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The Data Architect Who Still Believes in Brains Over Buzzwords

Martyn Jones is not your average data evangelist. Once cited by the head of AI at Sperry Univac as one of the "top ten database people in the world", back when that kind of accolade still meant something, he's spent decades quietly, and sometimes noisily, building the invisible infrastructure that underpins how businesses understand reality.

Where others reach for the jargon of disruption, Jones leans into precision. His craft is the unglamorous but indispensable work of building systems that make data useful, usable, and, above all, trustworthy. Think of him less as a Silicon Valley futurist and more as a structural engineer of the digital economy, someone who builds the scaffolding that allows organisations to move from guesswork to grounded action.

His expertise lies at the intersection of data architecture, integration, and strategic execution, the plumbing and wiring of modern business intelligence. From master data management to data lakes and fourth-generation enterprise data warehouses (yes, they exist), he brings a kind of brutal clarity to a field too often buried in fluff.

But Jones isn't just a behind-the-scenes technician. His thinking has appeared in The Guardian, StatsLife, Computerworld, and The Jewish Chronicle, among others, making him one of the rare voices who can both design complex systems and explain why they matter. He's also spoken at events like Data Spain, where he's as likely to skewer shallow AI hype as he is to dissect data governance frameworks with clinical precision.

What sets Jones apart, however, is not just his encyclopedic grasp of databases or his scepticism of buzzword-laden nonsense. It's his commitment to making data actually do something. He helps businesses link insight to action, turning high-volume noise into low-risk decisions.

In an age where every vendor claims to be AI-first, Martyn Jones still believes in thinking first. And in today's climate of algorithmic overpromise and underdelivery, that might be the most radical position of all.

The Reluctant Guru of Data and the Question That Cuts Through the Hype

Martyn Jones doesn't collect logos; he collects lessons. But it's hard not to be impressed by the constellation of organisations that have, over the years, sought out his counsel. From Adidas to Oracle, Citi to the United Nations, the Metropolitan Police to the Royal Navy, Jones has shaped data strategy, architecture and governance for an astonishing array of institutions across sectors, industries, and continents. Whether it's rolling out more innovative infrastructure for Banco Santander, advising on statistical integrity for the UK's Central Statistical Office, or consulting for the State of California's Governor's Office, Jones has been there, usually before the buzzwords arrive.

At a glance, the list is dazzling: Shell, UBS, Credit Suisse, Pfizer, HP, Nissan, E.ON, British Telecom, the European Union, even the Ministry of Education and Science in Spain. But for Jones, these names aren't trophies; they're contexts. Contexts for applying a consistent, even confrontational, principle: "To what ends?"

It's a question that slices through the haze of machine learning demos and C-suite dashboards. "To what ends?" isn't just a design principle; it's a provocation. A reminder that in the high-stakes world of modern enterprise data, clarity of purpose is the rarest asset of all.

Across hundreds of initiatives, spanning national governments, global banks, telecom giants, public health agencies and manufacturers, Jones has brought a mix of scepticism and pragmatism that cuts through corporate noise. He's less interested in the latest toolset than in aligning data work with meaningful outcomes: improving services, informing decisions, managing risk, and delivering value that survives beyond the following quarterly report.

As a practitioner, Martyn is both a strategist and architect, capable of designing elegant data ecosystems and holding leaders accountable for how they're used. He is a member of DAMA (the Data Management Association) and the founder of The Data Contrarians, a contrarian-but-collegial group on LinkedIn that offers a rare haven for professionals seeking something more profound than the usual AI cheerleading and data-science-for-dummies memes.

Jones has made a career of asking hard questions, often when it's least fashionable to do so. In an era increasingly obsessed with synthetic everything, from artificial intelligence to artificially inflated ROI, Martyn's emphasis on purpose, precision and perspective feels not just contrarian but essential.

In the end, when the next hype cycle fades and the data lakes dry up, it's the "to what ends?" that endures, and Martyn Jones will still be the one asking it.
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In the real world, and the one we make up to keep the real one at bay, there is Good. And there is Bad. Or, as my old RE teacher called them, "conceptual scaffolding." And you think, oh great, here we go. But let's not be cynical. Not yet.

Because Good and Bad, while annoyingly slippery, still matter. They're the language we use to navigate the moral minefield between should I help that stranger pick up their shopping and should I comment on this article without reading it.

Now, in theory, this should be easy. Good helps people. Bad hurts people. But in practice, as in supermarkets and geopolitics, it gets complicated. Because people are lazy with words. We use "bad" when we mean "undesirable," and "good" when we mean "that thing I want because it feels nice."

It's the moral equivalent of calling all pasta "spaghetti." It's wrong. But not capital W wrong. Just... weeknight wrong.

Take graffiti. Some call it vandalism. Others call it street art. Some of it's Banksy. Some of it is just rude words badly spelled. Is it good? Is it bad? Depends who you ask. But here's the thing: Desirable and good aren't synonyms. They're like housemates who tolerate each other but never quite get along.

Desire is wanting. Goodness is giving. One is a strong feeling. The other is a choice. Usually the inconvenient one.

I used to think that if something felt right, it probably was right. That lasted until I tried online dating and over-drafted my sense of moral clarity.

Some people say Good and Bad are subjective, influenced by culture, upbringing, whether or not you've had your coffee yet. But that word, "subjective", is a bit of a theological get-out-of-jail-free card, isn't it? A weasel word, if you ask me. It lets us off the hook just when we should be grabbing it.

Because sometimes, Bad is just Bad. Lying, hurting, hoarding, shaming, these aren't neutral acts. They're not just "unhelpful content." They're wrong. Not aesthetically wrong. Morally wrong. Capital W.

Goodness, then, is action. Not just intent. It's not a scented candle or a personal brand. It's feeding someone, forgiving someone, speaking up, shutting up.

Of course, sometimes Bad comes disguised as Good. History is full of people doing terrible things with a straight face and a sense of divine purpose. And yes, a lot of them had uniforms. Or PowerPoints. Or X accounts.

But here's the twist, and this is where the Rabbi Lionel Blue of my youth leans in, takes your hand and says something quietly life-changing: Good isn't about being right all the time. It's about trying. It's about recognising when you've messed up and still getting up to do better. It's slow. It's small. But it's holy.

He once said, "I used to think I was a terrible person because I didn't feel religious all the time. But then I realised God wasn't grading me by the hour." That's proper theology. That's religion with its shoes off.

So yes, there's also the idea of a Universal Good, happiness, health, justice. The big-ticket items. But we get to them by way of the little choices: Do I respond with kindness? Do I leave the last biscuit? Do I say thank you to the bus driver even when it's raining and I've had a long day and the bus smells like hot disappointment?

And then, of course, there's the Welsh,  those wise, poetic, utterly underappreciated sages. Who remind us, in a proverb that sings like a hymn:

Gwna dda dros ddrwg, uffern ni'th ddwg. "Repay evil with good, and hell won't claim you."

Beautiful. Impossible. Entirely the point.

Because if Good were easy, we'd automate it. But it's not. It's a discipline. A practice. A decision made one quiet, stubborn day at a time.

So yes, think deeply. Question everything. Be ironic. But also, be good. Not in the "look at me" way. In the "no one will ever know I did this" way.

The way that might not go viral. But just might save the world.



	[image: ]

	 
	[image: ]





[image: ]


The Difference and Why It Matters
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One would think that given the marvellous array of good and great leaders we have had, people would be wise to the factors that one should look for in good leaders. 

I think this is what is called being suckered by grifters and then shocked by reality.

You would think that if anyone understood the fundamental qualities of good leaders, they would be able to use that knowledge when it comes to hiring good leaders. I'm thinking about people like Steve Jobs, Christiana Figueres, Carlo Ancelotti, Teresa Ribera, Josep 'Pep' Guardiola, Angela Merkel, Vicente del Bosque, Jürgen Klopp, Billie Jean King, Bill Hewlett, Dave Packard, Grace Hooper, Sir Alec Ferguson, Nelson Mandela, Rachel Levine, Julio Anguita, Musk, Reeves, Rayner, Starmer, Hayat Sindi, Martin Luther King, Amy Edmondson, and Kofi Annan, amongst others.

You see, I can do comedy, cynicism and parody as well. But, usually, I prefer not to.

But, obviously, in many instances, we don't learn our lessons, or we're too lazy to apply proper criteria. In spite of sound references such as those mentioned previously, we get snowblinded when it comes to evaluating the leadership skills of frequently horrible people. 

So, what's the difference between a good leader and a bad leader, and why should it matter? 

Let me give you a clue, an insight and a perspective. Maybe even more than one.

But before I do so, I'd like to ask you this theoretical question: How did we get to the place where simply voting for the lesser of evils is acceptable and the only alternative? When the options are the Plague of Justinian, The Black Plague, and the Flu, which are the top ticket options, are we really talking about democracy here?

No! Don't answer that!

The difference

Bad leaders are negative equity in so many ways. They are not cash in the bank; they are vampires in your attic.

Good leaders are hidden treasures, a business's best friend, an ally, and a magnificently experienced coach.

Bad leaders are villains, buffoons and corruptors and are generally unbalanced, unhinged, and undesired.

Good leaders are decent, straightforward and level-headed. The pillars of the community, the leading lights, the essence of decency.

Bad leaders embrace the dark side of power.

Good leaders reject evil in all its forms.

Bad leaders aren't born; they are just poorly made. 

Good leaders get older, more experienced, understanding and wiser.

Bad leaders aren't empowered; they are imposed and usually by other bad leaders.

Good leaders will want to be empowered and will want to enable others.

Bad leaders aren't even leaders, and as such, they are not worth having in the role of leader anywhere in any organisation that has aspirations to be a totally decent enterprise.

Good leaders will ensure that everyone feels like part of the team, part of the initiative, and part of the success.

Bad leaders will nurture resentment, mistrust, and bitterness in the teams that they are supposed to lead.

Good leaders can be trusted,

Bad leaders should never be trusted.

Good leaders will listen to criticism, even if it is personal, and must be capable of valuing what is said.

Bad leaders hate to hear anything that even remotely could be interpreted as criticism of any kind.

Bad leaders mistrust everyone and everything.

Good leaders trust and, if necessary, verify.

Good leaders have confidence, they are open-minded, and strive to learn from everything.

Bad leaders are dubious, unreliable and cruel, and with an arrogance that is used to try and mask their massive sense of inferiority.

Good leaders will not only empower people but will ensure that they are at least minimally equipped to tackle the tasks assigned to them.

Bad leaders will delegate tasks without caring is someone is well-equipped to deal with them or not.

Good leaders will celebrate the success of the teams and not themselves.

Bad leaders boast about their successes and very rarely, if ever, attribute the success to their team.

Good leaders will do anything legal, decent and honest in order to deliver.

Bad leaders are poison in the body of the business. 

Good leaders are the lifeblood of a sound business.

Bad leaders are a significant obstacle on the road to success.

Good leaders clear the roads to success and keep them that way.

Bad leaders never admit it when they have been wrong.

Good leaders will always recognise their errors.

Bad leaders are liars, cheats and cowardly blame-shifters.

Good leaders have integrity, values and principles.

Good leaders lead; they walk the talk.

Bad leaders are useless bullshitters that talk a mediocre game.

Bad leaders are the enemy within.

Good leaders are never out for revenge.

Bad leaders are whiners.

Good leaders are winners.

So, again, why does that matter?

Why it matters?

If you hire a terrible leader to do a good leader's job, then you are just asking for trouble. 

The more complex and mission-critical the task assigned to a bad leader is, the more likely they are to disappoint you. This is not such a high-impact problem if it also doesn't come with the reality of missing a business window of opportunity, infecting your valued team members with toxicity, negatively disrupting your organisation, and throwing hard-earned money down the drain. In the chapter titled Bad Leadership, I will take a deeper dive into all of the aspects that make a person qualify as a bad leader.

But, for the moment, I will leave you with this thought: an evil person will never make a good leader.
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Tell me about it

My learning journeys are littered with errors, miscalculations, judgments, and wrong assumptions, and this is no less true for my leadership journey. That's the trouble with people who want to take lots of risks; you get a lot of failures. But you can learn from those failures and either learn how to repeat them to perfection or try and discover ways that would stop them from being failures.

Of course, the easiest way to reduce errors is not to do anything at all. 

Who wants to lead forever?

Being rudderless and directionless in times of despair and maximum risk calls for a natural leader. If we cannot find a real leader who respects themselves and us as well, then we are lost and leaderless.

Who likes to be the leader? Do you want to be the leader? Are you driven to be the leader? 

Let me put it bluntly. I ask, do I like to be the leader? And the answer is clear.

Yes, I like to be the leader! I want to be the leader. For me, it's the best. I prefer to be a leader than to be led. It's as simple as that.

In theory, being the leader means that I get others to do what I wouldn't want to do myself. Getting others to do a good job is so much more satisfying than doing a good job oneself.

So why am I a leader? Let me explain.

Because I know I can empower people to succeed and be content.

Because I would rather be the senior executive who is also the gopher for people I rely on to deliver... on time, within cost estimations, and to spec.

Because serving and leading are not contradictions.

We are compelled to find leaders, good or bad. We are obliged to make leaders, right or wrong. We need to be guided, advised and led by leaders. And frequently, the leaders we get aren't even leaders at all. But simply mendacious, opportunistic and idle grifters out to turn a buck.

This is where collective leadership comes into play. And a powerful combination of individual and democratic group leadership can change the world for the better. And consign the chancers to a miserable life of irrelevance or, better still, a healthy and spiritually comforting epiphany.

Authentic leadership is not easy, and the environment in which you have to exercise leadership can be a bear pit of horrid and inane bastards with their own toxic agendas, cultivated personal defects, fraudulent bias, criminal tendencies and mental health issues. 

A leader is not a simple manager, administrator or executive but something far more substantial than that, something that is more honest than that. 

A natural leader inspires, directs, executes, listens, learns, motivates, empowers and delivers. Suppose you don't get down and dirty with that. In that case, you are just a click-and-point paper shuffler, meeting fiend and unthinking and unquestioning process-follower at best.

Yes, I will be rough and ruthless with posers pretending to be leaders. Yes, I will be harsh with chancers and frauds who try to pass themselves as genuine. Yes, I will be brutally honest about dreck that corrupts good values, principles and practices.

A natural leader will understand the cultures, the nuance and the dynamics. Despite what we say, we are not all the same when it comes to principles, values and perspectives. We move in the same or similar waters, but we aren't always the same.

A good, confident and robust leader will never ever be sexist, heterosexist, racist, anti-semitic, ageist, classist, ableist, gender insensitive, lacking empathy, or simply an offensive person. We must strive to be far better than that. If our laws are to be respected, then our laws must respect everyone who does no actual harm to our societies. Respect for others is a value as old as time and is well worthy of our appreciation, understanding, and support. 

As the great Roman Terence might have put it, "I am a human being and a leader; I consider nothing human alien to me."

If by now you are still with me, we're on a good path, my friend.

Who wants to lead forever?
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Being a leader also means dealing with complex themes, issues, and problems in good time without fear, favour, or procrastination.

So, here I'm going to deal with some of the antipatterns of leadership. These are the things that any leader worth their salt would never contemplate. Unless, of course, one is a cowardly, intimidating, totalitarian, authoritarian or psychopathic leader, and there are a few of those around even now.

What I want to address here are the unsavoury sides of leadership. Sides worthy of contempt, ridicule and condemnation.

But look on the bright side of life. After this little sordid sojourn, the rest is mainly good news, a lot of sound practice and enriching attitudes.

So, without more ado, let's get down to the nuts and bolts of leadership that is not leadership.

Bad leaders are people who assume leadership positions or appear to be in charge but lack the qualities, integrity, or capabilities required to genuinely lead and inspire others. While they may have a leadership title, they often fail to lead effectively, and their actions or behaviours can ultimately harm their teams, organizations, or communities. Bad leaders can mislead people, prioritize their own interests over the welfare of others, and undermine the trust and morale of those they are supposed to lead.

Here are some characteristics of bad leaders:

Lack of Integrity

To rehash an old quip, a lousy leader might well have principles, but they are invariably open to change.

Lack of integrity in leadership refers to a situation where leaders do not adhere to ethical principles, honesty, and moral values ​​in their actions, decisions, and relationships with others. Integrity is a cornerstone of effective leadership because it fosters trust, transparency, and accountability. When leaders display a lack of integrity, it can have detrimental effects on both the organization and its people.

Bad leaders may engage in unethical behaviour or compromise their values ​​for personal gain. They may make decisions that benefit themselves at the expense of others, or they may say one thing but do another. This lack of integrity erodes trust and respect.

For example, a leader who publicly advocates for transparency but withholds essential information from their team demonstrates a lack of integrity.

Lack of integrity is also associated with many other undesirable vices, such as:

Dishonesty: Leaders who regularly misrepresent facts, withhold important information, or behave deceptively undermine trust.

Broken promises: Leaders who fail to follow through on their commitments or consistently break their promises create an environment of uncertainty and disappointment.

Lack of accountability: Leaders who avoid responsibility for their actions, blame others, or refuse to acknowledge mistakes are not demonstrating integrity. This behaviour can lead to a culture in which no one feels accountable.

Unethical decision-making: Leaders who make decisions based on personal gain, favouritism, or without considering ethical implications can damage the organization and its values.

Manipulation or exploitation: Leaders who manipulate others for their own benefit or exploit employees for personal or financial gain display a severe lack of integrity.

Favouritism and bias: Leaders who show favouritism, discriminate, or make biased decisions undermine fairness and equality within the organization.

Lack of transparency: When leaders are secretive or withhold critical information from their team, they raise suspicions and erode trust.

What are the potential consequences of a leader with a lack of integrity?

Like many of the associated vices, a lack of integrity can lead to a loss of trust and a reduction in the quality of communication and collaboration. It can lead to decreased or lousy morale. Also, it can result in a leader's well-deserved tarnished reputation, it can lead to undesirable behavioural appropriation and cultural deterioration, and it may also come with legal and financial implications.

As Warren Buffett put it, "It takes 20 years to build a reputation and five minutes to ruin it."

Self-Serving

Bad leaders are often motivated by personal ambition, seeking power, recognition, or wealth rather than the well-being of their team or organization. They tend to make decisions that serve their own interests instead of considering what's best for the collective.

For example, a leader who takes credit for their team's work but blames others when things go wrong is clearly behaving in a self-serving way.

An egoistic leadership style refers to a leader who prioritizes their own personal interests, gains, and success over the needs, well-being, and success of their team or organization. This type of leadership often focuses on enhancing the leader's own position, power, or resources rather than fostering a culture of collaboration, ethical behaviour, or collective achievement.

The key characteristics of a self-serving leader include:

Prioritize personal gain: A selfish leader often makes decisions that benefit them (whether financially, socially, or in terms of power) at the expense of others or the broader goals of the organization.

Lack of accountability: These leaders often shift blame for mistakes or failures away from themselves and often shift responsibility to others while taking credit for successes or positive outcomes.

Manipulation and exploitation: A selfish leader may manipulate situations or people to achieve their personal goals and often uses others as stepping stones for their own benefit.

Short-term thinking: A selfish leader's focus is often on immediate personal rewards rather than long-term company goals or sustainable success. This can lead to decisions that benefit the leader in the short term but harm the organization or team in the long term.

Lack of transparency: Selfish leaders tend to keep their motives or decisions secret and withhold vital information in order to maintain control or power. They may engage in deception or dishonesty to protect their own interests.

Favouritism: A selfish leader may engage in nepotism or favouritism, rewarding people who support or fawn over him rather than promoting fairness or merit-based decision-making.

Ignoring the needs of the team: In selfish leadership, the needs and aspirations of the team or organization often take a back seat to the leader's personal desires. This may include failing to provide the team with necessary resources, support, or development opportunities.

So, what could be the consequences of self-serving leadership?

Again, we are looking at a long litany of potential problems, including the erosion of trust, low morale, the creation of a toxic working environment, and the stagnation and poor performance of individuals and teams. This is what having bad leaders on the inside can mean for business. 

To take a quote from Diane Abbott, "You can't defend the indefensible - anything you say sounds self-serving and hypocritical."

Manipulative or Deceptive

Bad leaders often manipulate and deceive others to achieve their own goals. They may use flattery, guilt, or other psychological tactics to control people. Their leadership is more about gaining control than truly inspiring or empowering others.

An example of this is a leader who encourages team members to compete against each other rather than collaborate and, as a result, creates division for personal advantage.

Manipulative leadership refers to a leadership style in which a leader uses deceptive, underhanded, or coercive tactics to control or influence others for personal gain, often at the expense of the well-being of others or the interests of the organization. Manipulative leaders frequently prioritise their own power, status, or goals and use strategies that deceive, exploit, or emotionally manipulate others to achieve their goals.

Manipulation can reveal itself in many different forms, such as :

Deception and misinformation: Manipulative leaders often withhold information, distort facts, or outright lie to others to influence their behaviour or decisions. This creates a false narrative that serves the leader's agenda.

Exploiting vulnerabilities: Manipulative leaders may exploit their team's weaknesses, insecurities, or emotional triggers to gain obedience or influence. They may exploit people's fears, guilt, or desires to get what they want.

Flattery and charm: These leaders may use excessive praise or flattery to win over others and then use that influence to get people to do what they want. This behaviour can create a sense of obligation or dependency in others.

Guilt: Manipulative leaders often use guilt as a means of controlling their subordinates. They may blame others for their success or failure or accuse them of being ungrateful or inadequate if they don't comply.

Divide and conquer: A manipulative leader may intentionally create divisions within the team and sow discord and distrust. By fostering competition and rivalry, they maintain control over individuals or factions, preventing unity and cooperation.

Psychological manipulation: This psychological tactic involves making others question their own reality, memories, or perceptions. A manipulative leader may deny facts, distort situations, or make people feel crazy for doubting them.

Blaming others: When things go wrong, manipulative leaders rarely take responsibility for their actions. Instead, they blame others and create scapegoats to protect their own image and maintain control.

Exploiting emotions: Manipulative leaders are experts at playing on people's feelings (whether through guilt, fear, or affection) to get their way. They may feign concern or vulnerability to gain sympathy and manipulate others into submission.

Inconsistent behaviour: A manipulative leader may unpredictably change their behaviour, mood, or expectations to throw others off balance. This creates a sense of uncertainty and makes it difficult for employees to predict or question their behaviour.

Manipulation can lead to all sorts of undesirable consequences, such as erosion of trust, a toxic work environment, low morale and motivation, increased employee turnover, decreased collaboration and teamwork, ethical issues and legal repercussions, and the stunted growth and development of employees. 

In the words of Stephen R Covey, "A toxic leader will often resort to belittling, intimidating or berating people in order to get what they want."

Incompetence or Lack of Vision

A bad leader may be ineffective or unqualified for their role. They may lack the knowledge, skills, or vision necessary to lead. They often make poor decisions, and their inability to navigate challenges can undermine the progress and success of their team.

Incompetence or lack of vision in leadership refers to a situation where a leader is unable to effectively guide an organization, team, or group due to a lack of skills, poor decision-making, or an inability to set and communicate a clear strategic direction. This type of leadership can lead to confusion, stagnation, and missed opportunities. Without a clear vision or the competence to execute it, leaders struggle to inspire, align, and guide their teams toward common goals, resulting in disorganization, poor performance, and frustration among team members.

An example of this is a manager who lacks a clear strategy for moving the organization forward and fails to adapt to changing circumstances.

The key traits of incompetent or visionless leadership are:

Lack of Clear Vision: A leader with no clear vision fails to articulate a long-term direction for the organization or team. This can leave employees feeling uncertain, disconnected from the organization's goals, or unclear about their roles in the larger picture. A visionless leader struggles to inspire and align people around a shared purpose or future.

Poor Decision-Making: Incompetent leaders often make decisions based on incomplete information, gut feelings, or personal biases rather than sound analysis or strategic thinking. This can result in short-term fixes that don't address underlying issues or in major missteps that negatively impact the organization's direction.

Failure to Adapt: Leaders who lack the skills or foresight to adapt to changing circumstances or challenges may become stagnant. They might resist innovation, dismiss new ideas, or fail to recognize the need for change in response to market trends, technological advancements, or evolving customer demands.

Lack of Strategic Thinking: An incompetent leader struggles with strategic planning and long-term thinking. They may focus on day-to-day operations without considering how their actions fit into the larger organizational objectives. This approach leads to a lack of cohesion, poor prioritization, and missed opportunities for growth or improvement.

Inability to Inspire or Motivate: A visionless leader may struggle to inspire or motivate their team. They fail to create a sense of purpose or excitement about the work, leading to disengagement and apathy among team members. Without a compelling vision, employees lack the intrinsic motivation to push themselves beyond the minimum requirements.

Micromanagement: Incompetent leaders often micromanage their teams, as they lack the confidence to delegate or trust others to make decisions. This can stifle creativity, hinder employee growth, and result in inefficiency, as leaders get bogged down in the details rather than focusing on higher-level strategy.

Inconsistent or Poor Communication: Leaders who are not competent often struggle to communicate effectively. Whether it's a failure to provide clear instructions, offer constructive feedback, or align team members with organizational goals, poor communication leads to confusion, misunderstanding, and disengagement.

Lack of Accountability: Leaders who are ineffective at guiding their teams will often avoid taking responsibility for mistakes, deflect blame, or fail to hold themselves or others accountable for poor performance. This lack of accountability undermines the credibility of the leader and can erode trust within the team.

Inability to Develop Others: An incompetent leader often fails to invest in the development of their team. This includes not providing sufficient training, mentoring, or opportunities for professional growth. As a result, team members may feel stuck in their roles, leading to a lack of motivation and ultimately contributing to employee turnover.

Short-Term Focus: Without a clear vision, leaders may focus only on short-term objectives or immediate challenges, neglecting the importance of building a sustainable future for the organization. This often results in missed opportunities for long-term growth or strategic advantage.

Incompetence or lack of vision can lead to all sorts of ills, including low or non-existent employee engagement, stagnation and decline of the organisation, poor organisation alignment – a result of working in the dark, low morale and frustrations, inefficiency and resource wastage, increased employee turnover, reputational damage, land lack of innovation. 
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