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Presenter:  The Leading for Health Masterclasses are part of NHS London's vision of world-class healthcare for Londoners.  Anyone working within the NHS in London with an interest in leadership has been invited to learn from inspirational speakers.
Each podcast in this series focuses on one of these speakers.  Today, Mark Wilcox.
Mark Wilcox:  Clarity of vision.  Creating a view of the future that people get.  "Ah, yeah – I get it.  I understand why we're trying to do that …"
The human animal is very, very, independent and they like to know why should I do something different.  Why should I invest in a different way of behaving?
I'll give you an example, military: merging two headquarters.  Ok?  Upavon and Wilton are two army headquarters merging to a third place.  Massive reorganisation; new building; change to open-plan from corridors and small offices – all sorts of things going on.  What they were telling people was, this is all about getting cost down twenty-five per cent.  It's like, "Great, I'm going to get out of bed in the morning; I'm going to move logistically thirty miles to a new place of work; I'm going to work with new systems for a new boss with twenty-five per cent less of my colleagues around me (probably); cooperate with people I've never met before (I used to work on a different site) – do all these things and it is all because I'm here to save twenty-five per cent."  Hardly motivating.

How do you turn that into a real challenge?  One of the things that we said was, "Well, what's the effect of these two headquarters coming together?  If you pull it off, and all the things work as you want them to work like, what will happen?"  And they said, "Oh, well – because the strategic hub and the operational hub (which is where these two headquarters are) will be together, we will get better quality information."  I said, "Is that important?" [They] said, "Yes."  I said, "Give me an example of the information targeting."  "If you're calling in an air strike to support people on the ground out in Afghanistan, that stuff is often decided at headquarters through it going back in big strategic mapping stuff.  Intelligence information.  We will get that more accurate more of the time because there will be less thirty miles up and down the road, telephone calls."  I said, "Ok, give me another example."  "Right kit, right people, right time.  Faster, more agile transfer of information, better quality information – right kit, right people, right time.  Knock-on effect of that.  It will mean that people in the desert with the pointy sticks will survive longer.  There'll be less casualties of our own military, there will be fewer elements of collateral damage (killing civilians that you are not supposed to kill)."  Ok.  That I can sell to somebody doing a mundane job.

Engagement, for me, is about where you have an individual who is interested in doing something to move the organisation on, and that relationship is built with you as the leader – and that's not the authority leader; it is not the hierarchical leader – it's just the person who is leading.  So, it could be a project leader, it could be the team leader, it could be somebody in the team who is leading that process, but it is a clear commitment.
Doing stuff, dependent upon what we've done; what we've delivered – not about what we say we're going to deliver and what we promise to deliver about delivery.  Now, my view is that that requires a degree of courage and it is ultimately about juggling the two balls of capacity and capability.  It is a sort of resource management process.

Most books about change will talk about planning, and about capacity, and about GAMP charts, and capability diagrams and all those lovely things and forget that actually the best plan will not work unless people are clearly understanding why we're doing this and are engaged in the process.
Individuals in the organisation need to be addressed; need to be connected to – not only what you want them to do, but why you want them to do it.  What is the rational for us not doing activities A, B, and C, and doing activities X, Y, and Z, and when you can aggregate enough individuals to understand the direct link between a change in their behaviour and the organisation's aims and objectives, then you'll start to get change to happen.  So, you start with individuals, you aggregate it to workgroups and teams, and then you get pockets of new behaviour and pockets of different and better behaviour, and then you aggregate that up in organisational direction – and that is how you change an organisation.  You can't do it in reverse.  You know, you can't have an edict from the chief executive or a vision out of Tokyo or head office.  Everyone going, "Oh, fantastic!  Now we'll do it like that."  It doesn't work like that.

If you say to the forklift truck driver in a Barcelona warehouse moving TVs about (as was our strategy mission statement when I joined Sony), "We're about being the ubiquitous digital entertainment media company – that's our mission.  Ubiquitous digital media entertainment company."  "I'm on a forklift and I'm putting TVs in racks!  [Laughter.]  How do I help become a ubiquitous digital media entertainment company?"  But we had the neat strapline for that because, obviously, people were confused.  They had come out of Japan and it maybe hadn't translated so well, so we said, "We need more guidance."  And they said, "That's ok.  We have a phrase that sums it up.  We're going to become 'digital dream kids'."  I said, "Oh, thank God for that.  I'll go and tell the guy in the Barcelona factory."  [Laughter.]
You know, we get mixed up in this strategic mist and haze that goes on in boardroom about, "We need to do this strategy thing.  It looks like this and we're going to have an empowered workforce delivering higher value, customer-focused services."  "I'm pushing a trolley!  What do you want me to do differently, and why should I do it?"  That's what I mean by clarity.
It's disproportionately focused on these two columns.  You get that right.  A third one is hard work, but it is managing processes like money, resources, systems, computers, and making sure people have got the training and the information to do their job (we'll come onto that a little bit more).

This model came from some work a few years back in Sony when we were trying to define the leadership talent for a big multinational going through massive massive change.  One of the things that we worked out was that these attributes across the top – competence, confidence, and courage – need to be present in the leadership team, and we said, "What are the three competences that are necessary to do change leadership?"  We came up with these and we called one of them 'competence' which confused a lot of people, but we defined it.  Ultimately it's the ability to think both strategically and operationally, and switch between those two.  If you are a psychologist and you want to measure that, you end up with a couple of dimensions that, if you add in abstract thinking, is the G quota, IQ. So, competence think – IQ.  Here's a tip for talent: if you've got the choice between hiring stupid people and really bright people, hire the bright ones – they'll make better leaders.  So, IQ.

Second one: confidence.  What we found through our analysis of lots of executives in real jobs doing real tough things in Sony and benchmarked across Europe with some external consultants – one of the things that also seems to make a difference is the individual's confidence, and the confidence they inspire in others.  Now, I'm not talking charisma here.  You don't have to like them.  EQ.  You've come across it?  You have- Daniel Goleman.  Emotional Intelligence.  So, IQ, EQ.  So, hire smart people who like people and get on well with people.

The third one: courage.  It's tenaciousness.  It's ambition.  It's drive.  Right?  Lazy people don't make good leaders on the whole.  People who, when the going gets tough, leave, don't make good leaders on the whole.  People that have resilience, tenacity and ambition and drive, tend to make good leaders.  To make change happen, you have to work hard.

We found three elements – and we could talk to anybody in the organisation about these three, and they'd get it.  They're based on competencies, they're wrapped around some work behind competencies, but we don't call them competencies.  Call them 'attributes'.

My test was the head of sales in Italy who didn't like systems and things – [Claudio Barone].  I said, "[Claudio], can you tell me who is really smart in your organisation?"  "Yes, of course I can.  These people."  "Ok.  Who is really smart and very, very, good with people?  Very, very good at relationships."  "Ah!  Now it is a smaller number – it is this person, this person …"  "Who's really good with people, very smart and driven – makes things happen?  "It's these two."  "Ah!  What are they like on performance?"  "They're outstanding in comparison to everybody else."  "Right.  That's our leadership model.  You understand it."

Do you do develop the reviews – personal development reviews? You know as big organisations do.  Do you spend a lot of time talking about …  Or you've got competences as well.  So, you'll have a development gap between what your job expects you to do, and then what you can't do – yes?  It's history.  What we tend to do is, we go, "You're not very good at numbers or accounting or budgeting or forecasting, so we're going to send you on a training programme to bring that up to an acceptable level.  You are absolutely brilliant on technically doing X, Y, and Z or marketing, or leading people and that's fine.  Good."
Why don't we go from that point of strength and multiply it to excellence instead of drag people to average?  We spend all our time developing people to be as good a everybody else and we forget that individuals actually excel in a lot of things and we get far more return to the organisation and far more engagement in change if we took people's strengths, worked with them and multiplied them and did that right across the team.

The leadership, for me, is always about change – whereas, when we talk about management we are really talking about making the most of resources; of getting the best result out of the status quo.  There are some activities within management that leaders have to do but, effectively, a leader doesn't come through the authority of their position, it doesn't come through the fact that it is in your job title, it comes from the fact that when you are doing something, people are following you.  So you can have leaders in all levels of the organisation because they are making things happen and people are engaging and following in that activity.  It can be a designated team leader or a project leader and that's fine.  You give them both authority and they get people's commitment to do things different.

I think what the top management – the top leaders, the senior executives – need to do, is set an agenda and a direction for the organisation and make sure, at the very least, that they don't sabotage it by inappropriate behaviour – incongruent behaviour.  They have to set the example and the direction and then they have to enable other people to lead and get through it.
If you can get clarity to people, if you can get an individual commitment – what you get for doing a good job and playing to your strengths; what will happen if we can't; if you missed the targets; carrot-and-stick?  If you have a focus on the right information, the skill-sets that are needed to give capability in the organisation, change will happen.  Given clarity, given real engagement, change will happen.  Head, heart and hands.  It absolutely is.  People need to understand why, they need to commit emotionally, and then give them something to do.  Alright?  That's the confirming action – when you get me to change my behaviour, it reinforces my emotional commitment and validates my understanding.  If you ask people to change, you enthuse them to change, and then there's nothing for them to do, you lose that momentum.
I'm going to leave you with this: leadership action – three things you've got to try and achieve.

You have to aspire.  "We're going to save five per cent on budget this year – that's what it all about."  It is not aspirational.  It's dull, it's boring, it's not going to make somebody get out of bed in the morning.  So you need to have an aspiration about something different and better for your part in the organisation.  That's the first lever for change.  Make the goal, the target, the challenge interesting and delivering something that people go, "That's worth doing."  That's what I talk about in terms of envisioning.

You need to inspire – and that's the relationship element.  Engaging people - I'm not talking charismatic here, I'm talking about paying attention to individuals and doing deals with them; gaining commitment, that personalisation.
And then you need to perspire.  I've underplayed the courage, the capacity, and the capability part and said, actually, that's simple.  It's not.  It's hard graft, but it actually works if you get the first two in place.  It is about making sure there is an information flow; it is about making sure people have got skills; it is about being consistent about what you set out to do.  It is hard work – but that is all.  It is not technically difficult.

If you get all that right, that should be the result, but people actually come switched on and that there is something that they can contribute that they understand; that there is a personal recognition of their commitment to doing that; and it adds up to delivery – something happens.

That is what I think leadership is about and particularly leadership of change.  I don't think your organisation is any different than most.  It relies on people changing their behaviour and it relies on consistent behaviour from the leadership group to do that – whatever that leadership group is made up of.  

I hope that has been of some interest to you.  I think I'll finish there.  Thank you.

[Applause.]
