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Part Three
PUBLIC VICTORY



PARADIGMS OF INTERDEPENDENCE

There can be no friendship without confidence, and no confidence without
integrity.

SAMUEL JOHNSON

BEFORE MOVING INTO THE AREA OF PUBLIC VICTORY, we should remember that
e�ective interdependence can only be built on a foundation of true
independence. Private Victory precedes Public Victory. Algebra comes before
calculus.

As we look back and survey the terrain to determine where we’ve been and
where we are in relationship to where we’re going, we clearly see that we could
not have gotten where we are without coming the way we came. There aren’t
any other roads; there aren’t any shortcuts. There’s no way to parachute into this
terrain. The landscape ahead is covered with the fragments of broken
relationships of people who have tried. They’ve tried to jump into e�ective
relationships without the maturity, the strength of character, to maintain them.

But you just can’t do it; you simply have to travel the road. You can’t be
successful with other people if you haven’t paid the price of success with
yourself.

A few years ago when I was giving a seminar on the Oregon coast, a man
came up to me and said, “You know, Stephen, I really don’t enjoy coming to
these seminars.” He had my attention.

“Look at everyone else here,” he continued. “Look at this beautiful coastline
and the sea out there and all that’s happening. And all I can do is sit and worry
about the grilling I’m going to get from my wife tonight on the phone.

Eric Z

Eric Z

Eric Z

Eric Z

Eric Z

Eric Z
1. 相信
2. 知道
3. 行动

Eric Z

Eric Z

Eric Z

Eric Z

Eric Z

Eric Z



“She gives me the third degree every time I’m away. Where did I eat breakfast?
Who else was there? Was I in meetings all morning? When did we stop for
lunch? What did I do during lunch? How did I spend the afternoon? What did I
do for entertainment in the evening? Who was with me? What did we talk
about?

“And what she really wants to know, but never quite asks, is who she can call
to verify everything I tell her. She just nags me and questions everything I do
whenever I’m away. It’s taken the bloom out of this whole experience. I really
don’t enjoy it at all.”

He did look pretty miserable. We talked for a while, and then he made a very
interesting comment. “I guess she knows all the questions to ask,” he said a little
sheepishly. “It was at a seminar like this that I met her… when I was married to
someone else!”

I considered the implications of his comment and then said, “You’re kind of
into ‘quick �x,’ aren’t you?”

“What do you mean?” he replied.
“Well, you’d like to take a screwdriver and just open up your wife’s head and

rewire that attitude of hers really fast, wouldn’t you?”
“Sure, I’d like her to change,” he exclaimed. “I don’t think it’s right for her to

constantly grill me like she does.”
“My friend,” I said, “you can’t talk your way out of problems you behave

yourself into.”

We’re dealing with a very dramatic and very fundamental paradigm shift here.
You may try to lubricate your social interactions with personality techniques and
skills, but in the process, you may truncate the vital character base. You can’t
have the fruits without the roots. It’s the principle of sequencing: Private
Victory precedes Public Victory. Self-mastery and self-discipline are the
foundation of good relationships with others.

Some people say that you have to like yourself before you can like others. I
think that idea has merit, but if you don’t know yourself, if you don’t control
yourself, if you don’t have mastery over yourself, it’s very hard to like yourself,
except in some short-term, psych-up, super�cial way.
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Real self-respect comes from dominion over self, from true independence.
And that’s the focus of Habits 1, 2, and 3. Independence is an achievement.
Interdependence is a choice only independent people can make. Unless we are
willing to achieve real independence, it’s foolish to try to develop human
relations skills. We might try. We might even have some degree of success when
the sun is shining. But when the di�cult times come—and they will—we won’t
have the foundation to keep things together.

The most important ingredient we put into any relationship is not what we
say or what we do, but what we are. And if our words and our actions come
from super�cial human relations techniques (the Personality Ethic) rather than
from our own inner core (the Character Ethic), others will sense that duplicity.
We simply won’t be able to create and sustain the foundation necessary for
e�ective interdependence.

The techniques and skills that really make a di�erence in human interaction
are the ones that almost naturally �ow from a truly independent character. So
the place to begin building any relationship is inside ourselves, inside our Circle
of In�uence, our own character. As we become independent—proactive,
centered in correct principles, value driven, and able to organize and execute
around the priorities in our life with integrity—we then can choose to become
interdependent—capable of building rich, enduring, highly productive
relationships with other people.

As we look at the terrain ahead, we see that we’re entering a whole new
dimension. Interdependence opens up worlds of possibilities for deep, rich,
meaningful associations, for geometrically increased productivity, for serving, for
contributing, for learning, for growing. But it is also where we feel the greatest
pain, the greatest frustration, the greatest roadblocks to happiness and success.
And we’re very aware of that pain because it is acute.

We can often live for years with the chronic pain of our lack of vision,
leadership, or management in our personal lives. We feel vaguely uneasy and
uncomfortable and occasionally take steps to ease the pain, at least for a time.
Because the pain is chronic, we get used to it, we learn to live with it.

But when we have problems in our interactions with other people, we’re very
aware of acute pain—it’s often intense, and we want it to go away.
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That’s when we try to treat the symptoms with quick �xes and techniques—
the Band-Aids of the Personality Ethic. We don’t understand that the acute pain
is an outgrowth of the deeper, chronic problem. And until we stop treating the
symptoms and start treating the problem, our e�orts will only bring
counterproductive results. We will only be successful at obscuring the chronic
pain even more.

Now, as we think of e�ective interaction with others, let’s go back to our
earlier de�nition of e�ectiveness. We’ve said it’s the P/PC Balance, the
fundamental concept in the story of the goose and the golden egg.

In an interdependent situation, the golden eggs are the e�ectiveness, the
wonderful synergy, the results created by open communication and positive
interaction with others. And to get those eggs on a regular basis, we need to take
care of the goose. We need to create and care for the relationships that make
those results realities.

So before we descend from our point of reconnaissance and get into Habits
4, 5, and 6, I would like to introduce what I believe to be a very powerful
metaphor in describing relationships and in de�ning the P/PC Balance in an
interdependent reality.

THE EMOTIONAL BANK ACCOUNT

We all know what a �nancial bank account is. We make deposits into it and
build up a reserve from which we can make withdrawals when we need to. An
Emotional Bank Account is a metaphor that describes the amount of trust that’s
been built up in a relationship. It’s the feeling of safeness you have with another
human being.

If I make deposits into an Emotional Bank Account with you through
courtesy, kindness, honesty, and keeping my commitments to you, I build up a
reserve. Your trust toward me becomes higher, and I can call upon that trust
many times if I need to. I can even make mistakes and that trust level, that
emotional reserve, will compensate for it. My communication may not be clear,
but you’ll get my meaning anyway. You won’t make me “an o�ender for a
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word.” When the trust account is high, communication is easy, instant, and
e�ective.

But if I have a habit of showing discourtesy, disrespect, cutting you o�,
overreacting, ignoring you, becoming arbitrary, betraying your trust, threatening
you, or playing little tin god in your life, eventually my Emotional Bank Account
is overdrawn. The trust level gets very low. Then what �exibility do I have?

None. I’m walking on mine�elds. I have to be very careful of everything I say.
I measure every word. It’s tension city, memo haven. It’s protecting my backside,
politicking. And many organizations are �lled with it. Many families are �lled
with it. Many marriages are �lled with it.

If a large reserve of trust is not sustained by continuing deposits, a marriage
will deteriorate. Instead of rich, spontaneous understanding and
communication, the situation becomes one of accommodation, where two
people simply attempt to live independent lifestyles in a fairly respectful and
tolerant way. The relationship may further deteriorate to one of hostility and
defensiveness. The “�ght or �ight” response creates verbal battles, slammed
doors, refusal to talk, emotional withdrawal, and self-pity. It may end up in a
cold war at home, sustained only by children, sex, social pressure, or image
protection. Or it may end up in open warfare in the courts, where bitter, ego-
destroying legal battles can be carried on for years as people endlessly confess the
sins of a former spouse.

And this is in the most intimate, the most potentially rich, joyful, satisfying,
and productive relationship possible between two people on this earth. The
P/PC lighthouse is there; we can either break ourselves against it or we can use it
as a guiding light.

Our most constant relationships, like marriage, require our most constant
deposits. With continuing expectations, old deposits evaporate. If you suddenly
run into an old high school friend you haven’t seen for years, you can pick up
right where you left o� because the earlier deposits are still there. But your
accounts with the people you interact with on a regular basis require more
constant investment. There are sometimes automatic withdrawals in your daily
interactions or in their perception of you that you don’t even know about. This
is especially true with teenagers in the home.
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Suppose you have a teenage son and your normal conversation is something
like, “Clean your room. Button your shirt. Turn down the radio. Go get a
haircut. And don’t forget to take out the garbage!” Over a period of time, the
withdrawals far exceed the deposits.

Now, suppose this son is in the process of making some important decisions
that will a�ect the rest of his life. But the trust level is so low and the
communication process so closed, mechanical, and unsatisfying that he simply
will not be open to your counsel. You may have the wisdom and the knowledge
to help him, but because your account is so overdrawn, he will end up making
his decisions from a short-range emotional perspective, which may well result in
many negative long-range consequences.

You need a positive balance to communicate on these tender issues. What do
you do?

What would happen if you started making deposits into the relationship?
Maybe the opportunity comes up to do him a little kindness—to bring home a
magazine on skateboarding, if that’s his interest, or just to walk up to him when
he’s working on a project and o�er to help. Perhaps you could invite him to go
to a movie with you or take him out for some ice cream. Probably the most
important deposit you could make would be just to listen, without judging or
preaching or reading your own autobiography into what he says. Just listen and
seek to understand. Let him feel your concern for him, your acceptance of him as
a person.

He may not respond at �rst. He may even be suspicious. “What’s Dad up to
now? What technique is Mom trying on me this time?” But as those genuine
deposits keep coming, they begin to add up. That overdrawn balance is
shrinking.

Remember that a quick �x is a mirage. Building and repairing relationships
takes time. If you become impatient with his apparent lack of response or his
seeming ingratitude, you may make huge withdrawals and undo all the good
you’ve done. “After all we’ve done for you, the sacri�ces we’ve made, how can
you be so ungrateful? We try to be nice and you act like this. I can’t believe it!”

It’s hard not to get impatient. It takes character to be proactive, to focus on
your Circle of In�uence, to nurture growing things, and not to “pull up the
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�owers to see how the roots are coming.”
But there really is no quick �x. Building and repairing relationships are long-

term investments.

SIX MAJOR DEPOSITS

Let me suggest six major deposits that build the Emotional Bank Account.

Understanding the Individual
Really seeking to understand another person is probably one of the most

important deposits you can make, and it is the key to every other deposit. You
simply don’t know what constitutes a deposit to another person until you
understand that individual. What might be a deposit for you—going for a walk
to talk things over, going out for ice cream together, working on a common
project—might not be perceived by someone else as a deposit at all. It might
even be perceived as a withdrawal, if it doesn’t touch the person’s deep interests
or needs.

One person’s mission is another person’s minutiae. To make a deposit, what
is important to another person must be as important to you as the other person
is to you. You may be working on a high-priority project when your six-year-old
child interrupts with something that seems trivial to you, but it may be very
important from his point of view. It takes Habit 2 to recognize and recommit
yourself to the value of that person and Habit 3 to subordinate your schedule to
that human priority. By accepting the value he places on what he has to say, you
show an understanding of him that makes a great deposit.

I have a friend whose son developed an avid interest in baseball. My friend
wasn’t interested in baseball at all. But one summer, he took his son to see every
major-league team play one game. The trip took over six weeks and cost a great
deal of money, but it became a powerful bonding experience in their
relationship.

My friend was asked on his return, “Do you like baseball that much?”
“No,” he replied, “but I like my son that much.”
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I have another friend, a college professor, who had a terrible relationship with
his teenage son. This man’s entire life was essentially academic, and he felt his
son was totally wasting his life by working with his hands instead of working to
develop his mind. As a result, he was almost constantly on the boy’s back, and,
in moments of regret, he would try to make deposits that just didn’t work. The
boy perceived the gestures as new forms of rejection, comparison, and judgment,
and they precipitated huge withdrawals. The relationship was turning sour, and
it was breaking the father’s heart.

One day I shared with him this principle of making what is important to the
other person as important to you as the other person is to you. He took it deeply
to heart. He engaged his son in a project to build a miniature Great Wall of
China around their home. It was a consuming project, and they worked side by
side on it for more than a year and a half.

Through that bonding experience, the son moved through that phase in his
life and into an increased desire to develop his mind. But the real bene�t was
what happened to the relationship. Instead of a sore spot, it became a source of
joy and strength to both father and son.

Our tendency is to project out of our own autobiographies what we think
other people want or need. We project our intentions on the behavior of others.
We interpret what constitutes a deposit based on our own needs and desires,
either now or when we were at a similar age or stage in life. If they don’t
interpret our e�ort as a deposit, our tendency is to take it as a rejection of our
well-intentioned e�ort and to give up.

The Golden Rule says to “Do unto others as you would have others do unto
you.” While on the surface that could mean to do for them what you would like
to have done for you, I think the more essential meaning is to understand them
deeply as individuals, the way you would want to be understood, and then to
treat them in terms of that understanding. As one successful parent said about
raising children, “Treat them all the same by treating them di�erently.”

Attending to the Little Things



The little kindnesses and courtesies are so important. Small discourtesies,
little unkindnesses, little forms of disrespect make large withdrawals. In
relationships, the little things are the big things.

I remember an evening I spent with two of my sons some years ago. It was an
organized father-and-son outing, complete with gymnastics, wrestling matches,
hot dogs, orangeade, and a movie—the works.

In the middle of the movie, Sean, who was then four years old, fell asleep in
his seat. His older brother, Stephen, who was six, stayed awake, and we watched
the rest of the movie together. When it was over, I picked Sean up in my arms,
carried him out to the car, and laid him in the backseat. It was very cold that
night, so I took o� my coat and gently arranged it over and around him.

When we arrived home, I quickly carried Sean in and tucked him into bed.
After Stephen put on his “jammies” and brushed his teeth, I lay down next to
him to talk about the night out together.

“How’d you like it, Stephen?”
“Fine,” he answered.
“Did you have fun?”
“Yes.”
“What did you like most?”
“I don’t know. The trampoline, I guess.”
“That was quite a thing, wasn’t it—doing those somersaults and tricks in the

air like that?”
There wasn’t much response on his part. I found myself making

conversation. I wondered why Stephen wouldn’t open up more. He usually did
when exciting things happened. I was a little disappointed. I sensed something
was wrong; he had been so quiet on the way home and getting ready for bed.

Suddenly Stephen turned over on his side, facing the wall. I wondered why
and lifted myself up just enough to see his eyes welling up with tears.

“What’s wrong, honey? What is it?”
He turned back, and I could sense he was feeling some embarrassment for the

tears and his quivering lips and chin.
“Daddy, if I were cold, would you put your coat around me, too?”



Of all the events of that special night out together, the most important was a
little act of kindness—a momentary, unconscious showing of love to his little
brother.

What a powerful, personal lesson that experience was to me then and is even
now. People are very tender, very sensitive inside. I don’t believe age or
experience makes much di�erence. Inside, even within the most toughened and
calloused exteriors, are the tender feelings and emotions of the heart.

Keeping Commitments
Keeping a commitment or a promise is a major deposit; breaking one is a

major withdrawal. In fact, there’s probably not a more massive withdrawal than
to make a promise that’s important to someone and then not to come through.
The next time a promise is made, they won’t believe it. People tend to build their
hopes around promises, particularly promises about their basic livelihood.

I’ve tried to adopt a philosophy as a parent never to make a promise I don’t
keep. I therefore try to make them very carefully, very sparingly, and to be aware
of as many variables and contingencies as possible so that something doesn’t
suddenly come up to keep me from ful�lling it.

Occasionally, despite all my e�ort, the unexpected does come up, creating a
situation where it would be unwise or impossible to keep a promise I’ve made.
But I value that promise. I either keep it anyway, or explain the situation
thoroughly to the person involved and ask to be released from the promise.

I believe that if you cultivate the habit of always keeping the promises you
make, you build bridges of trust that span the gaps of understanding between
you and your child. Then, when your child wants to do something you don’t
want him to do, and out of your maturity you can see consequences that the
child cannot see, you can say, “Son, if you do this, I promise you that this will be
the result.” If that child has cultivated trust in your word, in your promises, he
will act on your counsel.

Clarifying Expectations



Imagine the di�culty you might encounter if you and your boss had di�erent
assumptions regarding whose role it was to create your job description.

“When am I going to get my job description?” you might ask.
“I’ve been waiting for you to bring one to me so that we could discuss it,”

your boss might reply.
“I thought de�ning my job was your role.”
“That’s not my role at all. Don’t you remember? Right from the �rst, I said

that how you do in the job largely depends on you.”
“I thought you meant that the quality of my job depended on me. But I

don’t even know what my job really is.”
Unclear expectations in the area of goals also undermine communication and

trust.
“I did exactly what you asked me to do and here is the report.”
“I don’t want a report. The goal was to solve the problem—not to analyze it

and report on it.”
“I thought the goal was to get a handle on the problem so we could delegate it

to someone else.”
How many times have we had these kinds of conversations?
“You said…”
“No, you’re wrong! I said…”
“You did not! You never said I was supposed to…”
“Oh, yes I did! I clearly said…”
“You never even mentioned…”
“But that was our agreement…”
The cause of almost all relationship di�culties is rooted in con�icting or

ambiguous expectations around roles and goals. Whether we are dealing with the
question of who does what at work, how you communicate with your daughter
when you tell her to clean her room, or who feeds the �sh and takes out the
garbage, we can be certain that unclear expectations will lead to
misunderstanding, disappointment, and withdrawals of trust.

Many expectations are implicit. They haven’t been explicitly stated or
announced, but people nevertheless bring them to a particular situation. In
marriage, for example, a man and a woman have implicit expectations of each



other in their marriage roles. Although these expectations have not been
discussed, or sometimes even recognized by the person who has them, ful�lling
them makes great deposits in the relationship and violating them makes
withdrawals.

That’s why it’s so important whenever you come into a new situation to get
all the expectations out on the table. People will begin to judge each other
through those expectations. And if they feel like their basic expectations have
been violated, the reserve of trust is diminished. We create many negative
situations by simply assuming that our expectations are self-evident and that
they are clearly understood and shared by other people.

The deposit is to make the expectations clear and explicit in the beginning.
This takes a real investment of time and e�ort up front, but it saves great
amounts of time and e�ort down the road. When expectations are not clear and
shared, people begin to become emotionally involved and simple
misunderstandings become compounded, turning into personality clashes and
communication breakdowns.

Clarifying expectations sometimes takes a great deal of courage. It seems
easier to act as though di�erences don’t exist and to hope things will work out
than it is to face the di�erences and work together to arrive at a mutually
agreeable set of expectations.

Showing Personal Integrity
Personal integrity generates trust and is the basis of many di�erent kinds of

deposits.
Lack of integrity can undermine almost any other e�ort to create high trust

accounts. People can seek to understand, remember the little things, keep their
promises, clarify and ful�ll expectations, and still fail to build reserves of trust if
they are inwardly duplicitous.

Integrity includes but goes beyond honesty. Honesty is telling the truth—in
other words, conforming our words to reality. Integrity is conforming reality to
our words—in other words, keeping promises and ful�lling expectations. This
requires an integrated character, a oneness, primarily with self but also with life.



One of the most important ways to manifest integrity is to be loyal to those
who are not present. In doing so, we build the trust of those who are present.
When you defend those who are absent, you retain the trust of those present.

Suppose you and I were talking alone, and we were criticizing our supervisor
in a way that we would not dare to do if he were present. Now, what will happen
when you and I have a falling-out? You know I’m going to be discussing your
weaknesses with someone else. That’s what you and I did behind our
supervisor’s back. You know my nature. I’ll sweet-talk you to your face and bad-
mouth you behind your back. You’ve seen me do it.

That’s the essence of duplicity. Does that build a reserve of trust in my
account with you?

On the other hand, suppose you were to start criticizing our supervisor and I
basically told you I agree with the content of some of the criticism and suggest
that the two of us go directly to him and make an e�ective presentation on how
things might be improved. Then what would you know I would do if someone
were to criticize you to me behind your back?

For another example, suppose in my e�ort to build a relationship with you, I
told you something someone else had shared with me in con�dence. “I really
shouldn’t tell you this,” I might say, “but since you’re my friend…” Would my
betraying another person build my trust account with you? Or would you
wonder if the things you had told me in con�dence were being shared with
others?

Such duplicity might appear to be making a deposit with the person you’re
with, but it is actually a withdrawal because you communicate your own lack of
integrity. You may get the golden egg of temporary pleasure from putting
someone down or sharing privileged information, but you’re strangling the
goose, weakening the relationship that provides enduring pleasure in association.

Integrity in an interdependent reality is simply this: you treat everyone by the
same set of principles. As you do, people will come to trust you. They may not at
�rst appreciate the honest confrontational experiences such integrity might
generate. Confrontation takes considerable courage, and many people would
prefer to take the course of least resistance, belittling and criticizing, betraying
con�dences, or participating in gossip about others behind their backs. But in



the long run, people will trust and respect you if you are honest and open and
kind with them. You care enough to confront. And to be trusted, it is said, is
greater than to be loved. In the long run, I am convinced, to be trusted will be
also to be loved.

When my son Joshua was quite young, he would frequently ask me a soul-
searching question. Whenever I overreacted to someone else or was the least bit
impatient or unkind, he was so vulnerable and so honest and our relationship
was so good that he would simply look me in the eye and say, “Dad, do you love
me?” If he thought I was breaking a basic principle of life toward someone else,
he wondered if I wouldn’t break it with him.

As a teacher, as well as a parent, I have found that the key to the ninety-nine is
the one—particularly the one that is testing the patience and the good humor of
the many. It is the love and the discipline of the one student, the one child, that
communicates love for the others. It’s how you treat the one that reveals how
you regard the ninety-nine, because everyone is ultimately a one.

Integrity also means avoiding any communication that is deceptive, full of
guile, or beneath the dignity of people. “A lie is any communication with intent
to deceive,” according to one de�nition of the word. Whether we communicate
with words or behavior, if we have integrity, our intent cannot be to deceive.

Apologizing Sincerely When You Make a Withdrawal
When we make withdrawals from the Emotional Bank Account, we need to

apologize and we need to do it sincerely. Great deposits come in the sincere
words:

“I was wrong.”
“That was unkind of me.”
“I showed you no respect.”
“I gave you no dignity, and I’m deeply sorry.”
“I embarrassed you in front of your friends and I had no call to do that. Even

though I wanted to make a point, I never should have done it. I apologize.”
It takes a great deal of character strength to apologize quickly out of one’s

heart rather than out of pity. A person must possess himself and have a deep



sense of security in fundamental principles and values in order to genuinely
apologize.

People with little internal security can’t do it. It makes them too vulnerable.
They feel it makes them appear soft and weak, and they fear that others will take
advantage of their weakness. Their security is based on the opinions of other
people, and they worry about what others might think. In addition, they usually
feel justi�ed in what they did. They rationalize their own wrong in the name of
the other person’s wrong, and if they apologize at all, it’s super�cial.

“If you’re going to bow, bow low,” says Eastern wisdom. “Pay the uttermost
farthing,” says the Christian ethic. To be a deposit, an apology must be sincere.
And it must be perceived as sincere.

Leo Roskin taught, “It is the weak who are cruel. Gentleness can only be
expected from the strong.”

I was in my o�ce at home one afternoon writing, of all things, on the subject
of patience. I could hear the boys running up and down the hall making loud
banging noises, and I could feel my own patience beginning to wane.

Suddenly, my son David started pounding on the bathroom door, yelling at
the top of his lungs. “Let me in! Let me in!”

I rushed out of the o�ce and spoke to him with great intensity. “David, do
you have any idea how disturbing that is to me? Do you know how hard it is to
try to concentrate and write creatively? Now, you go into your room and stay in
there until you can behave yourself.” So in he went, dejected, and shut the door.

As I turned around, I became aware of another problem. The boys had been
playing tackle football in the four-foot-wide hallway, and one of them had been
elbowed in the mouth. He was lying there in the hall, bleeding from the mouth.
David, I discovered, had gone to the bathroom to get a wet towel for him. But
his sister, Maria, who was taking a shower, wouldn’t open the door.

When I realized that I had completely misinterpreted the situation and had
overreacted, I immediately went in to apologize to David.

As I opened the door, the �rst thing he said to me was, “I won’t forgive you.”



“Well, why not, honey?” I replied. “Honestly, I didn’t realize you were trying
to help your brother. Why won’t you forgive me?”

“Because you did the same thing last week,” he replied. In other words, he
was saying, “Dad, you’re overdrawn, and you’re not going to talk your way out
of a problem you behaved yourself into.”

Sincere apologies make deposits; repeated apologies interpreted as insincere
make withdrawals. And the quality of the relationship re�ects it.

It is one thing to make a mistake, and quite another thing not to admit it.
People will forgive mistakes, because mistakes are usually of the mind, mistakes
of judgment. But people will not easily forgive the mistakes of the heart, the ill
intention, the bad motives, the prideful justifying cover-up of the �rst mistake.

The Laws of Love and the Laws of Life
When we make deposits of unconditional love, when we live the primary laws

of love, we encourage others to live the primary laws of life. In other words,
when we truly love others without condition, without strings, we help them feel
secure and safe and validated and a�rmed in their essential worth, identity, and
integrity. Their natural growth process is encouraged. We make it easier for them
to live the laws of life—cooperation, contribution, self-discipline, integrity—and
to discover and live true to the highest and best within them. We give them the
freedom to act on their own inner imperatives rather than react to our
conditions and limitations. This does not mean we become permissive or soft.
That itself is a massive withdrawal. We counsel, we plead, we set limits and
consequences. But we love, regardless.

When we violate the primary laws of love—when we attach strings and
conditions to that gift—we actually encourage others to violate the primary laws
of life. We put them in a reactive, defensive position where they feel they have to
prove “I matter as a person, independent of you.”

In reality, they aren’t independent. They are counterdependent, which is
another form of dependency and is at the lowest end of the Maturity
Continuum. They become reactive, almost enemy-centered, more concerned
about defending their “rights” and producing evidence of their individuality



than they are about proactively listening to and honoring their own inner
imperatives.

Rebellion is a knot of the heart, not of the mind. The key is to make deposits
—constant deposits of unconditional love.

I once had a friend who was dean of a very prestigious school.I He planned
and saved for years to provide his son the opportunity to attend that institution,
but when the time came, the boy refused to go.

This deeply concerned his father. Graduating from that particular school
would have been a great asset to the boy. Besides, it was a family tradition. Three
generations of attendance preceded the boy. The father pleaded and urged and
talked. He also tried to listen to the boy to understand him, all the while hoping
that the son would change his mind.

The subtle message being communicated was one of conditional love. The
son felt that in a sense the father’s desire for him to attend the school outweighed
the value he placed on him as a person and as a son, which was terribly
threatening. Consequently, he fought for and with his own identity and
integrity, and he increased in his resolve and his e�orts to rationalize his decision
not to go.

After some intense soul-searching, the father decided to make a sacri�ce—to
renounce conditional love. He knew that his son might choose di�erently than
he had wished; nevertheless, he and his wife resolved to love their son
unconditionally, regardless of his choice. It was an extremely di�cult thing to do
because the value of his educational experience was so close to their hearts and
because it was something they had planned and worked for since his birth.

The father and mother went through a very di�cult rescripting process,
struggling to really understand the nature of unconditional love. They
communicated to the boy what they were doing and why, and told him that they
had come to the point at which they could say in all honesty that his decision
would not a�ect their complete feeling of unconditional love toward him. They
didn’t do this to manipulate him, to try to get him to “shape up.” They did it as
the logical extension of their growth and character.



The boy didn’t give much of a response at the time, but his parents had such
a paradigm of unconditional love at that point that it would have made no
di�erence in their feelings for him. About a week later, he told his parents that he
had decided not to go. They were perfectly prepared for this response and
continued to show unconditional love for him. Everything was settled and life
went along normally.

A short time later, an interesting thing happened. Now that the boy no
longer felt he had to defend his position, he searched within himself more deeply
and found that he really did want to have this educational experience. He
applied for admission, and then he told his father, who again showed
unconditional love by fully accepting his son’s decision. My friend was happy,
but not excessively so, because he had truly learned to love without condition.

Dag Hammarskjöld, past secretary-general of the United Nations, once made
a profound, far-reaching statement: “It is more noble to give yourself completely
to one individual than to labor diligently for the salvation of the masses.”

I take that to mean that I could devote eight, ten, or twelve hours a day, �ve,
six, or seven days a week to the thousands of people and projects “out there” and
still not have a deep, meaningful relationship with my own spouse, with my own
teenage son, with my closest working associate. And it would take more nobility
of character—more humility, courage, and strength—to rebuild that one
relationship than it would to continue putting in all those hours for all those
people and causes.

In twenty-�ve years of consulting with organizations, I have been impressed
over and over again by the power of that statement. Many of the problems in
organizations stem from relationship di�culties at the very top—between two
partners in a professional �rm, between the owner and the president of a
company, between the president and an executive vice president. It truly takes
more nobility of character to confront and resolve those issues than it does to
continue to diligently work for the many projects and people “out there.”

When I �rst came across Hammarskjöld’s statement, I was working in an
organization where there were unclear expectations between the individual who



was my right-hand man and myself. I simply did not have the courage to
confront our di�erences regarding role and goal expectations and values,
particularly in our methods of administration. So I worked for a number of
months in a compromise mode to avoid what might turn out to be an ugly
confrontation. All the while, bad feelings were developing inside both of us.

After reading that it is more noble to give yourself completely to one
individual than to labor diligently for the salvation of the masses, I was deeply
a�ected by the idea of rebuilding that relationship.

I had to steel myself for what lay ahead, because I knew it would be hard to
really get the issues out and to achieve a deep, common understanding and
commitment. I remember actually shaking in anticipation of the visit. He
seemed like such a hard man, so set in his own ways and so right in his own eyes;
yet I needed his strengths and abilities. I was afraid a confrontation might
jeopardize the relationship and result in my losing those strengths.

I went through a mental dress rehearsal of the anticipated visit, and I �nally
became settled within myself around the principles rather than the practices of
what I was going to do and say. At last I felt peace of mind and the courage to
have the communication.

When we met together, to my total surprise, I discovered that this man had
been going through the very same process and had been longing for such a
conversation. He was anything but hard and defensive.

Nevertheless, our administrative styles were considerably di�erent, and the
entire organization was responding to these di�erences. We both acknowledged
the problems that our disunity had created. Over several visits, we were able to
confront the deeper issues, to get them all out on the table, and to resolve them,
one by one, with a spirit of high mutual respect. We were able to develop a
powerful complementary team and a deep personal a�ection that added
tremendously to our ability to work e�ectively together.

Creating the unity necessary to run an e�ective business or a family or a
marriage requires great personal strength and courage. No amount of technical
administrative skill in laboring for the masses can make up for lack of nobility of



personal character in developing relationships. It is at a very essential, one-on-
one level that we live the primary laws of love and life.

P PROBLEMS ARE PC OPPORTUNITIES

This experience also taught me another powerful paradigm of
interdependence. It deals with the way in which we see problems. I had lived for
months trying to avoid the problem, seeing it as a source of irritation, a
stumbling block, and wishing it would somehow go away. But, as it turned out,
the very problem created the opportunity to build a deep relationship that
empowered us to work together as a strong, complementary team.

I suggest that in an interdependent situation, every P problem is a PC
opportunity—a chance to build the Emotional Bank Accounts that signi�cantly
a�ect interdependent production.

When parents see their children’s problems as opportunities to build the
relationship instead of as negative, burdensome irritations, it totally changes the
nature of parent-child interaction. Parents become more willing, even excited,
about deeply understanding and helping their children. When a child comes to
them with a problem, instead of thinking, “Oh, no! Not another problem!”
their paradigm is, “Here is a great opportunity for me to really help my child and
to invest in our relationship.” Many interactions change from transactional to
transformational, and strong bonds of love and trust are created as children
sense the value parents give to their problems and to them as individuals.

This paradigm is powerful in business as well. One department store chain
that operates from this paradigm has created a great loyalty among its customers.
Any time a customer comes into the store with a problem, no matter how small,
the clerks immediately see it as an opportunity to build the relationship with the
customer. They respond with a cheerful, positive desire to solve the problem in a
way that will make the customer happy. They treat the customer with such grace
and respect, giving such second-mile service, that many of the customers don’t
even think of going anywhere else.

By recognizing that the P/PC Balance is necessary to e�ectiveness in an
interdependent reality, we can value our problems as opportunities to increase
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PC.

THE HABITS OF INTERDEPENDENCE

With the paradigm of the Emotional Bank Account in mind, we’re ready to
move into the habits of Public Victory, of success in working with other people.
As we do, we can see how these habits work together to create e�ective
interdependence. We can also see how powerfully scripted we are in other
patterns of thought and behavior.

In addition, we can see on an even deeper level that e�ective interdependence
can only be achieved by truly independent people. It is impossible to achieve
Public Victory with popular “Win/Win negotiation” techniques or “re�ective
listening” techniques or “creative problem-solving” techniques that focus on
personality and truncate the vital character base.

Let’s now focus on each of the Public Victory habits in depth.

I Some of the details of this story have been changed to protect the privacy of those involved.
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HABIT 4: THINK WIN/WIN
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PRINCIPLES OF INTERPERSONAL

LEADERSHIP

We have committed the Golden Rule to memory; let us now commit it to
life.

EDWIN MARKHAM

ONE TIME I WAS ASKED TO WORK WITH A COMPANY whose president was very
concerned about the lack of cooperation among his people.

“Our basic problem, Stephen, is that they’re sel�sh,” he said. “They just won’t
cooperate. I know if they would cooperate, we could produce so much more.
Can you help us develop a human relations program that will solve the
problem?”

“Is your problem the people or the paradigm?” I asked.
“Look for yourself,” he replied.
So I did. And I found that there was a real sel�shness, an unwillingness to

cooperate, a resistance to authority, defensive communication. I could see that
overdrawn Emotional Bank Accounts had created a culture of low trust. But I
pressed the question.

“Let’s look at it deeper,” I suggested. “Why don’t your people cooperate?
What is the reward for not cooperating?”

“There’s no reward for not cooperating,” he assured me. “The rewards are
much greater if they do cooperate.”

“Are they?” I asked. Behind a curtain on one wall of this man’s o�ce was a
chart. On the chart were a number of racehorses all lined up on a track.
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Superimposed on the face of each horse was the face of one of his managers. At
the end of the track was a beautiful travel poster of Bermuda, an idyllic picture of
blue skies and �eecy clouds and a romantic couple walking hand in hand down a
white sandy beach.

Once a week, this man would bring all his people into this o�ce and talk
cooperation. “Let’s all work together. We’ll all make more money if we do.” Then
he would pull the curtain and show them the chart. “Now which of you is going
to win the trip to Bermuda?”

It was like telling one �ower to grow and watering another, like saying “�rings
will continue until morale improves.” He wanted cooperation. He wanted his
people to work together, to share ideas, to all bene�t from the e�ort. But he was
setting them up in competition with each other. One manager’s success meant
failure for the other managers.

As with many, many problems between people in business, family, and other
relationships, the problem in this company was the result of a �awed paradigm.
The president was trying to get the fruits of cooperation from a paradigm of
competition. And when it didn’t work, he wanted a technique, a program, a
quick-�x antidote to make his people cooperate.

But you can’t change the fruit without changing the root. Working on the
attitudes and behaviors would have been hacking at the leaves. So we focused
instead on producing personal and organizational excellence in an entirely
di�erent way by developing information and reward systems that reinforced the
value of cooperation.

Whether you are the president of a company or the janitor, the moment you
step from independence into interdependence in any capacity, you step into a
leadership role. You are in a position of in�uencing other people. And the habit
of e�ective interpersonal leadership is Think Win/Win.

SIX PARADIGMS OF HUMAN INTERACTION

Win/Win is not a technique; it’s a total philosophy of human interaction. In
fact, it is one of six paradigms of interaction. The alternative paradigms are
Win/Lose, Lose/Win, Lose/Lose, Win, and Win/Win or No Deal.
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Win/Win
Win/Lose
Lose/Win
Lose/Lose
Win
Win/Win or No Deal

Win/Win
Win/Win is a frame of mind and heart that constantly seeks mutual bene�t in

all human interactions. Win/Win means that agreements or solutions are
mutually bene�cial, mutually satisfying. With a Win/Win solution, all parties feel
good about the decision and feel committed to the action plan. Win/Win sees life
as a cooperative, not a competitive arena. Most people tend to think in terms of
dichotomies: strong or weak, hardball or softball, win or lose. But that kind of
thinking is fundamentally �awed. It’s based on power and position rather than
on principle. Win/Win is based on the paradigm that there is plenty for
everybody, that one person’s success is not achieved at the expense or exclusion of
the success of others.

Win/Win is a belief in the third alternative. It’s not your way or my way; it’s a
better way, a higher way.

Win/Lose
One alternative to Win/Win is Win/Lose, the paradigm of the race to

Bermuda. It says “If I win, you lose.”
In leadership style, Win/Lose is the authoritarian approach: “I get my way;

you don’t get yours.” Win/Lose people are prone to use position, power,
credentials, possessions, or personality to get their way.

Most people have been deeply scripted in the Win/Lose mentality since birth.
First and most important of the powerful forces at work is the family. When one
child is compared with another—when patience, understanding, or love is given
or withdrawn on the basis of such comparisons—people are into Win/Lose
thinking. Whenever love is given on a conditional basis, when someone has to
earn love, what’s being communicated to them is that they are not intrinsically
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valuable or lovable. Value does not lie inside them, it lies outside. It’s in
comparison with somebody else or against some expectation.

And what happens to a young mind and heart, highly vulnerable, highly
dependent upon the support and emotional a�rmation of the parents, in the face
of conditional love? The child is molded, shaped, and programmed in the
Win/Lose mentality.

“If I’m better than my brother, my parents will love me more.”
“My parents don’t love me as much as they love my sister. I must not be as

valuable.”
Another powerful scripting agency is the peer group. A child �rst wants

acceptance from his parents and then from his peers, whether they be siblings or
friends. And we all know how cruel peers sometimes can be. They often accept or
reject totally on the basis of conformity to their expectations and norms,
providing additional scripting toward Win/Lose.

The academic world reinforces Win/Lose scripting. The “normal distribution
curve” basically says that you got an “A” because someone else got a “C.” It
interprets an individual’s value by comparing him or her to everyone else. No
recognition is given to intrinsic value; everyone is extrinsically de�ned.

“Oh, how nice to see you here at our PTA meeting. You ought to be really
proud of your daughter, Caroline. She’s in the upper ten percent.”

“That makes me feel good.”
“But your son, Johnny, is in trouble. He’s in the lower quartile.”
“Really? Oh, that’s terrible! What can we do about it?”
What this kind of comparative information doesn’t tell you is that perhaps

Johnny is going on all eight cylinders while Caroline is coasting on four of her
eight. But people are not graded against their potential or against the full use of
their present capacity. They are graded in relation to other people. And grades are
carriers of social value; they open doors of opportunity or they close them.
Competition, not cooperation, lies at the core of the educational process.
Cooperation, in fact, is usually associated with cheating.

Another powerful programming agent is athletics, particularly for young men
in their high school or college years. Often they develop the basic paradigm that



life is a big game, a zero-sum game where some win and some lose. “Winning” is
“beating” in the athletic arena.

Another agent is law. We live in a litigious society. The �rst thing many people
think about when they get into trouble is suing someone, taking them to court,
“winning” at someone else’s expense. But defensive minds are neither creative nor
cooperative.

Certainly we need law or else society will deteriorate. It provides survival, but
it doesn’t create synergy. At best it results in compromise. Law is based on an
adversarial concept. The recent trend of encouraging lawyers and law schools to
focus on peaceable negotiation, the techniques of Win/Win, and the use of
private courts, may not provide the ultimate solution, but it does re�ect a
growing awareness of the problem.

Certainly there is a place for Win/Lose thinking in truly competitive and low-
trust situations. But most of life is not a competition. We don’t have to live each
day competing with our spouse, our children, our coworkers, our neighbors, and
our friends. “Who’s winning in your marriage?” is a ridiculous question. If both
people aren’t winning, both are losing.

Most of life is an interdependent, not an independent, reality. Most results
you want depend on cooperation between you and others. And the Win/Lose
mentality is dysfunctional to that cooperation.

Lose/Win
Some people are programmed the other way—Lose/Win.
“I lose, you win.”
“Go ahead. Have your way with me.”
“Step on me again. Everyone does.”
“I’m a loser. I’ve always been a loser.”
“I’m a peacemaker. I’ll do anything to keep peace.”
Lose/Win is worse than Win/Lose because it has no standards—no demands,

no expectations, no vision. People who think Lose/Win are usually quick to
please or appease. They seek strength from popularity or acceptance. They have
little courage to express their own feelings and convictions and are easily
intimidated by the ego strength of others.
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In negotiation, Lose/Win is seen as capitulation—giving in or giving up. In
leadership style, it’s permissiveness or indulgence. Lose/Win means being a nice
guy, even if “nice guys �nish last.”

Win/Lose people love Lose/Win people because they can feed on them. They
love their weaknesses—they take advantage of them. Such weaknesses
complement their strengths.

But the problem is that Lose/Win people bury a lot of feelings. And
unexpressed feelings never die: they’re buried alive and come forth later in uglier
ways. Psychosomatic illnesses, particularly of the respiratory, nervous, and
circulatory systems, often are the reincarnation of cumulative resentment, deep
disappointment, and disillusionment repressed by the Lose/Win mentality.
Disproportionate rage or anger, overreaction to minor provocation, and cynicism
are other embodiments of suppressed emotion.

People who are constantly repressing, not transcending feelings toward a
higher meaning, �nd that it a�ects the quality of their self-esteem and eventually
the quality of their relationships with others.

Both Win/Lose and Lose/Win are weak positions, based in personal
insecurities. In the short run, Win/Lose will produce more results because it
draws on the often considerable strengths and talents of the people at the top.
Lose/Win is weak and chaotic from the outset.

Many executives, managers, and parents swing back and forth, as if on a
pendulum, from Win/Lose inconsideration to Lose/Win indulgence. When they
can’t stand confusion and lack of structure, direction, expectation, and discipline
any longer, they swing back to Win/Lose—until guilt undermines their resolve
and drives them back to Lose/Win—until anger and frustration drive them back
to Win/Lose again.

Lose/Lose
When two Win/Lose people get together—that is, when two determined,

stubborn, ego-invested individuals interact—the result will be Lose/Lose. Both
will lose. Both will become vindictive and want to “get back” or “get even,” blind
to the fact that murder is suicide, that revenge is a two-edged sword.



I know of a divorce in which the husband was directed by the judge to sell the
assets and turn over half the proceeds to his ex-wife. In compliance, he sold a car
worth over $10,000 for $50 and gave $25 to the wife. When the wife protested,
the court clerk checked on the situation and discovered that the husband was
proceeding in the same manner systematically through all of the assets.

Some people become so centered on an enemy, so totally obsessed with the
behavior of another person that they become blind to everything except their
desire for that person to lose, even if it means losing themselves. Lose/Lose is the
philosophy of adversarial con�ict, the philosophy of war.

Lose/Lose is also the philosophy of the highly dependent person without
inner direction who is miserable and thinks everyone else should be, too. “If
nobody ever wins, perhaps being a loser isn’t so bad.”

Win
Another common alternative is simply to think Win. People with the Win

mentality don’t necessarily want someone else to lose. That’s irrelevant. What
matters is that they get what they want.

When there is no sense of contest or competition, Win is probably the most
common approach in everyday negotiation. A person with the Win mentality
thinks in terms of securing his own ends—and leaving it to others to secure
theirs.

Which Option Is Best?
Of these �ve philosophies discussed so far—Win/Win, Win/Lose, Lose/Win,

Lose/Lose, and Win—which is the most e�ective? The answer is, “It depends.” If
you win a football game, that means the other team loses. If you work in a
regional o�ce that is miles away from another regional o�ce, and you don’t have
any functional relationship between the o�ces, you may want to compete in a
Win/Lose situation to stimulate business. However, you would not want to set
up a Win/Lose situation like the “Race to Bermuda” contest within a company or
in a situation where you need cooperation among people or groups of people to
achieve maximum success.

If you value a relationship and the issue isn’t really that important, you may
want to go for Lose/Win in some circumstances to genuinely a�rm the other
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person. “What I want isn’t as important to me as my relationship with you. Let’s
do it your way this time.” You might also go for Lose/Win if you feel the expense
of time and e�ort to achieve a win of any kind would violate other higher values.
Maybe it just isn’t worth it.

There are circumstances in which you would want to Win, and you wouldn’t
be highly concerned with the relationship of that win to others. If your child’s life
were in danger, for example, you might be peripherally concerned about other
people and circumstances. But saving that life would be supremely important.

The best choice, then, depends on reality. The challenge is to read that reality
accurately and not to translate Win/Lose or other scripting into every situation.

Most situations, in fact, are part of an interdependent reality, and then
Win/Win is really the only viable alternative of the �ve.

Win/Lose is not viable because, although I appear to win in a confrontation
with you, your feelings, your attitudes toward me, and our relationship have been
a�ected. If I am a supplier to your company, for example, and I win on my terms
in a particular negotiation, I may get what I want now. But will you come to me
again? My short-term Win will really be a long-term Lose if I don’t get your
repeat business. So an interdependent Win/Lose is really Lose/Lose in the long
run.

If we come up with a Lose/Win, you may appear to get what you want for the
moment. But how will that a�ect my attitude about working with you, about
ful�lling the contract? I may not feel as anxious to please you. I may carry battle
scars with me into any future negotiations. My attitude about you and your
company may be spread as I associate with others in the industry. So we’re into
Lose/Lose again. Lose/Lose obviously isn’t viable in any context.

And if I focus on my own Win and don’t even consider your point of view,
there’s no basis for any kind of productive relationship.

In the long run, if it isn’t a win for both of us, we both lose. That’s why
Win/Win is the only real alternative in interdependent realities.

I worked with a client once, the president of a large chain of retail stores, who
said, “Stephen, this Win/Win idea sounds good, but it is so idealistic. The tough,
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realistic business world isn’t like that. There’s Win/Lose everywhere, and if
you’re not out there playing the game, you just can’t make it.”

“All right,” I said, “try going for Win/Lose with your customers. Is that
realistic?”

“Well, no,” he replied.
“Why not?”
“I’d lose my customers.”
“Then go for Lose/Win—give the store away. Is that realistic?”
“No. No margin, no mission.”
As we considered the various alternatives, Win/Win appeared to be the only

truly realistic approach.
“I guess that’s true with customers,” he admitted, “but not with suppliers.”
“You are the customer of the supplier,” I said. “Why doesn’t the same

principle apply?”
“Well, we recently renegotiated our lease agreements with the mall operators

and owners,” he said. “We went in with a Win/Win attitude. We were open,
reasonable, conciliatory. But they saw that position as being soft and weak, and
they took us to the cleaners.”

“Well, why did you go for Lose/Win?” I asked.
“We didn’t. We went for Win/Win.”
“I thought you said they took you to the cleaners.”
“They did.”
“In other words, you lost.”
“That’s right.”
“And they won.”
“That’s right.”
“So what’s that called?”
When he realized that what he had called Win/Win was really Lose/Win, he

was shocked. And as we examined the long-term impact of that Lose/Win, the
suppressed feelings, the trampled values, the resentment that seethed under the
surface of the relationship, we agreed that it was really a loss for both parties in
the end.



If this man had had a real Win/Win attitude, he would have stayed longer in
the communication process, listened to the mall owner more, then expressed his
point of view with more courage. He would have continued in the Win/Win
spirit until a solution was reached they both felt good about. And that solution,
that third alternative, would have been synergistic—probably something neither
of them had thought of on his own.

Win/Win or No Deal
If these individuals had not come up with a synergistic solution—one that was

agreeable to both—they could have gone for an even higher expression of
Win/Win—Win/Win or No Deal.

No Deal basically means that if we can’t �nd a solution that would bene�t us
both, we agree to disagree agreeably—No Deal. No expectations have been
created, no performance contracts established. I don’t hire you or we don’t take
on a particular assignment together because it’s obvious that our values or our
goals are going in opposite directions. It is so much better to realize this up front
instead of downstream, when expectations have been created and both parties
have been disillusioned.

When you have No Deal as an option in your mind, you feel liberated because
you have no need to manipulate people, to push your own agenda, to drive for
what you want. You can be open. You can really try to understand the deeper
issues underlying the positions.

With No Deal as an option, you can honestly say, “I only want to go for
Win/Win. I want to win, and I want you to win. I wouldn’t want to get my way
and have you not feel good about it, because downstream it would eventually
surface and create a withdrawal. On the other hand, I don’t think you would feel
good if you got your way and I gave in. So let’s work for a Win/Win. Let’s really
hammer it out. And if we can’t �nd it, then let’s agree that we won’t make a deal
at all. It would be better not to deal than to live with a decision that wasn’t right
for us both. Then maybe another time we might be able to get together.”

Some time after learning the concept of Win/Win or No Deal, the president
of a small computer software company shared with me the following experience.
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“We had developed new software which we sold on a �ve-year contract to a
particular bank. The bank president was excited about it, but his people weren’t
really behind the decision.

“About a month later, that bank changed presidents. The new president came
to me and said, ‘I am uncomfortable with these software conversions. I have a
mess on my hands. My people are all saying that they can’t go through this and I
really feel I just can’t push it at this point in time.’

“My own company was in deep �nancial trouble. I knew I had every legal right
to enforce the contract. But I had become convinced of the value of the principle
of Win/Win.

“So I told him, ‘We have a contract. Your bank has secured our products and
our services to convert you to this program. But we understand that you’re not
happy about it. So what we’d like to do is give you back the contract, give you
back your deposit, and if you are ever looking for a software solution in the
future, come back and see us.’

“I literally walked away from an $84,000 contract. It was close to �nancial
suicide. But I felt that, in the long run, if the principle were true, it would come
back and pay dividends.

“Three months later, the new president called me. ‘I’m now going to make
changes in my data processing,’ he said, ‘and I want to do business with you.’ He
signed a contract for $240,000.”

Anything less than Win/Win in an interdependent reality is a poor second
best that will have impact in the long-term relationship. The cost of that impact
needs to be carefully considered. If you can’t reach a true Win/Win, you’re very
often better o� to go for No Deal.

Win/Win or No Deal provides tremendous emotional freedom in the family
relationship. If family members can’t agree on a video that everyone will enjoy,
they can simply decide to do something else—No Deal—rather than having some
enjoy the evening at the expense of others.

I have a friend whose family has been involved in singing together for several
years. When they were young, she arranged the music, made the costumes,
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accompanied them on the piano, and directed the performances.
As the children grew older, their taste in music began to change and they

wanted to have more say in what they performed and what they wore. They
became less responsive to direction.

Because she had years of experience in performing herself and felt closer to the
needs of the older people at the rest homes where they planned to perform, she
didn’t feel that many of the ideas they were suggesting would be appropriate. At
the same time, however, she recognized their need to express themselves and to be
part of the decision-making process.

So she set up a Win/Win or No Deal. She told them she wanted to arrive at an
agreement that everyone felt good about—or they would simply �nd other ways
to enjoy their talents. As a result, everyone felt free to express his or her feelings
and ideas as they worked to set up a Win/Win agreement, knowing that whether
or not they could agree, there would be no emotional strings.

The Win/Win or No Deal approach is most realistic at the beginning of a
business relationship or enterprise. In a continuing business relationship, No
Deal may not be a viable option, which can create serious problems, especially for
family businesses or businesses that are begun initially on the basis of friendship.

In an e�ort to preserve the relationship, people sometimes go on for years
making one compromise after another, thinking Win/Lose or Lose/Win even
while talking Win/Win. This creates serious problems for the people and for the
business, particularly if the competition operates on Win/Win and synergy.

Without No Deal, many such businesses simply deteriorate and either fail or
have to be turned over to professional managers. Experience shows that it is often
better in setting up a family business or a business between friends to
acknowledge the possibility of No Deal downstream and to establish some kind
of buy/sell agreement so that the business can prosper without permanently
damaging the relationship.

Of course there are some relationships where No Deal is not viable. I wouldn’t
abandon my child or my spouse and go for No Deal (it would be better, if
necessary, to go for compromise—a low form of Win/Win). But in many cases, it



is possible to go into negotiation with a full Win/Win or No Deal attitude. And
the freedom in that attitude is incredible.

FIVE DIMENSIONS OF WIN/WIN

Think Win/Win is the habit of interpersonal leadership. It involves the
exercise of each of the unique human endowments—self-awareness, imagination,
conscience, and independent will—in our relationships with others. It involves
mutual learning, mutual in�uence, mutual bene�ts.

It takes great courage as well as consideration to create these mutual bene�ts,
particularly if we’re interacting with others who are deeply scripted in Win/Lose.

That is why this habit involves principles of interpersonal leadership. E�ective
interpersonal leadership requires the vision, the proactive initiative, and the
security, guidance, wisdom, and power that come from principle-centered
personal leadership.

The principle of Win/Win is fundamental to success in all our interactions,
and it embraces �ve interdependent dimensions of life. It begins with character
and moves toward relationships, out of which �ow agreements. It is nurtured in
an environment where structure and systems are based on Win/Win. And it
involves process; we cannot achieve Win/Win ends with Win/Lose or Lose/Win
means.

The following diagram shows how these �ve dimensions relate to each other.

Now let’s consider each of the �ve dimensions in turn.

Character
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Character is the foundation of Win/Win, and everything else builds on that
foundation. There are three character traits essential to the Win/Win paradigm.

INTEGRITY. We’ve already de�ned integrity as the value we place on ourselves.
Habits 1, 2, and 3 help us develop and maintain integrity. As we clearly identify
our values and proactively organize and execute around those values on a daily
basis, we develop self-awareness and independent will by making and keeping
meaningful promises and commitments.

There’s no way to go for a Win in our own lives if we don’t even know, in a
deep sense, what constitutes a Win—what is, in fact, harmonious with our
innermost values. And if we can’t make and keep commitments to ourselves as
well as to others, our commitments become meaningless. We know it; others
know it. They sense duplicity and become guarded. There’s no foundation of
trust and Win/Win becomes an ine�ective super�cial technique. Integrity is the
cornerstone in the foundation.

MATURITY. Maturity is the balance between courage and consideration. I �rst
learned this de�nition of maturity in the fall of 1955 from a marvelous professor,
Hrand Saxenian, who instructed my Control class at the Harvard Business
School. He taught the �nest, simplest, most practical, yet profound, de�nition of
emotional maturity I’ve ever come across—“the ability to express one’s own
feelings and convictions balanced with consideration for the thoughts and
feelings of others.” As a part of his doctoral research, Saxenian had developed this
criterion over years of historical and direct �eld research. He later wrote up his
original research format in its completeness with supportive reasoning and
application suggestions in a Harvard Business Review article (January–February
1958). Even though it is complementary and also developmental, Hrand’s use of
the word maturity is di�erent from its use in the 7 Habits “Maturity
Continuum,” which focuses on a growth and development process from
dependency through independency to interdependency.

If you examine many of the psychological tests used for hiring, promoting,
and training purposes, you will �nd that they are designed to evaluate this kind of
maturity. Whether it’s called the ego strength/empathy balance, the self-
con�dence/respect for others balance, the concern for people/concern for tasks
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balance, “I’m okay, you’re okay” in transactional analysis language, or 9.1, 1.9,
5.5, 9.9, in management grid language—the quality sought for is the balance of
what I call courage and consideration.

Respect for this quality is deeply ingrained in the theory of human
interaction, management, and leadership. It is a deep embodiment of the P/PC
Balance. While courage may focus on getting the golden egg, consideration deals
with the long-term welfare of the other stakeholders. The basic task of leadership
is to increase the standard of living and the quality of life for all stakeholders.





Many people think in dichotomies, in either/or terms. They think if you’re
nice, you’re not tough. But Win/Win is nice… and tough. It’s twice as tough as
Win/Lose. To go for Win/Win, you not only have to be nice, you have to be
courageous. You not only have to be empathic, you have to be con�dent. You not
only have to be considerate and sensitive, you have to be brave. To do that, to
achieve that balance between courage and consideration, is the essence of real
maturity and is fundamental to Win/Win.

If I’m high on courage and low on consideration, how will I think? Win/Lose.
I’ll be strong and ego bound. I’ll have the courage of my convictions, but I won’t
be very considerate of yours.

To compensate for my lack of internal maturity and emotional strength, I
might borrow strength from my position and power, or from my credentials, my
seniority, my a�liations.

If I’m high on consideration and low on courage, I’ll think Lose/Win. I’ll be
so considerate of your convictions and desires that I won’t have the courage to
express and actualize my own.
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High courage and consideration are both essential to Win/Win. It is the
balance that is the mark of real maturity. If I have it, I can listen, I can
empathically understand, but I can also courageously confront.

ABUNDANCE MENTALITY. The third character trait essential to Win/Win is the
Abundance Mentality, the paradigm that there is plenty out there for everybody.

Most people are deeply scripted in what I call the Scarcity Mentality. They see
life as having only so much, as though there were only one pie out there. And if
someone were to get a big piece of the pie, it would mean less for everybody else.
The Scarcity Mentality is the zero-sum paradigm of life.

People with a Scarcity Mentality have a very di�cult time sharing recognition
and credit, power or pro�t—even with those who help in the production. They
also have a very hard time being genuinely happy for the successes of other people
—even, and sometimes especially, members of their own family or close friends
and associates. It’s almost as if something is being taken from them when
someone else receives special recognition or a windfall gain or has remarkable
success or achievement.

Although they might verbally express happiness for others’ success, inwardly
they are eating their hearts out. Their sense of worth comes from being
compared, and someone else’s success, to some degree, means their failure. Only
so many people can be “A” students; only one person can be “number one.” To
“win” simply means to “beat.”

Often, people with a Scarcity Mentality harbor secret hopes that others might
su�er misfortune—not terrible misfortune, but acceptable misfortune that
would keep them “in their place.” They’re always comparing, always competing.
They give their energies to possessing things or other people in order to increase
their sense of worth.

They want other people to be the way they want them to be. They often want
to clone them, and they surround themselves with “yes” people—people who
won’t challenge them, people who are weaker than they.

It’s di�cult for people with a Scarcity Mentality to be members of a
complementary team. They look on di�erences as signs of insubordination and
disloyalty.
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The Abundance Mentality, on the other hand, �ows out of a deep inner sense
of personal worth and security. It is the paradigm that there is plenty out there
and enough to spare for everybody. It results in sharing of prestige, of
recognition, of pro�ts, of decision making. It opens possibilities, options,
alternatives, and creativity.

The Abundance Mentality takes the personal joy, satisfaction, and ful�llment
of Habits 1, 2, and 3 and turns it outward, appreciating the uniqueness, the inner
direction, the proactive nature of others. It recognizes the unlimited possibilities
for positive interactive growth and development, creating new third alternatives.

Public Victory does not mean victory over other people. It means success in
e�ective interaction that brings mutually bene�cial results to everyone involved.
Public Victory means working together, communicating together, making things
happen together that even the same people couldn’t make happen by working
independently. And Public Victory is an outgrowth of the Abundance Mentality
paradigm.

A character rich in integrity, maturity, and the Abundance Mentality has a
genuineness that goes far beyond technique, or lack of it, in human interaction.

One thing I have found particularly helpful to Win/Lose people in developing
a Win/Win character is to associate with some model or mentor who really thinks
Win/Win. When people are deeply scripted in Win/Lose or other philosophies
and regularly associate with others who are likewise scripted, they don’t have
much opportunity to see and experience the Win/Win philosophy in action. So I
recommend reading literature, such as the inspiring biography of Anwar Sadat,
In Search of Identity, and seeing movies like Chariots of Fire or plays like Les
Misérables that expose you to models of Win/Win.

But remember: If we search deeply enough within ourselves—beyond the
scripting, beyond the learned attitudes and behaviors—the real validation of
Win/Win, as well as every other correct principle, is in our own lives.

Relationships
From the foundation of character, we build and maintain Win/Win

relationships. The trust, the Emotional Bank Account, is the essence of
Win/Win. Without trust, the best we can do is compromise; without trust, we



lack the credibility for open, mutual learning and communication and real
creativity.

But if our Emotional Bank Account is high, credibility is no longer an issue.
Enough deposits have been made so that you know and I know that we deeply
respect each other. We’re focused on the issues, not on personalities or positions.

Because we trust each other, we’re open. We put our cards on the table. Even
though we see things di�erently, I know that you’re willing to listen with respect
while I describe the young woman to you, and you know that I’ll treat your
description of the old woman with the same respect. We’re both committed to try
to understand each other’s point of view deeply and to work together for the
third alternative, the synergistic solution, that will be a better answer for both of
us.

A relationship where bank accounts are high and both parties are deeply
committed to Win/Win is the ideal springboard for tremendous synergy (Habit
6). That relationship neither makes the issues any less real or important, nor
eliminates the di�erences in perspective. But it does eliminate the negative energy
normally focused on di�erences in personality and position and creates a positive,
cooperative energy focused on thoroughly understanding the issues and resolving
them in a mutually bene�cial way.

But what if that kind of relationship isn’t there? What if you have to work out
an agreement with someone who hasn’t even heard of Win/Win and is deeply
scripted in Win/Lose or some other philosophy?

Dealing with Win/Lose is the real test of Win/Win. Rarely is Win/Win easily
achieved in any circumstance. Deep issues and fundamental di�erences have to be
dealt with. But it is much easier when both parties are aware of and committed to
it and where there is a high Emotional Bank Account in the relationship.

When you’re dealing with a person who is coming from a paradigm of
Win/Lose, the relationship is still the key. The place to focus is on your Circle of
In�uence. You make deposits into the Emotional Bank Account through genuine
courtesy, respect, and appreciation for that person and for the other point of
view. You stay longer in the communication process. You listen more, you listen
in greater depth. You express yourself with greater courage. You aren’t reactive.
You go deeper inside yourself for strength of character to be proactive. You keep
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hammering it out until the other person begins to realize that you genuinely want
the resolution to be a real win for both of you. That very process is a tremendous
deposit in the Emotional Bank Account.

And the stronger you are—the more genuine your character, the higher your
level of proactivity, the more committed you really are to Win/Win—the more
powerful your in�uence will be with that other person. This is the real test of
interpersonal leadership. It goes beyond transactional leadership into
transformational leadership, transforming the individuals involved as well as the
relationship.

Because Win/Win is a principle people can validate in their own lives, you will
be able to bring most people to a realization that they will win more of what they
want by going for what you both want. But there will be a few who are so deeply
embedded in the Win/Lose mentality that they just won’t think Win/Win. So
remember that No Deal is always an option. Or you may occasionally choose to
go for the low form of Win/Win—compromise.

It’s important to realize that not all decisions need to be Win/Win, even when
the Emotional Bank Account is high. Again, the key is the relationship. If you
and I worked together, for example, and you were to come to me and say,
“Stephen, I know you won’t like this decision. I don’t have time to explain it to
you, let alone get you involved. There’s a good possibility you’ll think it’s wrong.
But will you support it?”

If you had a positive Emotional Bank Account with me, of course I’d support
it. I’d hope you were right and I was wrong. I’d work to make your decision work.

But if the Emotional Bank Account weren’t there, and if I were reactive, I
wouldn’t really support it. I might say I would to your face, but behind your back
I wouldn’t be very enthusiastic. I wouldn’t make the investment necessary to
make it succeed. “It didn’t work,” I’d say. “So what do you want me to do now?”

If I were overreactive, I might even torpedo your decision and do what I could
to make sure others did, too. Or I might become “maliciously obedient” and do
exactly and only what you tell me to do, accepting no responsibility for results.

During the �ve years I lived in Great Britain, I saw that country brought twice
to its knees because the train conductors were maliciously obedient in following
all the rules and procedures written on paper.
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An agreement means very little in letter without the character and relationship
base to sustain it in spirit. So we need to approach Win/Win from a genuine
desire to invest in the relationships that make it possible.

Agreements
From relationships �ow the agreements that give de�nition and direction to

Win/Win. They are sometimes called performance agreements or partnership
agreements, shifting the paradigm of productive interaction from vertical to
horizontal, from hovering supervision to self-supervision, from positioning to
being partners in success.

Win/Win agreements cover a wide scope of interdependent interaction. We
discussed one important application when we talked about delegation in the
“Green and Clean” story in Habit 3. The same �ve elements we listed there
provide the structure for Win/Win agreements between employers and
employees, between independent people working together on projects, between
groups of people cooperatively focused on a common objective, between
companies and suppliers—between any people who need to interact to
accomplish. They create an e�ective way to clarify and manage expectations
between people involved in any interdependent endeavor.

In the Win/Win agreement, the following �ve elements are made very explicit:

Desired results (not methods) identify what is to be done and when.
Guidelines specify the parameters (principles, policies, etc.) within which

results are to be accomplished.
Resources identify the human, �nancial, technical, or organizational support

available to help accomplish the results.
Accountability sets up the standards of performance and the time of

evaluation.
Consequences specify—good and bad, natural and logical—what does and

will happen as a result of the evaluation.

These �ve elements give Win/Win agreements a life of their own. A clear
mutual understanding and agreement up front in these areas creates a standard
against which people can measure their own success.
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Traditional authoritarian supervision is a Win/Lose paradigm. It’s also the
result of an overdrawn Emotional Bank Account. If you don’t have trust or a
common vision of desired results, you tend to hover over, check up on, and
direct. Trust isn’t there, so you feel as though you have to control people.

But if the trust account is high, what is your method? Get out of their way. As
long as you have an up-front Win/Win agreement and they know exactly what is
expected, your role is to be a source of help and to receive their accountability
reports.

It is much more ennobling to the human spirit to let people judge themselves
than to judge them. And in a high trust culture, it’s much more accurate. In
many cases people know in their hearts how things are going much better than
the records show. Discernment is often far more accurate than either observation
or measurement.

Win/Win Management Training
Several years ago, I was indirectly involved in a consulting project with a very

large banking institution that had scores of branches. They wanted us to evaluate
and improve their management training program, which was supported by an
annual budget of $750,000. The program involved selecting college graduates and
putting them through twelve two-week assignments in various departments over
a six-month period of time so that they could get a general sense of the industry.
They spent two weeks in commercial loans, two weeks in industrial loans, two
weeks in marketing, two weeks in operations, and so forth. At the end of the six-
month period, they were assigned as assistant managers in the various branch
banks.

Our assignment was to evaluate the six-month formal training period. As we
began, we discovered that the most di�cult part of the assignment was to get a
clear picture of the desired results. We asked the top executives the key hard
question: “What should these people be able to do when they �nish the
program?” And the answers we got were vague and often contradictory.

The training program dealt with methods, not results; so we suggested that
they set up a pilot training program based on a di�erent paradigm called “learner-
controlled instruction.” This was a Win/Win agreement that involved identifying

Eric Z

Eric Z



speci�c objectives and criteria that would demonstrate their accomplishment and
identifying the guidelines, resources, accountability, and consequences that
would result when the objectives were met. The consequences in this case were
promotion to assistant manager, where they would receive the on-the-job part of
their training, and a signi�cant increase in salary.

We had to really press to get the objectives hammered out. “What is it you
want them to understand about accounting? What about marketing? What
about real estate loans?” And we went down the list. They �nally came up with
more than one hundred objectives, which we simpli�ed, reduced, and
consolidated until we came down to thirty-nine speci�c behavioral objectives
with criteria attached to them.

The trainees were highly motivated by both the opportunity and the increased
salary to meet the criteria as soon as possible. There was a big win in it for them,
and there was also a big win for the company because they would have assistant
branch managers who met results-oriented criteria instead of just showing up for
twelve di�erent activity traps.

So we explained the di�erence between learner-controlled instruction and
system-controlled instruction to the trainees. We basically said, “Here are the
objectives and the criteria. Here are the resources, including learning from each
other. So go to it. As soon as you meet the criteria, you will be promoted to
assistant managers.”

They were �nished in three and a half weeks. Shifting the training paradigm
had released unbelievable motivation and creativity.

As with many paradigm shifts, there was resistance. Almost all of the top
executives simply wouldn’t believe it. When they were shown the evidence that
the criteria had been met, they basically said, “These trainees don’t have the
experience. They lack the seasoning necessary to give them the kind of judgment
we want them to have as assistant branch managers.”

In talking with them later, we found that what many of them were really
saying was, “We went through goat week; how come these guys don’t have to?”
But of course they couldn’t put it that way. “They lack seasoning” was a much
more acceptable expression.



In addition, for obvious reasons (including the $750,000 budget for a six-
month program), the personnel department was upset.

So we responded, “Fair enough. Let’s develop some more objectives and
attach criteria to them. But let’s stay with the paradigm of learner-controlled
instruction.” We hammered out eight more objectives with very tough criteria in
order to give the executives the assurance that the people were adequately
prepared to be assistant branch managers and continue the on-the-job part of the
training program. After participating in some of the sessions where these criteria
were developed, several of the executives remarked that if the trainees could meet
these tough criteria, they would be better prepared than almost any who had
gone through the six-month program.

We had prepared the trainees to expect resistance. We took the additional
objectives and criteria back to them and said, “Just as we expected, management
wants you to accomplish some additional objectives with even tougher criteria
than before. They have assured us this time that if you meet these criteria, they
will make you assistant managers.”

They went to work in unbelievable ways. They went to the executives in
departments such as accounting and basically said, “Sir, I am a member of this
new pilot program called learner-controlled instruction, and it is my
understanding that you participated in developing the objectives and the criteria.

“I have six criteria to meet in this particular department. I was able to pass
three of them o� with skills I gained in college; I was able to get another one out
of a book; I learned the �fth one from Tom, the fellow you trained last week. I
only have one criterion left to meet, and I wonder if you or someone else in the
department might be able to spend a few hours with me to show me how.” So
they spend half a day in a department instead of two weeks.

These trainees cooperated with each other, brainstormed with each other, and
they accomplished the additional objectives in a week and a half. The six-month
program was reduced to �ve weeks, and the results were signi�cantly increased.

This kind of thinking can similarly a�ect every area of organizational life if
people have the courage to explore their paradigms and to concentrate on
Win/Win. I am always amazed at the results that happen, both to individuals and



to organizations, when responsible, proactive, self-directing individuals are
turned loose on a task.

Win/Win Performance Agreements
Creating Win/Win performance agreements requires vital paradigm shifts.

The focus is on results, not methods. Most of us tend to supervise methods. We
use the gofer delegation discussed in Habit 3, the methods management I used
with Sandra when I asked her to take pictures of our son as he was waterskiing.
But Win/Win agreements focus on results, releasing tremendous individual
human potential and creating greater synergy, building PC in the process instead
of focusing exclusively on P.

With Win/Win accountability, people evaluate themselves. The traditional
evaluation games people play are awkward and emotionally exhausting. In
Win/Win, people evaluate themselves, using the criteria that they themselves
helped to create up front. And if you set it up correctly, people can do that. With
a Win/Win delegation agreement, even a seven-year-old boy can tell for himself
how well he’s keeping the yard “green and clean.”

My best experiences in teaching university classes have come when I have
created a Win/Win shared understanding of the goal up front. “This is what
we’re trying to accomplish. Here are the basic requirements for an A, B, or C
grade. My goal is to help every one of you get an A. Now you take what we’ve
talked about and analyze it and come up with your own understanding of what
you want to accomplish that is unique to you. Then let’s get together and agree
on the grade you want and what you plan to do to get it.”

Management philosopher and consultant Peter Drucker recommends the use
of a “manager’s letter” to capture the essence of performance agreements between
managers and their employees. Following a deep and thorough discussion of
expectations, guidelines, and resources to make sure they are in harmony with
organizational goals, the employee writes a letter to the manager that summarizes
the discussion and indicates when the next performance plan or review discussion
will take place.

Developing such a Win/Win performance agreement is the central activity of
management. With an agreement in place, employees can manage themselves



within the framework of that agreement. The manager then can serve like a pace
car in a race. He can get things going and then get out of the way. His job from
then on is to remove the oil spills.

When a boss becomes the �rst assistant to each of his subordinates, he can
greatly increase his span of control. Entire levels of administration and overhead
can be eliminated. Instead of supervising six or eight, such a manager can
supervise twenty, thirty, �fty, or more.

In Win/Win performance agreements, consequences become the natural or
logical result of performance rather than a reward or punishment arbitrarily
handed out by the person in charge.

There are basically four kinds of consequences (rewards and penalties) that
management or parents can control—�nancial, psychic, opportunity, and
responsibility. Financial consequences include such things as income, stock
options, allowances, or penalties. Psychic or psychological consequences include
recognition, approval, respect, credibility, or the loss of them. Unless people are
in a survival mode, psychic compensation is often more motivating than �nancial
compensation. Opportunity includes training, development, perks, and other
bene�ts. Responsibility has to do with scope and authority, either of which can be
enlarged or diminished. Win/Win agreements specify consequences in one or
more of those areas and the people involved know it up front. So you don’t play
games. Everything is clear from the beginning.

In addition to these logical, personal consequences, it is also important to
clearly identify what the natural organizational consequences are. For example,
what will happen if I’m late to work, if I refuse to cooperate with others, if I
don’t develop good Win/Win performance agreements with my subordinates, if I
don’t hold them accountable for desired results, or if I don’t promote their
professional growth and career development?

When my daughter turned sixteen, we set up a Win/Win agreement regarding
use of the family car. We agreed that she would obey the laws of the land and that
she would keep the car clean and properly maintained. We agreed that she would
use the car only for responsible purposes and would serve as a cabdriver for her



mother and me within reason. And we also agreed that she would do all her other
jobs cheerfully without being reminded. These were our wins.

We also agreed that I would provide some resources—the car, gas, and
insurance. And we agreed that she would meet weekly with me, usually on
Sunday afternoon, to evaluate how she was doing based on our agreement. The
consequences were clear. As long as she kept her part of the agreement, she could
use the car. If she didn’t keep it, she would lose the privilege until she decided to.

This Win/Win agreement set up clear expectations from the beginning on
both our parts. It was a win for her—she got to use the car—and it was certainly a
win for Sandra and me. Now she could handle her own transportation needs and
even some of ours. We didn’t have to worry about maintaining the car or keeping
it clean. And we had a built-in accountability, which meant I didn’t have to hover
over her or manage her methods. Her integrity, her conscience, her power of
discernment, and our high Emotional Bank Account managed her in�nitely
better. We didn’t have to get emotionally strung out, trying to supervise her every
move and coming up with punishments or rewards on the spot if she didn’t do
things the way we thought she should. We had a Win/Win agreement, and it
liberated us all.

Win/Win agreements are tremendously liberating. But as the product of
isolated techniques, they won’t hold up. Even if you set them up in the
beginning, there is no way to maintain them without personal integrity and a
relationship of trust.

A true Win/Win agreement is the product of the paradigm, the character, and
the relationships out of which it grows. In that context, it de�nes and directs the
interdependent interaction for which it was created.

Systems
Win/Win can only survive in an organization when the systems support it. If

you talk Win/Win but reward Win/Lose, you’ve got a losing program on your
hands.

You basically get what you reward. If you want to achieve the goals and re�ect
the values in your mission statement, then you need to align the reward system
with these goals and values. If it isn’t aligned systematically, you won’t be walking
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your talk. You’ll be in the situation of the manager I mentioned earlier who talked
cooperation but practiced competition by creating a “Race to Bermuda” contest.

I worked for several years with a very large real estate organization in the
Midwest. My �rst experience with this organization was at a large sales rally where
more than 800 sales associates gathered for the annual reward program. It was a
psych-up cheerleading session, complete with high school bands and a great deal
of frenzied screaming.

Out of the 800 people there, around forty received awards for top
performance, such as “Most Sales,” “Greatest Volume,” “Highest Earned
Commissions,” and “Most Listings.” There was a lot of hoopla—excitement,
cheering, applause—around the presentation of these awards. There was no
doubt that those forty people had won; but there was also the underlying
awareness that 760 people had lost.

We immediately began educational and organizational development work to
align the systems and structures of the organization toward the Win/Win
paradigm. We involved people at a grassroots level to develop the kinds of systems
that would motivate them. We also encouraged them to cooperate and synergize
with each other so that as many as possible could achieve the desired results of
their individually tailored performance agreements.

At the next rally one year later, there were more than 1,000 sales associates
present, and about 800 of them received awards. There were a few individual
winners based on comparisons, but the program primarily focused on people
achieving self-selected performance objectives and on groups achieving team
objectives. There was no need to bring in the high school bands to arti�cially
contrive the fanfare, the cheerleading, and the psych up. There was tremendous
natural interest and excitement because people could share in each other’s
happiness, and teams of sales associates could experience rewards together,
including a vacation trip for the entire o�ce.

The remarkable thing was that almost all of the 800 who received the awards
that year had produced as much per person in terms of volume and pro�t as the
previous year’s forty. The spirit of Win/Win had signi�cantly increased the
number of golden eggs and had fed the goose as well, releasing enormous human
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energy and talent. The resulting synergy was astounding to almost everyone
involved.

Competition has its place in the marketplace or against last year’s performance
—perhaps even against another o�ce or individual where there is no particular
interdependence, no need to cooperate. But cooperation in the workplace is as
important to free enterprise as competition in the marketplace. The spirit of
Win/Win cannot survive in an environment of competition and contests.

For Win/Win to work, the systems have to support it. The training system, the
planning system, the communication system, the budgeting system, the
information system, the compensation system—all have to be based on the
principle of Win/Win.

I did some consulting for another company that wanted training for their
people in human relations. The underlying assumption was that the problem was
the people.

The president said, “Go into any store you want and see how they treat you.
They’re just order takers. They don’t understand how to get close to the
customers. They don’t know the product, and they don’t have the knowledge
and the skill in the sales process necessary to create a marriage between the
product and the need.”

So I went to the various stores. And he was right. But that still didn’t answer
the question in my mind: What caused the attitude?

“Look, we’re on top of the problem,” the president said. “We have department
heads out there setting a great example. We’ve told them their job is two-thirds
selling and one-third management, and they’re outselling everybody. We just
want you to provide some training for the salespeople.”

Those words raised a red �ag. “Let’s get some more data,” I said.
He didn’t like that. He “knew” what the problem was, and he wanted to get

on with training. But I persisted, and within two days we uncovered the real
problem. Because of the job de�nition and the compensation system, the
managers were “creaming.” They’d stand behind the cash register and cream all
the business during the slow times. Half the time in retail is slow and the other



half is frantic. So the managers would give all the dirty jobs—inventory control,
stock work, and cleaning—to the salespeople. And they would stand behind the
registers and cream. That’s why the department heads were tops in sales.

So we changed one system—the compensation system—and the problem was
corrected overnight. We set up a system whereby the managers only made money
when their salespeople made money. We overlapped the needs and goals of the
managers with the needs and goals of the salespeople. And the need for human
relations training suddenly disappeared. The key was developing a true Win/Win
reward system.

In another instance, I worked with a manager in a company that required
formal performance evaluations. He was frustrated over the evaluation rating he
had given a particular manager. “He deserved a three,” he said, “but I had to give
him a one” (which meant superior, promotable).

“What did you give him a one for?” I asked.
“He gets the numbers,” was his reply.
“So why do you think he deserves a three?”
“It’s the way he gets them. He neglects people; he runs over them. He’s a

troublemaker.”
“It sounds like he’s totally focused on P—on production. And that’s what

he’s being rewarded for. But what would happen if you talked with him about
the problem, if you helped him understand the importance of PC?”

He said he had done so, with no e�ect.
“Then what if you set up a Win/Win contract with him where you both

agreed that two-thirds of his compensation would come from P—from the
numbers—and the other one-third would come from PC—how other people
perceive him, what kind of leader, people builder, team builder he is?”

“Now that would get his attention,” he replied.

So often the problem is in the system, not in the people. If you put good
people in bad systems, you get bad results. You have to water the �owers you want
to grow.

As people really learn to think Win/Win, they can set up the systems to create
and reinforce it. They can transform unnecessarily competitive situations to



cooperative ones and can powerfully impact their e�ectiveness by building both P
and PC.

In business, executives can align their systems to create teams of highly
productive people working together to compete against external standards of
performance. In education, teachers can set up grading systems based on an
individual’s performance in the context of agreed-upon criteria and can
encourage students to cooperate in productive ways to help each other learn and
achieve. In families, parents can shift the focus from competition with each other
to cooperation. In activities such as bowling, for example, they can keep a family
score and try to beat a previous one. They can set up home responsibilities with
Win/Win agreements that eliminate constant nagging and enable parents to do
the things only they can do.

A friend once shared with me a cartoon he’d seen of two children talking to
each other. “If Mommy doesn’t get us up soon,” one was saying, “we’re going to
be late for school.” These words brought forcibly to his attention the nature of
the problems created when families are not organized on a responsible Win/Win
basis.

Win/Win puts the responsibility on the individual for accomplishing speci�ed
results within clear guidelines and available resources. It makes a person
accountable to perform and evaluate the results and provides consequences as a
natural result of performance. And Win/Win systems create the environment
that supports and reinforces the Win/Win performance agreements.

Processes
There’s no way to achieve Win/Win ends with Win/Lose or Lose/Win means.

You can’t say, “You’re going to think Win/Win, whether you like it or not.” So
the question becomes how to arrive at a Win/Win solution.

Roger Fisher and William Ury, two Harvard law professors, have done some
outstanding work in what they call the “principled” approach versus the
“positional” approach to bargaining in their tremendously useful and insightful
book, Getting to Yes. Although the words Win/Win are not used, the spirit and
underlying philosophy of the book are in harmony with the Win/Win approach.
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They suggest that the essence of principled negotiation is to separate the
person from the problem, to focus on interests and not on positions, to invent
options for mutual gain, and to insist on objective criteria—some external
standard or principle that both parties can buy into.

In my own work with various people and organizations seeking Win/Win
solutions, I suggest that they become involved in the following four-step process:

First, see the problem from the other point of view. Really seek to
understand and to give expression to the needs and concerns of the other
party as well as or better than they can themselves.

Second, identify the key issues and concerns (not positions) involved.
Third, determine what results would constitute a fully acceptable solution.
And fourth, identify possible new options to achieve those results.

Habits 5 and 6 deal directly with two of the elements of this process, and we
will go into those in depth in the next two chapters.

But at this juncture, let me point out the highly interrelated nature of the
process of Win/Win with the essence of Win/Win itself. You can only achieve
Win/Win solutions with Win/Win processes—the end and the means are the
same.

Win/Win is not a personality technique. It’s a total paradigm of human
interaction. It comes from a character of integrity, maturity, and the Abundance
Mentality. It grows out of high-trust relationships. It is embodied in agreements
that e�ectively clarify and manage expectations as well as accomplishment. It
thrives in supportive systems. And it is achieved through the process we are now
prepared to more fully examine in Habits 5 and 6.

APPLICATION SUGGESTIONS:
1. Think about an upcoming interaction wherein you will be attempting to

reach an agreement or negotiate a solution. Commit to maintain a balance
between courage and consideration.

2. Make a list of obstacles that keep you from applying the Win/Win paradigm
more frequently. Determine what could be done within your Circle of
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In�uence to eliminate some of those obstacles.
3. Select a speci�c relationship where you would like to develop a Win/Win

agreement. Try to put yourself in the other person’s place, and write down
explicitly how you think that person sees the solution. Then list, from your
own perspective, what results would constitute a Win for you. Approach
the other person and ask if he or she would be willing to communicate until
you reach a point of agreement and mutually bene�cial solution.

4. Identify three key relationships in your life. Give some indication of what
you feel the balance is in each of the Emotional Bank Accounts. Write down
some speci�c ways you could make deposits in each account.

5. Deeply consider your own scripting. Is it Win/Lose? How does that
scripting a�ect your interactions with other people? Can you identify the
main source of that script? Determine whether or not those scripts serve
well in your current reality.

6. Try to identify a model of Win/Win thinking who, even in hard situations,
really seeks mutual bene�t. Determine now to more closely watch and learn
from this person’s example.

NEW INSIGHTS ON HABIT 4: THINK WIN-
WIN
BY SEAN COVEY

Many years ago, our company, FranklinCovey, licensed our intellectual property
(IP) to a small technology �rm that was allowed to use it in their products. It
seemed like a win-win partnership. They got to use our IP; we got �nancial
remuneration. Things were �ne at �rst. After a few years, however, we felt they
were advertising in ways that damaged our brand and were contrary to what we
had initially agreed.

So I spoke with our partner and told them that their company needed to
change their advertising or they would lose their license with us. Instead of
complying, he replied, “We’re not changing anything about how we advertise



because we aren’t doing anything wrong. In fact, it is your company that is
violating the agreement.”

I couldn’t believe his gall. I talked with our management team. They felt it was
too risky to continue the partnership and that we needed to get our IP back. So I
tried to negotiate a deal with them, but discussions quickly broke down and trust
eroded. Although we always try to avoid going to court and have seldom done so,
we felt it was our only course of action. Our legal team believed we were in the
right and would win the case.

In our last conversation, one of the owners of this technology company said to
me, “I’ve known and respected your family for years, and I consider your uncle a
good friend of mine. I always thought you were good people—until now.”

His words cut deeply, and I began to think, “Going legal is going to cost both
of us hundreds of thousands of dollars. Surely there is a better way.” Not
knowing if he would even talk to me, I reached out to him a few days later and
ventured, “Listen, it is going to cost both of us a lot of money if we go to court.
Would you be willing to meet with me privately to see if we could �nd another
way? Just you and me without the lawyers?” Reluctantly, he agreed. (By doing
this, I went against our legal counsel, who felt that meeting with them might
compromise our case in court. I felt it was worth the risk.)

The next day, he came into my o�ce. I said, “My intent is to �nd a win-win
solution that we both feel good about. If we can’t make a deal, then we can �ght
it out in the courts. I want to try, though. Would you be willing to try?”

“I don’t know how we possibly could, but yeah, I’ll try.”
“Help me understand how you see the situation,” I said. I went to the

whiteboard and wrote down everything he said, point by point, until about
�fteen items were listed. I asked, “Is there anything else?” And he gave me a
couple more points. I then said, “Let me walk through each of these to make sure
I understand your point of view,” and I repeated back each of his concerns one by
one.

After we reviewed them, I asked, “Do you feel like I understand you?”
“Yes. I do.”
At that moment, the feeling in the room changed. For the �rst time, he felt

understood. I was deeply in�uenced, as well. I could now clearly see why he felt



the way he did and why he believed we were not ful�lling our part of the
agreement.

I then asked, “Would you mind if I shared how we see the situation?” I wrote
down all of our points on the other half of the whiteboard. He listened intently,
and I could tell that he understood where we were coming from and that he, too,
was deeply in�uenced. The energy suddenly turned positive and hopeful, and we
felt di�erently about each other. There was complete mutual understanding.

“Now that we both understand each other, what do you want to do about it?”
I asked. We started brainstorming and got very creative, and in about thirty
minutes we came up with a solution that we both felt good about—a buyout at a
fair price with a long transition period. During the brainstorm, it was funny to
see how we both started advocating for each other. It turned out to be a
transformational experience that took less than two hours and saved us both a ton
of money. There were no more discussions of a lawsuit. We shook hands and
parted. A week later, he called, and we went to lunch, where we had a great time.
He told me, “I always knew you had a good family.”

Even our legal team was pleased.

THE ABUNDANCE MENTALITY—A KEY TO HUMAN HAPPINESS

Speaking of the legal profession, University of Pennsylvania psychologist
Martin Seligman has pointed out that lawyers are consistently among the highest-
paid professionals, even surpassing medical doctors, yet they are among the
saddest. Seligman indicated that 52 percent of lawyers described themselves as
dissatis�ed with their career.

What’s most interesting is what Seligman identi�es as the primary reason for
these ailments: “The deepest of all the psychological factors making lawyers
unhappy is that U.S. law has become increasingly a win-loss game.” He goes on to
add that U.S. law has “migrated from being a practice in which good counsel
about justice and fairness was the primary good to being a big business in which
billable hours, take-no-prisoners victories, and the bottom line are now the
principal ends.”

Now, I know a lot of healthy and happy lawyers, as well as lawyers who
operate from a win-win paradigm, so I’m not trying to pick on them. My point is
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simply that any time we start to take on an adversarial, or Win-Lose, paradigm of
the world, the negative energy that comes from it can really take a toll.

Think Win-Win is an attitude toward life that says I can win and so can you.
It’s not me or you, it’s both of us. Think Win-Win is the foundation for getting
along with other people. It begins with the belief that we are all equal, that no
one is inferior or superior to anyone else, and no one needs to be.

My father spoke often about the importance of cultivating an Abundance
Mentality—the belief that there is enough success to go around, and that your
success does not take away from mine. He felt that this mentality was a true gift
and the foundation for achieving Public Victories. As a university professor, my
dad’s classes became so popular that they had to be held in the basketball arena.
He faced jealously, small-mindedness, and scarcity from his peers. But I never
heard him disparage any of his colleagues, even those who were envious. He
always treated scarcity with abundance. When he started a company, Covey
Leadership Center, one of the founding partners attempted a coup, trying to
boot Dad out of the very company he founded. The coup back�red. But what
stuck out to me was how my dad freely forgave the man who tried to bring him
down, while everyone else wanted to expel him from the planet. Dad didn’t like
negative energy of any kind and would avoid it like the plague, always saying, “I
don’t want to get my head into it,” and �nding ways to think positively about
people and situations.

I learned what the Abundance Mentality was all about by watching how my
dad and his younger brother, my Uncle John, got along. Since childhood, they
were �ercely loyal to one another and the best of friends. When my father was in
college, he was an intramural boxer. During one match, his opponent hit my dad
so hard that his shoulder was knocked out of its socket. Yet, his opponent kept
punching him. Uncle John jumped into the ring and pulled the opponent o�
him, yelling, “Stop hitting my brother! Can’t you see that his shoulder is
broken?”

As they grew up and raised children, it was as if I had two fathers—my real
one and Uncle John. My cousins felt the same way about my father. I never heard
either of them say anything negative about the other. My dad achieved worldwide
acclaim, which could have been hard on John. But instead of feeling jealous or



threatened, John was genuinely happy for him and considered my dad’s success
his own. The positive energy that has emanated from this abundant relationship
between two brothers, and passed on to their children and grandchildren, could
power an entire city.

WIN-WIN IS THE ONLY ALTERNATIVE

Win-lose is counterproductive, competitive, and full of pride. In the words of
C. S. Lewis, “Pride gets no pleasure out of having something, only out of having
more of it than the next man.… It is the comparison that makes you proud: the
pleasure of being above the rest.”

Lose-win doesn’t work, either. It’s the doormat syndrome: “Wipe your feet on
me. Everyone else does.”

Win-win is the only practical alternative.
Yet, some will say that win-win is soft and you’ll get your lunch eaten if you

try it in di�cult business situations. As my IP story illustrated, that has not been
my experience. A few years ago, FranklinCovey was working with a
telecommunications company that was busy laying cable in cities across the
United States. In most cases, cities were eager to have the cable laid, in spite of the
temporary disruptions it caused.

One major city, however, was not keen on the idea. They knew that if they
allowed one cable company to tear up the city, they would have to allow the same
for every cable company that followed them. They did not want their city
repeatedly torn up.

Negotiations ultimately came to a standstill. The city was not willing to
proceed unless the company paid them a fee. The result would have been no cable
access for the citizens (a loss for the city), and no access to thousands of customers
(a loss for the company). They were headed for lose-lose.

One of the negotiators for the telecommunications company had recently
been through the 7 Habits training and began thinking, “How can we turn this
into a win-win?”

Under his leadership, the company went back to the city and said, “What if
when we lay our cable, we also laid cable for two or three future providers? We’d
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turn over the cable access to them for less cost than what they would typically
incur. Then the city would be torn up only once.”

The city loved this idea. The cable was laid. When the competitors arrived,
they were delighted to learn that the cable was already in the ground and at a
much-reduced cost. So the city and its citizens won because their streets were not
constantly torn up and they got their cable, and the competition won because
they got their cable laid at lower rates. But the biggest win was for the initial
company: the two competitors paid them more than the installation had cost!
They had laid their cable for free and picked up some spending money on the
side.

It only takes one person to start thinking win-win for everyone to ultimately
win. Thinking win-win is always the better choice. Nir Halevy and L. T. Phillips
at Stanford ran studies with MBA students using game scenarios with more than
twelve million rounds and clearly showed that cooperative strategies produce
signi�cantly more pro�ts than competitive strategies.I I could quote research
study after research study that concludes this exact same thing, but I don’t have
to because we all know intuitively that this is the case.

So Think Win-Win. Balance what you want with what others want. Be
courageous. And considerate. Think Win-Win at home, with your spouse,
partner, or teenager. Practice it at work, with your boss, direct reports, and
colleagues. Live it with your suppliers, partners, vendors, and customers. If you
�nd this hard to do, then go back to Habits 1, 2, and 3. Clarify your motives, and
win a Private Victory �rst. This will give you the strength to start thinking win-
win.
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