustrate it better.


John is assessed and he is estimated to have the following scores: IQ=2, EQ=3 and diligence=3. Thus, total score = 2x3x3 = 18. This means that John’s score for his executive talent assessment is 18.


This also hints as to why the model is called Factor 18: this is because 18 is the minimum score you have to achieve to qualify as an executive talent. Why not 3x3x3 = 27? Now, when I mentioned earlier that it is a tough selection, it is simply because very, very few would obtain a score of 27 – not least because some of the parameters are exactly the opposite of each other. If a person gets the highest score for IQ, their score will often be 0 or 1 for EQ, because they simply think faster and differently from the masses, and therefore, by nature, are often incapable of being able to unlock the full EQ potential. It is just the way is – but, obviously, not always.


So do I then say that people here get a quick stamp, and thus thousands will be cut off from being an executive? It is a harsh statement, but there is something in it anyway, even though it sounds hard and maybe a bit banal. But, again, remember that only a few employees will end up as executives. At the end of the day, the vast majority of employees are assistants, coordinators, specialists or have other jobs that are super exciting. Factor 18 is a hard limit, but, in fact, my basic position is that there is room for all of us in the job market, so no worries.


Before we dive further into the three parameters, it is important for me to say that it is far from random that the scores are multiplied by each other. The model only works that way as it is in this cohesion that the model demonstrates its power; the casting vote comes from the lowest denominator, as this will always be a barrier to success. This will not be reflected if we add the numbers. For example, 2x2x2 gives a score of 8 in my model, while 3x3x0 will score 0. If the figures are added together, both examples will have a score of 6. This is just my key point: if one person for example gets 0 for diligence, the other scores are almost inconsequential because this unique talent with a high IQ and EQ gets basically nothing done. Thus, any day, I would prefer a leader who scores 2 in all three parameters, as this profile will consist of the right cohesion. Note that this man who scores good in all categories will still not pass the Factor 18 model.


Since I was 26 years old, I have been fortunate to work in companies with super brands and international reach, and therefore I have been able to pick and choose among many strong candidates. But companies exist in different sizes, some with limited development and recruitment opportunities, and perhaps with a more unsexy image. Here, I believe, it can always be difficult to attract candidates who can achieve a Factor 18, but then you must put the actuator down – the model still works.


When I have gone through the three parameters, I will review the various profiles that may occur and try to give each of them a stereotype. Out of the potential combinations, 64 types occur from four scores of the three parameters; therefore, I will instead merge the 0 and 1 scores as ‘low’ and the 2 and 3 scores as ‘high’, which brings this down to a manageable eight types. Take a second look; a triple mediocre score will lead to a low score. Again, it is a tough world.


INTELLIGENCE QUOTIENT (IQ)


Let us start with the parameter that, on the one hand, is the most straightforward and, on the other hand, is the most complicated. It is straightforward because a simple IQ – or Mensa – test,[11] which only takes a short time to complete, will inform you of your score. There are tons of tests on the web, by recruitment agencies and businesses, and some of them are more of a variant of the original intelligence test. I would recommend that you stick to a basic intelligence test – for example, the Mensa test – but there are also other analyses in which one’s ability in numerical skills is assessed, which is somewhat more relevant, since you will experience more of this type of challenge in your business life, rather than obscure queries about triangles and circles. But do not forget that the purpose here is to assess the individual’s IQ. We will cover the other parameters elsewhere later.


What makes the IQ test the most complicated is that one’s score is so hard to change – some would say it is almost impossible. A study at the University College of London[12] concludes that one’s IQ is already partly written in the stars, but it will be expressed differently depending on the learning one receives throughout life. At the same time, it is mentioned that one’s IQ stabilises at around the age of ten, so although it is not innate, then it is set relatively early at least.


The so-called Flynn effect (that the average results obtained from various intelligence tests has been shown to increase over time as each generation changes and as a result of global development) is also described in the aforementioned British study, in which it is said that, during the last 100 years, where IQ tests have been conducted, the average has risen by 3%. Against this background, I would like to conclude that IQ can develop, but only marginally.


It is somehow sad that one’s score has already stabilised by the age of ten, and that very little can be changed from then on. However, I can already reveal that you have a very high influence throughout your life on the two other parameters, although it then is very disappointing to lay these alongside a low IQ score and that actually, from so early in life, you never will be able to achieve Factor 18 mathematically.


Most industries – if not all – hold a very large amount of data. In the consumer goods area, the amount is abnormal, and people with a high IQ can naturally accommodate much more of this data and, more importantly, can spot patterns and are able to do the vital connecting of the dots. With a high IQ, you can analyse the large amount of data, identify patterns and thus draw conclusions faster than people with a lower IQ. It is so simple (and unfair).


When I was going through one hiring process a few years ago, I was asked to do an IQ test and was actually a little offended when I was forced to do thus, as I had a relatively reasonable curriculum vitae (CV) from blue-chip companies. But the company explained to me that it is a vital parameter in relation to being able to spot trends and draw conclusions from there, and also for matching the other executives in dialogue, so we did not end up in a situation where the other very agile executives would be able to spot patterns that I would not be able to see, and therefore I would neither contribute nor, worse, integrate with the others on our journey in the business. That explanation convinced me (and I passed).


When I worked for Carlsberg, we had a strong candidate in the process for a vacant role. He was a bit sensible and a sedate Jutlander (Jutland is a more rural part of Denmark), and had impressed us in the first interviews with his calmness and thoughtfulness, and therefore we were almost ready to sign a contract with him. However, before signing, the candidate had to pass one of these IQ tests, which he failed with a bang despite having a great CV from an international company. With this knowledge, I must be honest and say that we then viewed the candidate in a completely different light. When we were awaiting a response from him, his pause was now hardly just an expression of his composure, but more expressing that he did not have an answer.


The reason I changed my mind about this candidate was fuelled by two incidents earlier in my career in which I had ignored poor IQ tests by candidates; I had refused to believe they did not have the ‘horsepower’ for the job because both their CVs and personalities convinced me. I chose to hire them even though my human resources (HR) manager insisted that I took the test result seriously. I should have listened to HR, as these candidates left the company shortly after because they quite simply were not able to match the rest of the organisation in seeing patterns. And, in the end, it was an unfortunate situation where we took people out of their permanent jobs and into unemployment after a short stay with us.


While I think that IQ is vital, I will also explain why it is not sufficient in itself. We have all met super-intelligent people in different contexts in our lives. In kindergarten, they played no major role, as it is most often the big boy who is ‘king of the playground’, but from the start of school the game begins to change because some classmates begin to distinguish themselves as the wise ones in class.


But if you wander back in your memory, what was it that also differentiated them? Maybe they were a little different from the rest of us, they were smarter in the classroom, and many of them could even afford to be lazy. So high intelligence does not do it alone. A super-intelligent employee must also have other skills in order to be an executive talent, but if he or she does not have that, there are quite a lot of other jobs for them.


EMOTIONAL QUOTIENT (EQ)


According to Collins Dictionary, EQ is defined as follows: ‘A person’s EQ is a measure of their interpersonal and communication skills‘.[13]


Again, we have a parameter that is difficult on the one hand and, on the other hand, much easier than its predecessor, IQ. EQ is difficult because it is harder to measure than IQ. But there are actually measurement methods for it, and the acclaimed American author, psychologist and science journalist Daniel Goleman has developed a test he calls Emotional Competence Inventory,[14] in which a range of EQ-related elements – self-perception, endurance, empathy, situational awareness and the ability to listen – are measured. A number of these factors are included in my selected models, but I have also included some other concepts that I find essential when talking about EQ.


I give my proposal on the elements, which are essential in assessing the EQ of an employee, but virtually all larger companies have designed their own individual manuals by which employees are assessed using selected criteria for the individual company. Some of them will be IQ related, but all smart businesses have long realised that the EQ is an equally important factor. Such systems also secure a common language for describing how an employee is evaluated, which is very relevant if he or she switches leader. Seen from a different angle, it is easier with EQ than IQ, because you can strengthen your EQ throughout life, but only if you, as an individual, choose to listen and learn from your surroundings.
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