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Introduction

Having secured 12 wins in 15 races, the
winning skipper of the Clipper Round the
World Yacht Race said that the biggest thing
he had learned during his experience was how
to manage people. This report explores the
leadership and team challenges faced by the
skippers and crews and provides fascinating
insights that are both far away from life in

the office but also surprisingly close to those
challenges faced in organisations every day.

The Clipper Round the World Yacht Race was
conceived in 1995 by Sir Robin Knox-Johnston,
the first person to sail single-handed and
non-stop around the world. The first race set
out in 1996 and has taken place every two
years since. The race that this research is
based on left Southampton, UK in July 2011,
ending one year later and involved a 40,000
mile global circumnavigation with a fleet of
ten identical 68-ft racing yachts. The race
consisted of 15 races across eight legs with
each leg lasting an average of 31 days (ranging
from 18 and 53 days) and visiting 15 ports in
the following countries:

e Portugal

e China

¢ Brazil

* Panama

e South Africa

e USA

* Australia

e (Canada

¢ New Zealand

e Northern Ireland

® Indonesia

e The Netherlands

e Singapore.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Research method

A total of 77 semi-structured interviews was
conducted with 42 people at four points in the
race in order to answer the following questions:

¢ \What are the key leadership and team
challenges that faced both skippers
and crew?

¢ |sit possible to identify ‘winning’
behaviours?

e \What are the implications within an
organisational environment?

Interviews were analysed thematically and
a framework was developed to explain the
findings in terms of the research questions.

Findings

A number of challenges commonly faced

by skippers and the crew were identified.

While sailing was discussed, it was seldom
mentioned as a challenge; it was fun, exciting,
thrilling and sometimes scary — but sailing could
be taught, learnt, mastered and improved
upon. There were clear processes for learning
about sailing which came from demonstration,
learning on the job, lessons, coaching etc.
However, the greatest challenges discussed
most often related to people and are introduced
below:
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Managing Expectations

The underpinning challenge on board each
boat was that people had different reasons for
taking part in the race and this had implications
when managing expectations. This is a familiar



challenge faced in business. Skippers that

met this challenge well developed a common
identity, separable from performance and
based on the boat, the crew and the sponsors.
Also, a collaborative process of discussion and
feedback resulted in the skippers reaching an
agreement of common intent, producing a team
that accepted responsibility and took action.
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Communication

Being able to communicate well reinforced

the development of other capabilities; how
people learn, integrate, manage themselves
and support others was influenced by how
people talked, listened and understood each
other. Clear and effective communication
strengthens the context for understanding what
is important to organisations and to the people
within them. In the research, communication
was a challenge on many levels, such as

how, what and, importantly, why things were
communicated. Skippers and crew who

were able to develop effective communication
processes and adjust their style as necessary,
experienced less friction.
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Integration

Integrating crew members was an ongoing
challenge for skippers as they had to manage
the developing requirements of crew members
on an individual level and as a team. The
challenge was to integrate people into the team
with consistency when there were different
sailing skills, abilities and attitudes at different
stages across the race. The implications for
business here can be linked to integration of
teams more generally. It is very rare for a team

to remain consistent from beginning to end;
people come and go; energy and drive rise
and fall. Teams will restructure, leaving some of
the team intact and new people joining, which
leaves space for uncertainty.
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Approach

Maintaining the need to race with the

broader needs of the boat was a challenge
which impacted on performance. Taking an
approach that focused on technical expertise,
concentrating effort on one or two specialised
tasks, created streamlined action; whereas
skippers who focused on the broader needs
of the boat gave the crew the opportunity to
stretch their experience and increase their
knowledge by working on different tasks.

A focus on the broad needs of the organisation
provides a framework for adaptable
adjustment. By stretching experience, reward
and developing the capability to understand
the broader needs of the organisation, there

is greater potential for people to identify
opportunity and risk from the ground up.
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Focus

Sustaining focus and enthusiasm to improve
performance across the span of the race was a
challenge when it was calm for long periods or
when it became in its repetitiveness. Maintaining
the balance of routine with improvement through
creativity and innovation required adaptability,
interpretation and re-invention to suit the evolving
needs of the situation.
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Support

Finding good support generally was a challenge
as while there was some support from fellow
crew members, the shore team or family and
friends at home; the skippers often felt they
had to keep things together for the sake of
appearances. It is important for individuals to
develop a support network to provide a safe
opportunity to talk to people that recognise and
reflect on the issues. But equally, organisations
must recognise that people under pressure
benefit from good support.
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Sleep

Managing themselves when tired took extra
effort to function as well as effort to recognise
when it was impacting on themselves and
others. Coping with poor judgment, emotions,
irritability and changing moods on the boat was
a challenge when tired as it was difficult to find
the extra energy to cope with friction. Building
in time and expectation for rest and ideally,
healthy sleep, allows those working under
pressure to think, make decisions and assess
risk with better clarity; this should be both at an
individual and at an organisational level.
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Trust

The crew started from a position of trust in the
skipper as the person in charge of the boat
and their safety; if the trust of the crew was
damaged, then it became more difficult to
influence and shape performance.The skippers
started from a position of healthy distrust as
they had to gauge what each crew member
was capable of. It was in a skipper’s interest to
develop trust in the crew to allow them to step
back with confidence. By developing trust in
the capability of the team, more energy can be
spent on focusing on what is important for the
overall performance of the organisation.
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The Winning Behaviours
model

The findings also identified positive behaviours
that had an impact on the overall experience
of the race. These ‘winning behaviours’ are
presented in a three-axis model of Alignment,
Capability and Autonomy.

cwfmjoif(it\ﬁ

The Winning Behaviours model



e Alignment: The combination of common
identity and common intent. The challenge
of multiple expectations was met by the
skippers who were able to draw people
together and then move them towards
objectives shared by most people on board

e Capability: The development of skills and
processes required to lead, learn and
live together. Capability developed when
skippers met challenges with clear and
consistent processes which reduced friction
and uncertainty

e Autonomy: The degree to which a crew
have discretion to organise themselves.
Based on trust, it was generally supported
in line with the needs of the crew; however
there were negative outcomes when there
was too much or not enough autonomy.

Where alignment, capability and autonomy
were developed in relation to each other, the
crew experienced positive outcomes such as
taking responsibility, putting in an ‘awesome
effort’ to achieve the best result possible; the
majority ‘pulling their weight’. Where there was
over or under development of these factors,
negative outcomes were experienced, such

as friction which slowed people down and
impaired their agility and fraction, described

as ‘teams-within-teams’. While this model
captures the experiences of those taking part
in a round the world yacht race, it is suggested
that as a concept, there is potential to predict
outcomes more generally. Full findings are
discussed in the main report.
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Leadership models

Leadership models are discussed to explore
which, if any, has the potential to support

the findings. Command Capability, a model
familiar in the military, may provide the

answer. Traditional command and control in
organisations is generally seen as a top down,
tightly-managed process that allows little room
for autonomy or free will where people jump
because they have to and only to the height
required by regulation.

By reconceptualising the command and control
reflected in the military today, individuals are
expected to command themselves within a
framework of common intent because they are
closer to the action and better able to judge the
situation; they are able to respond with agility.
Here people jump because they want to and
will find better ways to suit the vagaries of

the situation.

Those with strong command capability have
high levels of physical, intellectual, emotional
and interpersonal competence. They also
influence others through their tacitly held
personal authority as well as their assigned
formal authority. Finally, they hold extrinsic and
accountable responsibility but more importantly,
they are intrinsically responsible and internally
driven by the task.

Conclusion

These findings provide a fascinating insight

into the leadership and team challenges that
are both far away from life in the office but also
surprisingly familiar. The daily challenges faced
in harsh and tumultuous conditions are what
we have come to expect in a climate where
change becomes repetitive in its constancy.

By developing alignment, capability and
autonomy, leaders, teams and individuals are
better able to respond with agility. This research
demonstrates that when all things are equal,
beyond controllable technical skill and an
uncontrollable external environment; it is people
that make the difference.



Race

In July 2011, a fleet of ten identical 68ft boats
set out from Southampton, UK, for the

Clipper Round the World Yacht Race.

The next 12 months would see the boats and
their crews circumnavigate 40,000 miles around
the globe taking in 15 countries, from Brazil to
the Netherlands along their way.

Crew

For many of the crew on board it was the
experience — and challenge — of a lifetime.
Although the skippers were professional sailors,
their crew were amateurs drawn from a wide
range of backgrounds and many different
nationalities, with ages ranging from teenagers
to those in their seventies.

This diverse group of people had to eat, sleep,
live and work together in cramped and often
wet and cold conditions. Privacy was
non-existent and facilities were basic. They
had to cope with adverse weather, threatening
conditions and overwhelming tiredness due to
both physical exertion and lack of sleep.

[t sounds a long way from our safe, warm,
comfortable lives in the office — but many of the
challenges faced by the crews were surprisingly
familiar to those facing leaders in today’s harsh
and unpredictable business environment.

Research

The experiences of the skippers and crews
taking part in the race provide insight into
what makes effective leadership, particularly

in challenging and uncertain circumstances.
As the boats were identical, there was an
opportunity to explore the challenges and
actions of the people on board and identify the
‘winning’ behaviours that made the

real difference.

Researchers conducted a series of more than
75 in-depth interviews with 42 people at four

INTRODUCTION

key points in the race. This report presents the
findings and highlights some of the key lessons
that businesses can take from the experiences
of the teams on the high seas.

The report

The report presents the key leadership challenges
faced by the skippers, the approach they took to
overcoming them and how this impacted on the
motivation and performance of their crews.

It also discusses how ‘winning’ was less easy
to define than might be expected. As such,
the report looks at how the skippers managed
the widely differing expectations of the people
on board each boat — some keen to race
competitively and win at all costs; others
fulfilling a long-held ambition to sail around
the world.

It explores how the skippers managed the task
of communicating effectively with their crews in
an environment where it was seldom possible
to get everyone together at one time and where
they often literally couldn’t be heard above the
howling winds and huge waves lashing against
the side of the yacht.

The report also explores the challenge of
integrating the ‘leggers’ — crew members who
came on board at different stages of the race -
effectively into life on board with the ‘Round the
Worlders’ who circumnavigated the globe.

Other challenges include how the skippers built
trust in their teams, kept their crew motivated
and focused across the span of the race

while managing performance at times when
everyone, including themselves, was exhausted
and under pressure.

Implications

The stories are compelling but there are also
many important implications, underlying
messages and lessons to be learned for those
of us operating in less arduous but often equally
challenging environments.
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Three key ‘winning’ behaviours — alignment,
capability and autonomy — emerged from the
research, all of which are described in detall
in the following pages. Where alignment,
capability and autonomy were developed in
relation to each other, teams put in ‘awesome
effort’. Where they were over — or under —
developed, teams experienced friction which
slowed people down and impaired agility, and
fraction, described as ‘teams-within-teams’.

The research also sheds new light on the way
that we regard the command and control style
of leadership; in organisations it is generally
seen as a top down, tightly-managed process
that allows little room for autonomy or free

will. However, the experience on board the
yachts suggest that if command and control

is reframed to reflect that used in the military
today, it can provide a powerful tool for leading
people effectively through difficult times.



INFORMATION ABOUT

CLIPPER

The race

The Clipper Round the World Yacht Race was
conceived in 1995 by Sir Robin Knox-Johnston,
the first person to sail single-handed and non-
stop around the world 45 years ago.

Together with William Ward, he founded Clipper
Ventures in 1996. The first race set off in
October 1996 and has taken place every two
years since. Each boat is owned by Clipper
Ventures and sponsored by a city, a region or

a country. Each crew competes for the Times
Clipper 2000 trophy (see Appendix 1 for more
details about the race).

The yachts

The Dubois Clipper 68ft yachts, technically
known as masthead cutters, could
accommodate up to 20 people but would
generally race with about 17 crew members,
numbers would vary depending on the leg.

On rare occasions, when the yachts were at
maximum capacity, crew would be required to
‘hot-bunk’, sleeping in a bunk recently vacated
by another.

Interior arrangement of a Clipper 68ft Yacht



The route

The fleet left Ocean Village Marina in
Southampton, UK on 31 July 2011,
completing its 40,000 mile circumnavigation
one year later in July 2012. The complete
race was made up of eight legs which are
made up of 15 races, visiting 13 ports. Each
leg lasted on average 31 days (with a range
between 18 and 53 days).

The route went from Southampton to Rio,
Brazil; Rio to Cape Town, South Africa;
Cape Town to Geraldton, Western Australia;
Geraldton to Tauranga, New Zealand;
Tauranga to the Gold Coast, Australia; Gold
Coast to Singapore; Singapore to Qingdao,
China; Qingdao to San Francisco, USA;
San Francisco to New York; New York

to Southampton, via Nova Scotia, Derry-
Londonderry and The Netherlands.

Stopovers

As well as an opportunity for rest and
sightseeing, stopovers were critical for

the maintenance of the boats. It was the
responsibility of the crew to thoroughly deep
clean and to disinfect boats to minimise
infections onboard. This is done at stopovers
as it was impossible to do this whilst at sea as
it involved removing everything from the boat
including sails, mattresses, food and personal
belongings.

A //pee,}; o(’ém — ifjg abit N% af@amwg ot Jrl«e gamﬁew
sL\a,z,Q at J(L\e end mC Ten Years :



The skippers

All skippers were professional sailors selected
for their qualifications and experience. Many
had come from a sail-training background while
others worked in various marine and oceanic
industries. Their commitment to the race
spanned 18 months in total (see Appendix 2 for
more skipper information).

The crew

The amateur crew members came on board
with a wide range of backgrounds, experience,
expectations and abilities. To put that into
context, both men and women took part,

with three men for every two women. The age
ranged from 18 — 72 years with a total of 31
different nationalities being represented.

This quote from the Clipper website

provides some examples of a wide range of
professionals represented:

*|t's where taxi drivers rub shoulders with chief
execitives; vicars mix with housewives; studerts work
a?owgs,ip?@ \my\\é@rs,; nrses wwlﬂ witl\ vets ouw? a?ootws
team witL\ mg\o% F?ﬁ%@k&. ltlg an ex]amwo@ ‘tL\wt
MW cJMw\ge F@FV@I% {}iw/g; \}et WL\iVe JcL\@ Crews maly be
amatenr, ho one L\éL% tvu -tL\e ncean 'tL\wt”

www.clipperroundtheworld.com/the-race

Crew members could either compete in the
entire race as a Round the Worlder (RTW)

or take part in a portion of the race as a
Legger. For many, this was an opportunity

to fulfil a lifelong ambition to sail around the
world; for others, it was a relatively recent
challenge. Some had made use of redundancy
or retirement, while others had planned and
prepared to take time out from their careers.

A particularly important differentiation was that
for many, this experience was an opportunity
to race across oceans and to be competitive
with the intention of performing as a team at
their best. For others, it was a chance to sail
between ports and to make the most of the
overall experience of sailing around the world
with less focus on being competitive.

To qualify for selection, all crew had to
complete three levels of training in week-long

13

courses; the first two levels were completed
as individuals and the third was carried out
after crew allocation. Crew allocation took
place several months before setting sail and
was based broadly on a distribution of gender,
age, levels of sailing experience and strength.
The range of previous sailing experience was
wide, as while the majority had some sailing
experience, around 40% of crew members had
never stepped on board a yacht before their
Level 1 training. Each boat was also allocated
at least one qualified Yacht Master and one
crew member that was a medic.

Levels of training
LEVEL 1

Introduces the basic principles of big boat
sailing and teaches important safety and
seamanship skills. This is the Foundation
Level for further training when you will build
on the skills learnt during this week-long
course.

LEVEL 2

This level continues to develop basic sailing
and seamanship skills, as well as being
introduced to key offshore racing tactics and
the asymmetric spinnaker. The main focus is
on maximising the boat’s performance.

LEVEL 3

This course is designed to allow the skippers
and crew to develop their race teams; adapt
their allocation boats and formulate their own
race tactics.

Another important factor to consider was
that as an amateur crew, they were unpaid.
In fact, the opportunity to become a crew
member cost approximately £40,000 for a
Round the Worlder and approximately £5000
per leg for a Legger; in effect, they were both
volunteers and customers.

It should not be assumed that those taking
part were wealthy; for many, the effort and
motivation needed to raise the money required
was almost as much of a challenge as the race
itself. Their stories were particularly inspiring.
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An inductive approach enabled the findings

to emerge from the interviews, rather than
working from an existing framework or testing
a hypothesis about leadership, teams or life on
board a racing yacht. Therefore a search for
potential explanations came after the analysis
of the interviews, and drew on leadership,
team, psychology and military literature as

well as conversations with elite sports people
and leaders, both organisational and ex-
military. This process helped make sense of
and develop the findings. While there was
existing literature that could explain some of the
findings, there was none sufficient to explain
all of it. The questions that the research was
based on were:

e What are the key leadership and team
challenges for skippers and crew?

* |s it possible to identify ‘winning’
behaviours?

¢ \What are the implications within an
organisational environment?

Interviews

A total of 77 semi-structured interviews were
conducted with 42 people at four points in
the race:

e  Cape Town

e Singapore

New York

Den Helder, The Netherlands.

The interviews were held with ten skippers,

22 RTWs and ten Leggers, and were carried
out by three researchers: the first in Cape
Town, the second in Singapore and the third in
both New York and Den Helder. Each interview
lasted approximately 40 minutes and questions
focused on the leadership and team challenges
during the previous leg(s). For those individuals
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RESEARCH METHOD

taking part in two or more interviews, the
questions reflected the answers from the
previous interview, wherever possible.

The semi-structured nature of the interview
enabled researchers to focus on the

central questions of the research with the
flexibility to enquire as necessary, given the
responses to questions. By speaking to the
respondents at different stages in the race,

it was possible to draw conclusions from
their challenges and the choices they made.
There was also an opportunity to see where
responses were specific to the person or
generalisable to others. Another advantage of
conducting interviews at stopovers was that
the researchers were able to speak to people
within days of stepping off the boat, so their
reflections were relatively fresh.

Analysis

Due to the dynamic nature of the race and
stopovers, it was not always possible to
interview everyone involved in the research

at each of the four points across the race.
Therefore, initial analysis concentrated on
interviews that could be matched with others
from the same time; this meant it was possible
to compare the outcomes of that stage of the
race. Three people (two skippers and one RTW)
were interviewed at each of the four research
ports and a further four people (two skippers
and two RTWs) were interviewed at the final
three research ports. The 24 interviews were
transcribed verbatim, coded and analysed
thematically. The next stage was to develop

a framework using the themes within the

data as well as existing literature, which could
explain the outcomes in terms of the research
questions. The final stage tested the framework
against randomly-selected interviews to check
for consistency.
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The findings discuss each of the challenges
commonly faced by the skippers and the
crews, outlining responses and examining
what worked well and what continued to be
challenging. Quotes from interviews, and
other research will be presented to support
the findings. Each section will also discuss the
implications for organisations.

What is winning?

To identify winning behaviours, it was first
necessary to define winning. This was less
easy than might be expected as a surprising
amount of people did not consider coming first
as a priority. Winning meant different things to
different people: staying safe, not coming last,
seeing the world or simply not falling off.

Winning behaviours have been identified

from the interviews as those that overcame
challenges, and experienced more positive and
fewer negative outcomes. These behaviours
are categorised as Alignment, Capability and
Autonomy and are presented in a model to
better understand their impact on outcomes
(see page 36).

Positive and negative outcomes

The outcomes identified in this research have
been drawn from the interviews themselves.
They include intangible but unmistakably positive
outcomes such as teams putting in an ‘awesome
effort to achieve the best result possible; ‘taking
responsibility’ with most people on the team
‘pulling their weight’. They also include negative
outcomes, such as friction, which consumed
energy and impaired agjility, often leading to
frustration. Boats with less friction generally

had processes in place to resolve uncertainty
wherever possible. Another negative outcome
was fraction when teams either did not gel
completely or became somewhat divided; there
was a sense of a ‘them-and-us’, also described
as ‘teams-within-teams’
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FINDINGS

Friction is used to describe anything that gets
in the way of optimal performance. A metaphor
borrowed from military literature, it describes
both physical and moral impediments to action
(Brendler). Dealing with friction consumed
energy and impaired agility and occurred

when there was uncertainty or distraction, for
example where there was lack of technical
knowledge, ambiguity of purpose, doubt in
ability or interpersonal tension.

Challenges and implications

Interestingly, while sailing was discussed at great
length, it was seldom mentioned as a challenge;
it was fun, exciting, thriling and sometimes
scary — but sailing could be taught, learnt,
mastered and improved upon. There were clear
processes for learning about sailing which came
from demonstration, learning on the job, lessons,
coaching etc. However, the greatest challenges
discussed most often related to people:

¢ Managing expectations
¢ Communication

® |Integration

e Approach

e Focus

e Support

e Sleep

e Trust.

These challenges were less well defined;
understanding and acting on them took time
and effort, and were not always successful. How
and when skippers and crew responded to the
challenge of dealing with people influenced their
experiences in the later stages of the race.

With each challenge discussed, we have
attempted to draw implications and parallels to
demonstrate how the lessons learned from the
race can be applied in an organisational context.
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Challenge:
Managing expectations

The underpinning challenge on board each
boat was that the crew members had different
reasons for taking part in the race in the first
place. There were those who wanted to win, to
perform competitively at every step; others who
were fulfilling their ambition of sailing around
the world; some were taking a sideways step
in their career; and those who were raising the
profile of their chosen charity. The race was
just a part of the reason for everyone on board,
but was not the primary reason — and this had
implications when managing expectations.

The difficulty was finding the balance to meet the
expectations of those wanting to be competitive
and race across oceans, while providing an
experience to meet the expectations of those
just wanting to sail around the world.

\\%ow of them are uf&m»oom]oefﬁii\/a/ wma? Ewgﬁ,
\o@o}a?e, DJ('L\@Y Fw)&(’@ wart to P round wfw a more

wgam w\aerww,

1 arct o win bt | kot that if| want to, for want a
\oeﬁzr womV, Womgt’ TL\@ crew too mu.Jr\/ JtL\a ones WL\O
arent Sy aom«)a@ﬁﬂva wiE {) gugt Wal% ouct and l wi? P L\a,ve
an UML\&{W% boat . \ need to L\a,\/a a L\ﬂ\ﬂ'ﬁ% boat.v

A common identity

The skippers that found a good balance
developed a common identity. The common
identities were based on the boat itself, the
crew and the sponsors, and importantly, could
be separable from performance. This is not to
say that performance was not part of a team’s
identity; in fact, performance contributed a
great deal to identity as the race progressed.
However, for those teams identified here,
common identity was established in relation

to their distinguishable features, was stable
and was not contingent on performance. Each
member was valued for what they brought to
the boat; their skills, their goals, their stories
and their humour, which were shared across
the team. It was made clear that they were
one team and no crew members took priority
over others. Common identity was also drawn
from the sponsors, for example, taking pride in
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identifying with colours and wearing their team
crew shirts and jumpers at times other than
when necessary. This was not only talked about
in interviews; it was clearly visible in stopovers.
\\\ am very keen to FDW\JC okt at H\e \oagim wg J(L\oﬁt H\e
romap TL\@ wwum, a@owlf Wi Jr,L\@ \omt We dre #L\@r@ o
wmgm TL\@ hei guys and \mgmw o make TL\@W\
{@@() L\a.g‘a% oww? gmfa &MQV ML@ t L\em {e@f \mr# D}C it

W\m H\e new gus, for e, are H\e \o@o\og@ T’L\of(' are

bkiwgivg in Jt’l'\@ owgL\ ng aw? J(TL\@ W?(L\ugiagw\ and
H\M sort mf gfu,ﬁ[ - We are aw ohe J(mw,//

A common intent

As part of a collaborative process of discussion
and feedback, skippers had an opportunity

to discover what people wanted from their
experience over and above the race, reaching
an agreement of common intent together. The
effect was a team that accepted responsibility
and took action. Several of the skippers were
frustrated when they thought they had the
agreement with crew members, only for them
not to follow what was agreed. It was often that
these skippers informed their crew of expected
outcomes and behaviours on board, and then
either pinned them to the noticeboard or put
them in a document. Agreement was strongest
when crew members valued the process and
the outcomes; simply stating the objectives for
coordinated action was not enough. Common
intent was dependent on being shared by the
crew both explicitly and implicitly and then
shaped in such a way that the crew could
identify and be responsible to act upon.

In military literature, McCann, Pigeau and English
emphasise that coordinated action is dependent
upon the establishment of common intent, which
they define as the sum of shared explicit intent
plus operationally relevant shared implicit intent;
explicit intent is the publicly communicated aim
or purpose whilst the implicit intent is the tacit,
implied understanding of explicit intent based on
expectations. The crews that shared a common
intent, both explicitly and implicitly, established
and lived by their agreements together. From this
platform, there was more scope to inspire

to be ambitious.



Implications

Organisations can learn from the challenge

of managing expectations as it is familiar in
business when people work together. This can
be seen at all levels; in small project teams,
leadership teams and organisations as a whole.

It is especially important to ask ‘what is
winning?’ Is there a common misunderstanding
of winning that may seem perfectly obvious

for some but that does not translate so clearly
for others with different priorities? Establishing
common identity and common intent creates a
platform to better understand challenges and
develop capabilities required to achieve the
best outcome.

By genuinely working together to establish

a common identity and a common intent, a
platform is created to better manage other
challenges as they arise and then to build

the capabilities required, reaching the best
outcome for the group. This is especially true
when different departments have objectives
that do not line up with others, or where there is
a sense of competition between departments.
Ensuring that each part of the whole has a
clear and common identity and intent means
there is better chance to understand and
celebrate each other’s successes in line with
a bigger picture.

Challenge: Communication

Communication was a challenge on many levels,
such as how, what and importantly, why things
were communicated. Literally being heard was
difficult when it was not always possible to get
everybody together at one time or when the wind
was blowing. There was also a challenge when
skippers felt they had communicated information
thoroughly only to find that crew members didn’t
understand and would ask questions, despite
having been given the information.

Being able to communicate well reinforced the
development of other capabilities; how people
learn, integrate, manage themselves and
support others was influenced by how people
talked, listened and understood each other.
Skippers and crew that developed effective
communication by talking and listening,
feedback and information sharing, were able
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to settle into life on the boat, as effective
communication minimised friction by reducing
uncertainty and perceived impediments to
action. This freed up valuable energy to focus
on what was important to the crew. The
skippers with less focus on developing effective
communication were required to resolve

issues on a case-by-case basis which caused
distraction, used vital energy and ultimately,
was not sustainable.

Adjusting communication styles

Effective communication was demonstrated
when skippers and crew were able and willing
to adjust their style according to the needs

of the situation by being aware of different
communication styles and preferences;

they were also clear about when to use a
particular style and why. For example, it was
inevitable for people to shout directions to be
heard when the wind was blowing and the
other person was not close. However, friction
occurred when there was a perception of being
shouted ‘at’ rather than shouted ‘to’. Effective
communicators recognised that some people
on board would not have experienced being
shouted directions and so contextualised it
afterwards, in light of events.

' l T\ﬂg t wwumge 1 L\@W\ iha )abgif Ve manner.
ng laowfrgagg/ %ouu an‘Jr 3@% m\tﬁﬂ\ing ot mf F@DFQ@
if Yo g‘r\out at th and| WWMWT m%vm%,”

\\ Hé Jw;m case of: ' gL\oniwg and \WW at Yyou
because SDMJYL\W? needs tv be done r@aw% qui E‘g
and ( need o Iake Shre TL\oﬁ, l am commiinicating m
message to Yol. And with a{] V the wind ard the ED[NV iwg
J('L\M go@g oh Jt’L\e \oesﬁ(i Wy ow? J(TL\@ ﬂuiJ‘@SJf way mf
p?oiwg JCLWC S wfw me to gL\ouTM ta,ou,], We aw LW? mc
uderstand TL\at buct then when the new V@gg@k‘; coine
in, Yol vaow/ H\a% ww’# L\ma Hone traini wg wfor onwﬂ\g
and mowﬂ\g and moWrL\g. Ad JrL\m TL\a\glm rot used
o a? V mf tL\AJt gtuﬂf agam/ S) J(L\a\gr p‘Vw\It ? iLz \oeiwg
gL\DM'wg at AMV Sy mgmm Yo L\a,va(}vgf got' tobea

Y iﬁ?@ bit wwmfuf with who Yol g)am'é o and how Yol
SF%L o them.



"It dbes happen at times, bitone thing | will
rr "

?wm&s & o .awFEe IS, or sal to .ﬂ@.ﬂ?@ iS: \/ou Lwow
sometimes it L\ag to L\a.a\aw S V@TS (}umﬂ; it and we
wu? ? make sure we Jmf b abouct it mcmww& mﬂw
TL\M\ tjou me ‘tL‘@%Ll]a\o@\’ Jugtgm? Do JCL%JC oo
TL\\@, _
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way ( instruct, l %J E at \aw\a{]@ to Tr\& ard fo stuff.
But| never \&@W ina JrL\rerww\g Waay.

Effective communication

Effective communication was also supported
by respectful behaviour between crew
members; it was important for most people on
the boat to be ‘polite’ and ‘be nice’ to each
other. Some boats were more respectful in
their communication processes. For others, it
became necessary for them to readjust their
initial approaches to communication to find
ways to reduce friction; they recognised that
‘being nice’ helped to soften the impact of
any necessary directness — and that ‘please’
and ‘thank you’ went a long way. This went
both ways as skippers wanted to be thanked
for their hard work in a good performance

and spoke of feeling quite ‘fed up’ when they
weren’t. It is important to point out that this is
as much about expectations and agreement in
relation to what is acceptable behaviour. Like all
society, some people prefer to be told what to
do and are less concerned about politeness; it
was up to the crew to find the best way forward
which suited them.

" veckon iy \o?o\%, at work MW notice a \mg Afference.

l W Say: Couu Yol .o?msa Ao J(L\\g — H\ats abit
gfmmg@, he' s never said FEM% in L\\s ? qce.

[ ke o sa TM‘H ve been JL‘L\YDLL L\ 7A(
e tosay ]
%am mWr COUWrSesS. ‘ p@m tTswear as n«uﬁéim more,
| fon't | p?om t%zﬂ M.a@o\a? ( ng 1o, rather than
glvmg \0@0\0 e hegative MV\/M \ ng to glva J(L\m
)aogmva adi ?ve WJ@ a COnSCioUS chwt o try to
olr\mge iy ?mp?mgh)o s‘%?@ and ng tobea ?oJr MW

a ot nicer.
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" hnd) then we started this {ast vace, and it started
ina rmw% gvop? waty. You ko, everyohe Was rm%
po ? ite WVL\ MJA of]rw and YMW% wwumgw\g and it

W WDY"@&? Y%WLZI WQ/W

The importance of sharing

Having regular meetings was an essential
part of life on board the Clipper boats. They
provided an opportunity to share information
between different crew members and the
skippers. They were also an opportunity to
support each other and share stories, jokes
and treats. The boats that took full advantage
of this opportunity were able to speak openly;
they knew what was expected and how the
meetings benefited them. As such, they were
better informed and able to understand the
needs of the boats and those on board.

\\ l make Shre JCL%JC evw%\owﬂj iS on qu,L Firgt

H\w\g l Ewu&s Saly how is: |5 @ver%\ooﬂg L\uﬂ Can
@V@r\g\ow? L\mr e/ \/ou Lmow Sometimes %ou re glvmg
a \mm@w\g ow? H(g mﬁ\ﬁ ww\aﬂ& W\&P kam an Jrgaf
evmﬁ\ao}% \adow j@(} because V\D\OD&?% s drivi TL\@
boat %us’v ng o make Slre Jclmt avw&\awﬂ& S wfoouswp
aw? can L\mr ouw?, Lﬁw LIAD[N/ ?DTS mc @L(AT@ condact, ?m mc
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ri gL\f or whatever.

Open communications

The crews with meetings that were
inconsistent, ineffective or of less benefit to
the crew were less able to discuss issues
until they became problems. There was less
scope for raising questions or challenging
others’ behaviour. For some boats, there
was a requirement for there to be an
anonymous suggestion box to communicate



as some people felt unable to say what they
thought openly. The boats with less clear
communication processes had to manage
friction, slowing people down and impairing
their agility as they eventually had to put in
more effort to be heard and understood.

' We pVo L\a\/@, on ol bmt We AVD L\ave P iﬁ?@ \ait mf
av\w\%mihz, because we L\ﬂvva a Viﬁ’?@ box. dbwn \oagow
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%vu, want to M\/a a \0'\‘@(\/ glamL v‘a &ow F@DFE@ use it,
UJY'L\@YS don't’
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H\a arel in .aoﬁs. \ H\W some of Tﬁ@ %Li]a\a@ﬁ Ao wore
a@arie% mat'@r er\ race and] J@LV L o H\m, S) H«% can
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because of tL\at TL\Wﬁ% aren N.a)aw? in TL\@ \atwp/

Clarity of expression

The language that was used created
challenges. Some people found it very
challenging to be comfortable when there
was a lot of swearing. They accepted that it
was just the way it was, but admitted feeling
‘irritation” whenever it happened. There was
also a challenge of the words people chose
to use in everyday conversation; some people
would speak very directly and to the point while
others were more flowery in their language.
Each complained about the other for not
making themselves clear.

Implications

Clear and effective communication strengthens
the framework for understanding what is
important to organisations and to the people
within them. Having clear processes and
guidelines about how to communicate, what
to communicate and why to communicate
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enables people to act with agility as friction is
reduced; time and effort is spent managing the
task at hand and not dealing with uncertainty.
This is particularly pertinent when what is
being said does not translate to what is
actually meant.

For example, this can happen when finance or
a sales team are trying to get across a message
that is critical to the business but gets lost in
translation; it can seem like another language.
Similarly, when dealing with risk assessments
or other health and safety issues, it is important
that there are people able to translate the
message and make it relevant, bringing it to life
and demonstrating its impact generally, not just
those with the spreadsheet or sales targets.

Challenge: Integration

Integrating crew members was an ongoing
challenge for skippers as they had to manage
the developing requirements of crew members
as both individuals and as a team. Developing
sailing ability beyond initial pre-race training
was a priority when a crew member first came
on board; the challenge was how to integrate
people into the team when there were different
sailing skills, abilities and attitudes at different
stages across the race.

For leggers not joining at the start, there was

a delay between initial training and interaction
with the rest of the crew, to then embarking on
the race; this meant they were not part of the
team’s physical development on board. Whilst,
in general, leggers were welcomed onto the
boats as with them came fresh enthusiasm,
stories and jokes, some did not enjoy a positive
experience of integration.

In fact, how the skippers, and subsequently, the
crews, integrated the leggers had an impact of
the experiences and expectations for all those
on the team. Most boats developed a ‘buddy’
system where inexperienced crew were paired
with a more experienced member to help

guide them through the steep learning curve of
coming onboard and learn the practical aspects
of being on the boat.
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sv to s,FmJell

Consistent and inconsistent
approaches

For the crews that handled integration well, the
new leggers experienced a consistent approach
which meant they effectively hit the deck
running; existing crew were encouraged and
empowered to embed new crew members into
the team by demonstrating, communicating
and using supporting behaviours with the
understanding that all crew are valuable. This
meant that new crew members felt stretched,
supported and useful.
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VW\@ round JtL\e wwu crew are JcL\a \ow\o{]e JtL\at

]rv/wa aw Jct\a wmgigt@m& and tL\@ glcin, and need to
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An inconsistent approach left some leggers
feeling less supported as RTWSs ‘got on with
the job — nothing spoken’. There was also
suggestion that leggers were sometimes seen
as requiring more effort than their perceived
value in the first instance and were expected
to establish their value relatively quickly. This
was demonstrated when skippers and crew
talked about ‘putting up’ with people or even
blaming the number of new leggers for poor
performance. Leggers that were inconsistently
integrated were expected to just ‘it in’, which
to be fair they managed well, as it was part

of their own expectation to try and fit in and
find their place. However, some found it more
difficult to come on board and fit in as a legger
without integration processes and supporting
behaviours in place. For them, this was not a
reflection of a lack of enthusiasm; it was a lack
of knowing what was expected of them.
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g@# W\vo{)va and evwfr,kiwg ard some of Jt]r\e

round- J\'L\@’WDYM@YS were Sort mf vm& W?iﬁ%mwtv

Implications

The implications for business here can be
linked to integration of teams more generally. It
is very rare for there to be a team that remains
consistent from beginning to end; people
come and go; energy and drive rise and fall.
Teams will restructure, leaving some of the
team intact and new people joining. This leaves
space for uncertainty about action and also
ownership; who now owns what is left after
the restructure. Having integration processes
which provide structure for purpose provides
everyone with a clear understanding about their
value in the broad scheme. Newcomers and
established members are able to recognise
and value each other’s contributions as well as
provide encouragement and support in times
of uncertainty. This reduces friction as they are
better able to share the load together rather
than one group feeling burdened whilst the
other group stand by, unable to know what

to do. In this scenario, no one person is more
important than the boat, nor should one person
be more important than the business. Without
the boat, there will be no crew: without the
business, there will be no team.
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Protect the brand

The challenge of integration also has other
implications for organisations, such as the
brand risk involved with a negative experience.
Each person either applying to, or joining a
team that has a positive experience will be
more likely to talk about it positively; those that
have a negative experience are more likely

to talk about it negatively — to each other, to
their friends and family, to customers. Every
person applying to your company or working
within your company provides an opportunity
to enhance your brand or has the potential to
damage it.

Challenge: Approach

Balancing the need to with the broader

needs of the boat was an ongoing challenge.
Taking an approach that focused on technical
expertise concentrated effort on one or

two specialised tasks, creating streamlined
action. The result was efficient performance
reminiscent of Taylor’s Scientific Management
approach; tasks were optimised and simplified,
increasing productivity. This approach benefited
boats in the early stages of the race, especially
when there was success as a result; success
created an expectation of future performance
based on technical expertise. This approach
also particularly suited competitive crew
members who were happy to work with this
specialised attention to achieve race results.
The challenge came when crew members
wanted a broader experience of sailing

which did not match those who preferred a
specialised approach.

"Cack watch we 3.0? itinto JtL\me; we had two \ow\aV@

to %'mm ﬂW the L\@?MV% two \owﬂ@ to fmf with the
work in JEL\@ oooHoth and] two \aeolaga to }m{) wiﬂ\ ‘tL\@
work on the foredeck. I'm ot Shre that worked that
W@E E for me AR iflg not vm? E\g fair because H\w
v\o\awﬂg gafcg the chance 1o db one bit whether its

L\@Ew\i wi ooo[jo'ﬁ(' or f’L\@ ‘FDYM?@(J‘. l ‘HNWI‘ it WDYLM? ﬂuﬁt@

wef{ w

n evwﬁ\oopﬂﬁ sort owf aM @vwgﬂ\mg.v
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Developing multiple skills

Skippers who paid attention to the broader
needs of the boat gave crew the opportunity

to try different tasks, to stretch their experience
and increase their knowledge where possible;
they were able to develop multiple skills and
see how all the responsibilities — both sailing
and people — worked together. However, it was
not always appreciated by the more competitive
members of the crew who considered this
approach as less than professional.

| wae been ww‘éiwg, witL\ a team of laro{aggiom?g WL\O
kow emzfc?% WMJC th\eir Jms,jés, are and tL\eAZf (y@t
need some gemmf Qivections in terins on ‘cL\a uvem? F
ob(}@oﬁ\/a/g of tL\a laro(}wt \/\/mes, L\em/ I'm wi‘cL\ a
grolp of Fw‘a?z that| Jon tkrow at aw, who arent
V\mgsarig\ﬁ \aio‘F@sgiomE in WL\aJE We are pﬂm«g WL\VJ{\ IS
gou'? iv\g a boat

Selecting watch leaders

Managing this challenge extended to the
selection of watch leaders. Watch leaders

had responsibility and authority to manage
the crew when the skipper wasn’t there. In
the early stages of the race, it was common
for more experienced sailors to be selected

as watch leaders to support the skipper in
providing supporting technical expertise and
authority during the steep learning curve of
less experienced sailors. As a result, the crew
developed these skills themselves and were
able to share their knowledge with new leggers
as they came on board.

Technical approach

Typically, boats with a technical approach had
problems adapting once watch leaders were
established in their role, and were less able

to cope with challenges related to people.

By then, it was difficult to step down as the
role was held within a hierarchy. This created
tension in the team as people didn’t enjoy
working with them and so eventually, the watch
leaders were asked to make way for seemingly
less experienced sailors to be watch leaders.







This was particularly difficult when they had

a strong character and a desire to lead as
they would sometimes challenge the skipper’s
authority.

\\% a'g a grwt gy and L\a Lwowg an oumw ?ot Aot
gmw and ( wuuMm]’t Want to tﬂ& and knock M or
m%ﬁ\iv\g/ bict in terms of, L\@Ig nota )mrhou[(wf(%

\ori“)imf man Vv\mmgw.v

| ‘{T@W Yoli, one of Iy Waﬁ/lr\ Vw&?ug/ and i‘tlg 5o sad
because L\e‘g iy best sm(]w on the boat, bt he L\as
Serious 10@0\0?@ gLin. EVW(’T time | wake him MJ@L\
Q@(MV@V \awlaee cove o e in tears.

\D‘F OUrse, oW L\elg crel, ngiwg luw?ar MJ@H ers
WL\D have Q@sg sm{) W\g w\omw\w TL%V\ L\im, ard
LMOWVM%@, ow? ?@gg ]aL\%giwLQ a\oi?ihﬁ (bmug@ L\zlg a
\mﬁ% fit gwy a5 wﬂ),— oh JcL\a Mﬂ - tL\ofc’s very
p?iwq‘iwgt for t L\o%e W&LJC(J(\ {)@MV@Y% \OMLL%/ L\a'g sz,(ivg
o underivine them.”

Adaptable approach

Skippers who selected watch leaders as part
of an adaptable approach were better able to
support the boat, themselves and the crew as
each moved through their development. This
meant that the technical expertise required in
the early stages could then be exchanged for
those with the people skills to influence and
support the crew in the core stages of the race,
when the crew were tired. Here, there was an
understanding that serving as a watch leader
was for the time being but with no claim on the
next leg; importantly, there was no judgment
attached to these decisions. This also enabled
people to aspire to be a watch leader which
brought with it more complex responsibility and
so it was in their interest to keep learning. This,
in turn, benefited the boat as they were able to
sail better and go faster.

\\‘ ]m« .amﬁ% mmﬁf MTL\ iy WMJ(\ EMQQZYS, lm qfawt JCL\e
ot exlamamw? gmgw on m& ‘amt was not a me,Jr\

?@(MV@V because | Jidnt V\msgmi?% thirk he Was the
rigL\Jt sort mf Fa\rgom t ?@MV a Mﬂ\.v
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l lmgust ?ooLw\g for \aw\a{]e tL\a’c are wiWW\g to ]am’c Jc]rw/
m%mm g@ﬁiv\g OTL\@V .a@o.a?@ o WWL wcok TL\(&W&,
m{fL\u JVMA TL\@ sortof fictate WL\&LJC {‘,L\a% are p?oivxg.v

i kind of said J(.’L\%JC wml« E@M?@YS and assistants MW

be ona V@g \o% {)@g ngg/ and (}ULSJF becanse Yol g@f H\a
Jo\a Oh Dhe E@g &Voegm't mean to Sy Yol LQ@FJ it, even
though you might yart it

Reward and punishment

A further difficulty experienced by skippers with
a technical focus was the concept of reward:
several regularly spoke of not being able to
use rewards or punishments to move people
to action, especially when they themselves
were rewarded by good performance. Crew
members could not be paid or bribed; nor
could they be penalised or sacked.

Now in the Clipper situation it's a fot Aifferent fron
WMH ‘\/a @X)ouiwowp bmfom \awws@ Yol mwlh[i re
Soimephe, Yol can't giva anyone a bonues. You knotw, even
ngi g to giva Somenhe ?i@ an extra oL\owPat@ for joiwg
W@W can wm]a?m?\& Avide JCL\@ crew.

\\AMV ch can ( p?o? l m\'t \aumgL\ H\m_
W]mt \amgL\mM can l P 7 '

Divisions in the crew

One of the issues was that less competitive
crew members became increasingly
disconnected from competitive performance
outcomes as they didn’t identify with winning
this way; they were not motivated by a
specialised approach. This created fractions
in the team; the divisions in the crew became
more pronounced as less competitive crew
members needed different drivers to perform
well. Skippers with a broad approach rarely,
if ever, mentioned rewards or punishment.
They were able to make use of the naturally
occurring reward of wanting to learn and
develop; by enabling each member to
understand more about the different tasks



of the boat, the less competitive crew were
rewarded as their experience was stretched,
their knowledge increased and they developed
responsibility.

Implications

This challenge has implications for businesses
that are experiencing change, as a focus on
the broad needs of the organisation provides a
framework for adaptable adjustment. A culture
of learning creates responsibility and reward
for people to think for themselves about what
is important for the organisation; this keeps
them moving forward rather than being fixed
on the job they do with little reference to other
functions. By stretching experience, reward
and the capability to credibly understand the
broader needs of the organisation, there is
potential for people to identify opportunity and
risk from the ground up.
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Motivation

It is also important to recognise that recruiting
for technical expertise alone may be suitable for
a short-term team project where outcomes are
very clearly defined and the expertise required is
specific. However, taking a specialised approach
to improve efficiency requires agreement and
the rewards need to be highly prized by the
individual. In the absence of intrinsic motivation
to maintain efficiency, expect high salaries or a
high turnover of staff. WWhere there is uncertainty,
change and people with diverse needs, it

is perhaps better to recruit for motivation,
responsibility and ability to influence others,
which is more sustainable over time. Intrinsic
motivation has been described by Ryan & Deci
as doing an activity for its inherent satisfaction
(see Figure 1). There is potential to enhance
reward for ourselves and others when we
understand what is driving the motivation to act.

¢ Inherent satisfaction
¢ Enjoyment

¢ Synthesis of goals
e Congruence

¢ Valuing activity
¢ Self endorsement of goals

* Ego
¢ Approval from self or others

e Compliance
¢ Extrinsic rewards or punishment

¢ Not valuing an activity or believing it
will not yield a desired outcome

Figure 1. Intrinsic and extrinsic motivation

(Adapted from Ryan & Deci, Taxonomy of Human Motivation)



Challenge: Focus

A particular challenge for skippers was one of
focus; not so much the type of focus required
during periods when conditions were rough

and they were really up against it, as people
could focus during peaks of intensity. The real
challenge was maintaining focus and enthusiasm
across the span of the race; for example, when
it was calm or when it became boring in its
repetitiveness. As such, it was also a challenge
to maintain the focus on improving performance,
finding ways to make a difference.

Having periods of relative inactivity had its
advantages as it allowed time to catch up on
sleep and to tidy kit. It also gave everyone a
chance to think about their lives, their future
and their fellow crew mates. However, it also
created an opportunity for people to think less
favourably about their situation; this would then
shift the mood and the focus. Conversely,
keeping the crew focused over extended
periods of arduous and rough conditions

was difficult when there was little respite. The
challenge was for skippers to find ways to
maintain focus on performance and purpose.

\\‘W\% ax.oadtw? itto be V\ww\ag gm? W\g; omgL\ivxg

arownd and gm{UMV\gi every w@mﬁ mintes

or WMJ@/@Y/ and] fL\@V\ J:E@m‘g a Eoi' mc l{i@kiO&VS mC

inactivity. And then penple have time o think andwe
ta \oitn iJmWV; We g?om't M/a ow\% VML(}D\’ Fro‘a?mg/

bt TL\@ mood chimfa% OL%W/

| firnd the EigH wind fegs. - when there's hardly any
wind or when its very, very {]owg — | hate T’L\og@{) S
becanse TL\@ creln, even JCM more wmpzﬁﬁ\/e ohes,

& start to 3witJr\ of £ And H\W/Ig oo muJA time for
them o start thinking and then start bitehing dbout
a?hfwfemwﬂaifg ouw{) bo\as. l 'pV {m mﬂw L\a\/@ it
L\&me*wm; lrm? (}L& kouﬁ% and L\Dwi\o(}a becanse 1 hat
&umm Lw?m, leo()a aVow\, ard sp Yol gat H\@w\
{owgd on \mﬁf ivxg Jc’L\rougL\ itv

\\ WL\@V\ ’(L\@ \amt'g not go'w\g m%wL\@m a? (7 Jrlr\ig DTL\@Y
stuff comes into tL\@ mind. ?@o\a?a are goivg to start

?oo‘éivxg at each vther in the team and JFLW\LW\?: IW@W/
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WL\M is it %oufm %iwg wromg? AMV \ﬁw ww]t be
wfoougwp as a team on WL\&LJF %W are Jﬂr%ivg t Xo, WL\WL\
is o be oomFatitin_”

Maintaining enthusiasm

Individuals with a preference for competitiveness
were driven by their own goal to focus

on performance; to develop incremental
improvements to keep a competitive advantage.
They would seek ways to increase efficiency as
part of the reward of winning; when this matched
the preferences of other members, there was
little friction. The challenge was getting that drive
to translate into enthusiasm in others when the
gains appeared small and/or required effort over
and above expectation. Most crew members
were very good at responding when necessary;,
especially when the stakes were high or when
safety was threatened. This was because the
outcomes were clear and tangible. However,
getting others out of bed to go a bit faster when
the next boat seemed far away could be difficult
to achieve.

For some boats, competitive members
continued to race the boat with a focus on
incremental gains but with a smaller number
of crew. When it was necessary, they had to
spend time and effort persuading others to
perform alongside them. While this way of
working did produce good results, continuing
to race hard and perform well, the effort

and energy required were not sustainable

in the long term. The competitive members
were frustrated, tired and emotional; the less
competitive members felt pressured to perform
beyond their capability. When teams were able
to draw on a larger number of crew members
willing and able to perform as required, they
experienced less friction and were generally
happier boats.

\\%U WL\W\ Jclr\%lm not as wwmiﬁwﬁ t&ou L\Me t 0?0 a
bittwore, | guess, 1o frive the boat thatbitharder
oJrL\@YMg@ Yol p?ohltgo as W@W - FW( in more effort
%t’owg% me, but, Yol me/ that growp of \%DF{)@ oh
board who are keen o race the boat and &b W@W/ gulgf
da Q iﬁ?@ bit extra.



"Eren JrL\@ aigL\t oF hine F@DFE@ on board wL\u are keen to
ng ard keen o race in any corditions and gugf g@f oh
wiﬂ\ it, &VM? witL\ any Jo\o TL\&T needs 1o be dbne and
gvgf p?o iﬂ'w wu,%\uw?o on H\w DWh, H\@Lg oou,%\lf
gai? thms, boat round the WWM with oi L\T.oao\o@/ gusf
quv\'t A it %D Yol Ao need JrL\@ Dfm_//

Tt g@fg to ‘rL\@ g‘mga sometimes if JCL\a Soers on ‘rL\@
boat don t o, then the non-bers, soon rmVige H\M}
MW gow@omé ot to p?o it so TL\@M tL\@% Moa TD“@V\
mcwfwt L\ma& ﬁbi?@)@] gaﬁr wi)awV over but W"L\ekg Xw}
g@fswubbww

Maintaining focus

Skippers who maintained the focus and
enthusiasm of their crew continued to develop
interest and capability by, for example,
providing master classes for those wanting

to learn more technical sailing skills or testing
safety drills by running simulations of events,
such as a ‘man overboard’. They also talked
about using the time to develop and test
innovative ways of using the equipment,
sometimes capturing the results on film

for assessment. Other examples include
performing ceremonies and playing games and
competitions — different ways to have fun and
keep busy. For skippers who were less inclined
to do these things, they talked more often
about managing frictions such as pettiness

on board as well as frustration at the time
spent micro-managing the outcomes of a less
enthusiastic crew.

"What| a{]go Jm& and g@‘t’ them o 4b S P TL\YDMgL\

Scenaring. %o, l cm’t be tL\am oLW TL\@ time, 50 l g&uﬁ to
TL\W:IDK #L\ig i a man ovarbmmp/ vafc can e jo?w

"What!'ve been ng'mg o b is get the watch E@MV%
o L\ﬂw a \arim@mg T’L\rougL\M TE@ ﬂ?mﬁ/ WL\W T’L\am is
th\iV\Z, M(}w L\a)a\a@m wga,. %o JDK gmgg/ W@W WL\a# 'nc,
what db we need to fo? Hnd H\% wwu gusf(' have

a J(\&’t about itso wL\@m\/w an @vof{utiw mw?@ap o be
apom/ #L\etg wwM ]omﬁ\ﬁ W\MJA be wwﬂ& wfw itorat
FMSJF understand what i mqu,i red,
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Implications

Maintaining focus and readiness in business,
especially when work becomes repetitive,
enables organisations and individuals within
them to be prepared to develop in light of
unexpected changes in the environment.
Routines become established as processes
settle into habits which temptingly create
simplicity out of complexity. It is also true

that sometimes following an established
procedure is the most appropriate course of
action because it would be inefficient to
re-invent solutions that already exist. However,
maintaining the balance between establishing
routines and a focus on improvement through
creativity and innovation requires adaptability,
interpretation and re-invention to suit the
evolving needs of the situation. Too much
structure and process means that the potential
for incremental gain through innovation is lost;
too little structure and it is lost through a lack of
captured data or direction.

Bottom up process

A process which encourages contribution and
input from the bottom up provides everyone
with an opportunity to seek competitive
advantage and influence outcomes. By
creating enthusiasm and an adaptable focus
on incremental gain, people are able to
understand the impact of what goes in and
what goes out; they engage with the process
and outcomes rather than just go through the
motions. This has particular implications for
large organisations or those that have grown
rapidly. While processes that streamline
efficiency by not having to reinvent the wheel
are tempting, there is a danger that the process
itself becomes the focus and not what it was
intending to capture. Having people that are
closer to the process, able to test assumptions
about its effectiveness, has the potential to
make incremental gains. This may, of course,
result in changes to both winning and losing
formulas if there is a better way; this may not
always sit comfortably in an organisation less
able to be open to innovation and change.



Challenge: Support

The skippers talked about the importance
of the support they received from the other
skippers, as there were so few people that
understood what they were experiencing.

They were able to draw on the shared
experiences of the challenges faced outside of
the competition.

\vAWV JmV Limg a\oolﬁt vwﬁwg... We are as a gruu.a mf
gL’l\o\oa& we db quC?DMP a bit to cach ot her because

We re gomg tL\nmgL\ wmﬁ(% the SAUME SLEAAND I W%
wiJ(L\ o\aviows&& SE %L\TV% Afferent connotations. %ut
%ou,l\/@ ot Yol LV\DW/ JCL\@mJg reg\aaof wcor Lv\owiwg
tL\at ¢ bottom Eim S e ve ot tL\em %W\g o[uita a
aﬂwfwfiouffgo\o Eoolﬁiv\g after aw H\ega .aw‘a?@/ Jmﬁ'mg to
manage, and) meet Jt'L\@iY @x}o@dmﬁom and J('L\@V\ 3@&'
them and J(L\e boat gmfz»?% round the wwu ina goo&?

)oogi‘hw\ in J\',L\@ wace. There Sa Eth of W\ufuae mg\a@(ft
from tL\at mgam? V@gg of wL\@m your o\/amw gt&w?iwg S

in tlr\e race.

\\/ou. can't S]amL o another glcirz.aer mﬁ? Yol 2
back o %L\DY@, and] \ J('L\'W\L Jc’L\aJt le%g it rm?g: L\&LMV

l H‘\W\L/ ‘tlr\ig race, we re very EML% because aw JCL\a
gLi\o\a@Yg goﬁr a?ov\g rmw% W@w,v

Finding good support

Even those with support from their crew
members, the shore team or family and friends
at home, felt they had to keep things together
for the sake of appearances. Those that talked
about family and friends said they felt they had
to protect them from the less exciting, more
arduous side of the experience. And those
that talked positively about their relationships
with people on their boats found it a challenge
to know where the line was between skipper
and friend; especially those who enjoyed the
company of their crew, spending time with
them both on board and at stopovers. These
skippers talked about supporting their crew
members with issues beyond the race and
how that support was repaid to them. For
other skippers, while there was a clearer line
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between them and their crew; they spoke
about physical boundaries which they found
difficult to maintain given the close confines of
the living conditions. They reported struggling
with their frustrations as they had to wait until
the stopovers to spend time with the other
skippers; and found these frustrations difficult
to cope with.

To bea gL\ouUa to ey on t\ﬂaa TL\img as l/mW AV\&V
TL\@V\, wL\m %ou’m %@E'mg it %owgJ{ but t’L\ig i not

agwmﬁg an easiy ohe to cope wiTL\.V

\\‘W\am'g no one to Saly: ]V\/aw Jone or you know IK@@F it
u]al or I\/ou,'m &?oiwg a gvop%@bj or ]How are you ‘F@@(]W\g
J(M@L%f? y &o it {@Jg very om—sia?w?.v

The sLiiala@rs Jon"thave anyone to Jm? k.

“WL\@v\ L&ou,m DI Yolr D, Yol {',L\W\L about J('L\W\gg, and
('wgt tMt; tL\at SCIeWS p ol L\wﬂV even hore,

\\%ouﬁ\o@ \ sL\ouu (}ugt take mﬁgeﬁ‘ offinto tL\@ boat
Eotj%r and scream WL\@V\ JCL\'W\gg are go’wxg bad Do@g
JCL\&LJ( \Wog@dr a very \oro{@ggiowag img& o M{f omW? '

Implications

Having good support for those working

under pressure not only provides people with
someone to share concerns with; it also allows
them to gain a different perspective on their
situation. Not having a support network has a
negative effect on resilience making it less easy
to bounce back. It is important for individuals
to develop a support network in the workplace,
as part of a professional body and outside, to
provide a safe opportunity to talk to people that
recognise and reflect on the issues. But equally,
organisations must recognise that people
under pressure benefit from good support
networks. They need to ask themselves if there
is an expectation that people should be able

to get on with it, and if so, what is the impact
of that on the individual, their colleagues and
the customer? And more importantly, what

can be done about it? Just asking these
questions is a good first step; after that, there
are organisation-led initiatives which provide



support such as mentoring, coaching, action
learning sets or supervision for those handling
particularly sensitive work.

Challenge: Sleep

Managing with restricted sleep was a major
challenge, as working in watch systems and
sleeping in bunks did little to accommodate
good quality or quantity of sleep; having any
sleep was a particular luxury when all hands
were needed on deck. Even on an ordinary
off-watch, crew members had only four hours
to sleep, eat and dress/undress, sometimes
with heavy wet weather gear which took time
to put on and take off. Managing themselves
when tired took extra effort to function as well
as effort to recognise when it impacted on
themselves and others.

Coping with poor judgment, emations, irritability
and changing moods on the boat was a
challenge for skippers and crew alike when
tired, as it was difficult to find the extra energy
to cope with friction. Given that watch systems
were established as the optimal solution for life
on board, there was not much that could be
done about having limited sleep, other than try
to adjust.

“With tiredhess wif ? coine a certain o?egme of

irritfﬂoif it\ﬁ Soimetimes, and o?om? Lzrmngmmt wL\m
tﬁoulm tired as Wexw.//

"Bre nice 1o theim when Yol ]a@rgomw% ]o@rL\ala%/ Jon't
wart to, eg‘aam% when L&wlm ’tirw?.v

‘TL@ Mmain reason is {ayﬁgm ( ‘H\W\J‘ M .aw\a?o, (}Mgt g@f
worn owt. But H\af o\avioug&ﬁ/ moves on to vther 'tL\iV\gS.V

\\WL\w ( Im YMLW\& stm%w? or Jcirw?, mtum%/ l revert
+o how | 've been trained: | spent eigL\t years in the

/l’\av%/ aS an Dﬁfiwr/ Sy itlg L\Mp? to %M% WJ( mc{v

\\%o ina WM%, \ ,V@ gorto{ ( ’\/@ givw/\ w]o ngimg wH’L\ a wfew
\0@0\0[(@, WM\ is Fmbﬁw% #L\a wrowg aﬁcﬁtw?a, Yol Lmow, l
M@Y%W \mt ( ]m ‘oo, ( IWL oo mﬁomw\& angtwe
and MWLW\&, @X‘(\MSTMV o, to worty abouct ‘L’wac//
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\\Ever\fctxmg iS Mgmflﬂ WL\eV\ tawlm oou M Jdrw?.._
%ou MMV o 0?13 p?@@\a

\\?ao\o?e get very tired and ‘CL\i% time in H\a race...

( know srlcila\oug are ﬁrw?/ ( know Creins, YDW\&P JCL\@
WWM crews, are YMW tired row.

\\ gugt t w?mgg, g@M)(&J( V\g WL\m %uulw been tL\rw
a?oufrg without ggwla and somenne comes and WL\W\%% to
Yol o&)out You me/ JCL\@ %Wr \ODWP I% myzt\ﬁ Shimenne

Wmlt{'ﬂwp it up-.. and L{Toulm ?il% ‘F%f’

Managing sleep patterns

Some of the skippers managed this challenge
better than others. A few made sure they
accumulated as much sleep as possible at
stopovers. Other consciously took steps to build
the capability of their crew specifically so they
could trust the crew enough to allow them to go
to bed and retain a level of sleep necessary to
function on board. These skippers also took time
to evaluate their mood as a result of tiredness

to try to make adjustments to present a happier,
less grumpy face to the crew.

\\/wlva gottb think: ]DK ng oha sec — ?atls o‘r\mge
JCL\is,’ — ‘amus;e 'nf l amina \m&? Mvoo? tL\aV\ everybhe iS
a?wmgg VODLW\% ot to e, and that affects the WL\DFa
swiwg of tL\e crew. %ovwciwg Yol Mva Just 3ot ‘o
sort mctlr\im‘é: D% lNLWJtS;DY‘t mflmooﬂ?wm ( in Jcoa?m\ﬁ]
M JCL\(J/I/\ Jmﬁ ﬂV\ﬁV gat over i?c/ even 'nc You are very
Fmtwﬁoug \omws,a you Jow T want to m%(fc JtL\e rest

of the gwﬁg.v

| lvaguttv iake sure JchH W%SJ‘F%V\IJC%JCJCDD

p?owm. %17 iha Wﬁ% %w'm g{fﬁb lawcvm a \oiJcmCow\ act,

( Sppose, Fmtaw? \&oulm Mo\a% and evm&ﬂ\iwg'g qfim.
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Effect on mood

For several skippers, while they realised early
on that sleep was going to be a problem, they
underestimated its effect on their own mood
and how that would then impact on their crew.
They spoke about being exhausted but were
unable to find a way out of it; they tended to
blame the crew for not being able to manage
themselves enough to allow them to step back.
For some, there was also acknowledgment that
it was their own decision not to sleep much to
maintain control of the outcomes on board or
to make the most of their time in stopovers.
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Implications

Sleep is an important part of the human
condition. Tiredness, as a result of working

long hours or poor sleep (or both), has major
implications for the functions of the brain most
used by executives such as decision-making,
problem-solving and assessing risk. While
tiredness will not have as much effect on
repetitive activities, it will make it more difficult
to manage emotions and moods. The benefit

of good quality and quantity sleep is often not
recognised by individuals who work long hours
and then invest in life outside work to maintain a
work/life balance, which is important. However,
when people spend large portions of their day
working, exercising and socialising (either in
reality or virtually), there is little time left for sleep.

Building in time and expectation for rest and
ideally, healthy sleep, allows those working
under pressure to think, make decisions and
assess risk with better clarity; this should be
both individually and organisationally. It also
pays to develop capability across the team so
that no one person is burdened with all the
responsibility, allowing the chance to step back
to gain insight and perspective. Work, rest and
play should be balanced with each other; good
sleep is not a resource to be squandered
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Challenge: Trust

The last challenge discussed by both skippers
and crew was trust. Whilst trust could be seen
as an outcome in itself, it is presented here as a
challenge as people talked about not knowing
how to build or maintain trust in the team. In
general terms, the crew started from a position
of trust in the skipper as the person in charge
of the boat and their safety; if the trust of the
crew was damaged, then it became more
difficult to influence and shape performance. It
is suggested that this was because the crew
gave skippers their trust to have authority and
responsibility for most decisions in the first
stages of the race, and when that trust was
maintained, they continued to support that
authority and responsibility while taking on a
share of their own. However, if that trust was
undermined by poor decisions or an inability
to deal with friction, then the crew limited

their trust to what the skipper was formally
accountable for: sailing and safety.

Formal and personal authority

This can be related to different types of
authority where formal authority can also

be described as accountability and held
contractually; while personal authority is

given informally by reputation, experience

and character. It is thought that as the race
progressed, decisions relating to people
required greater personal authority to influence
outcomes and to maintain the trust of crew.
Difficulties arose when skippers assumed their
formal authority would compel their crew to act
in areas outside of sailing and safety but when
the trust of the crew wasn’t there to support it.
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Controlling mechanisms

If the crew started from a position of trust, the
skippers started from a position of healthy
distrust as they had to gauge what each crew
member was capable of. It was in a skipper’s
interest to develop trust in the crew to allow
him to step back with confidence. This was
through developing capability and autonomy.
Autonomy is defined here as the degree to
which a crew have discretion to organise
themselves in line with the needs of the boat,
building on controlling mechanisms to be able
to command themselves with competence,
authority and responsibility (see Leadership
Models on page 41). All crews started the race
with high levels of controlling mechanisms as
the skipper developed skill and trust in the
crew; and as such, were given low levels of
autonomy as many came onboard with little
experience of sailing around the world.

Controlling involves monitoring, carrying out
and adjusting processes that have already
been developed.

Commanding involves creating new
structures and processes, establishing the
conditions for initiating and terminating
action, and making unanticipated changes to
plans.

Control mechanisms are necessary
otherwise command is ‘unfocused,
uncoordinated and possibly even dangerous.
Equally necessary is the requirement to
guard against over-controlling command,
otherwise the very creative energy

that control is meant to enable will be
extinguished’.

Adapted from Pigeau and McCann

Restricted autonomy

Through gaining knowledge and experience

of sailing and living together, crew members
were given the appropriate levels of capability,
responsibility and authority, and required less
supervision. There were, however, examples at
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different stages of development where skippers
continued to restrict autonomy, despite the
growing capability. Here, the controlling
mechanisms set out by the skipper were
managed closely and the crew had their actions
monitored. This left some crew members
feeling mistrusted, frustrated and undervalued.
There were other examples where, perhaps,
the skipper gave too much responsibility in
proportion to experience or ability, leaving the
crew to ‘get on with it’. This required the crew
to self-organise but without the necessary
capability to find a way to work together. This
left some crew members feeling out of control
and as a result, created power struggles and
conflict between them. Ironically, this then led
to the skipper having to become more involved
as he felt he was drawn in to micro-manage the
crew as they quarrelled between themselves.
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Implications

Developing trust in a team has many implications
for organisations. One is that it allows a leader

to use their personal authority to influence and
shape the direction and pace of performance, as
personal authority is only given with consent. If

a leader relies on formal authority to make things
happen, then it follows that people are able to
respond by using their formal obligation to inform
their own performance. Secondly, by developing
trust in the capability of the team, more energy
can be spent on focusing on what is important for
the overall performance of the organisation and
not get caught up in managing the detail. This
requires more than contractual responsibility and
obligation; it needs people that work together with
an intrinsic, internal sense of responsibility for the
outcomes of an organisation.



The Winning Behaviours
model

[t was not the aim of the study to identify
specific leadership or team outcomes that have
direct and unique impact on race performance;
there are many variables that must also be
considered — including weather, sea conditions,
equipment, routing and sometimes,
old-fashioned luck. Speak to any sailor —

each of these will undoubtedly impact on
performance at some point.

Winning behaviours have been identified

from the interviews as those that overcame
challenges, and experienced more positive and
fewer negative outcomes. As the boats were
identical with an equal allocation of crew, this
research offers insight into which behaviours
do contribute to positive outcomes — such as
taking responsibility, putting in an ‘awesome
effort’ to achieve the best result possible;

the majority ‘pulling their weight’. There was
also an opportunity to see which behaviours
contributed towards negative outcomes, such
as friction, which slowed people down and
impaired their agility and fraction, described as
resulting in ‘teams-within-teams’.

A three-axis model

The behaviours that appeared to overcome
the challenges shared by skippers, crews
and boats are presented in a model to better
understand their impact on outcomes. The
three-axis model represents these winning
behaviours as:

e Alignment
e Capability
e Autonomy.

We describe alignment as a combination of
common identity and common intent; the
challenge of multiple expectations was met by
the skippers who were able to draw people
together and then move them towards a shared
objective, held both implicitly and explicitly

by most people on board. This created an
alignment of shared goals and accountabilities,
by giving and taking responsibility for the boat,
for others and for themselves.
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Capability is described as the development
of skills and processes required to lead, learn
and live together. Capability was developed
when skippers met challenges with clear and
consistent processes which reduced friction
and uncertainty.

Finally, autonomy is the degree to which a crew
have discretion to organise themselves; this is
based in trust and was generally supported in
line with the needs of the crew — however there
were negative outcomes when there was too
much or insufficient autonomy.

Positive and negative outcomes

When these factors were developed in line
with each other, the crew experienced positive
outcomes for people leading, learning and
living together. Where there was over- or
under-development of any of these factors,
negative outcomes were experienced.

While this model captures the experiences of
those taking part in a round the world yacht
race, it is suggested that as a concept, it has
the potential in an organisational situation to
predict outcomes by positioning an individual
or a team on each of the three axes of the
cube. From here, there is the possibility to
identify what can then be done. This model will
be tested further as part of ongoing research
to validate the findings and to gain clarity of
positive and negative outcomes.

cwfajﬂigit\ﬁ

The Winning Behaviours model
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Context for the model

To provide some context for the model, when
the crew first came on board, they were low

in alignment because they brought with them
different expectations about why they were
taking part in the race. They were also low in
capability, both in terms of the technical skills of
sailing together as a crew, and also the people
skills of leading, learning and living together.
Lastly, their level of autonomy was low as the
skipper had yet to establish trust in their ability.

A team that continued to develop alignment,
capability and autonomy in line with each other
experienced positive outcomes throughout
their development. A team that was situated

at the back right corner of the cube that were
high on all three factors were able to command
themselves with competence, responsibility and
authority. This enabled the skipper to distribute
leadership amongst the team, confident in

the knowledge that he could step back and
focus on the more strategic aspects of racing a
boat with a team that were motivated to work

together and achieve the best outcome possible.
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Alignment

Establishing high alignment as a first priority
helped the development of capability

and autonomy as it provided a clearer
understanding of purpose. Where there
continued to be high alignment in relation to
low capability and low autonomy, the crew
had a strong identity and clear direction but
were lacking the skills required or the freedom
to respond. A crew with low alignment
experienced fractions such as ‘teams-within-
teams’. This led to effort and friction as
individuals were required to work towards
objectives unrelated to their own, or having to
manage the different expectations of others.

Capability

A crew with high capability in relation to
alignment and autonomy experienced
frustration, as while being able, individuals were
constrained by unclear or unrelated objectives
as well as a lack of freedom to perform.

A crew with low or narrow capability, such as
those with a highly specialised approach, were
less able to respond as required beyond the
scope of narrow experience or understanding.

Autonomy

A crew high in autonomy had discretion to
self-organise but with uncertain intent, and
without the capability required to find a way
to work together; here there were power
struggles and friction between individuals as
they sought to organise themselves; there were
also tensions as some members stepped in
to assume authority. A crew with low levels
of autonomy had their actions controlled

and were required to wait to be directed and
organised; this left the crew feeling frustrated
and undervalued.

This is not to say that a team cannot
experience the positive outcomes listed above
while being low on all three factors. This model
is as much about expectations, agreement and
context; an awareness of these contributing
elements will help discussions about what
should be taken into consideration.






The following discussion has been included
to provide further insight into the leadership
context. Is it possible to predict which

type of leader is more likely to overcome

the challenges faced by the skippers? It is
not useful, or even possible, to offer a full
explanation of leadership here, but what is of
use is to explore some models that have the
potential to support the findings.

Situational Leadership

Blanchard’s Situational Leadership model offers
a partial explanation as it considers leadership
styles in terms of task and relationship
behaviours, and categorises them into four
types according to the situation:

¢ Directing

e Coaching

e  Supporting
e Delegating.

Described as a partnership model, the
Situational Leadership model is used to match
leadership style to development level which
varies from goal to goal and task to task,

and ensures that each of the styles is used

in relation to competence and commitment.
The framework suggests that commitment

to a goal or task comes from confidence
(self-assuredness) and motivation (interest
and enthusiasm); if either is low, commitment
is considered lacking. The skippers who
developed winning behaviours were able to
use these different styles in different situations.
However, it was clear from the interviews that
commitment and motivation towards a goal or
task would depend on the broader intentions
and expectations of those on board.

There may be an assumption of leadership
here that it is part of a system responsible for
leading goals and tasks, usually by nature of
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an agreement which prescribes intentions.
However, the underpinning challenge on the
boats was managing multiple, equally valid
expectations held by crew with no contractual
obligation to perform to prescribed intentions.

Situational Leadership provides a useful
framework to develop the competence

and commitment of individuals in relation

to situational tasks and goals, but does not
consider these in relation to the broader
intentions, identity or motivations of individuals
or indeed of the skipper themselves. It does
not explain how skippers were able to align the
multiple expectations of those on board or their
ability to develop capability in others.

Volunteer Leadership

If the crew are not obliged contractually,
perhaps then they should be considered as
volunteers. If so, what are the leadership
models for those who lead volunteers?

A model referenced in third sector leadership
development is Greenleaf’s Servant-Leader
model which suggests a leader’s primary
motivation and role should be in service to
others. The Servant-Leader model challenges
some of the assumptions held about the
nature of leadership models and proposes that
leaders, as ‘conceptualisers’, can promote a
sense of community and the sharing of power
in decision-making through:

e Service: listening carefully to what
followers want and providing for their
needs unobtrusively

e Hosting: providing facilitation for
conversations

e Agility: promoting partnerships

e Narrative: prompting stories of success
as well as explanation to policy makers.




Conceptualisers focus on what ought to

be done and at their best, are persuaders

and relationship builders. While these may

be valuable leadership qualities to create
alignment and influence crew through a sense
of community and sharing of power, the
conceptualiser may not be able to administrate
the necessary processes and controls to build
capability; to move the crew from relative
inexperience to one where they are able to
command themselves. Helpfully, Greenleaf
also suggests contrasting the talents of
conceptualisers with those of ‘operators’; those
with a focus on getting it done:
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Greenleaf suggests that these talents are not
completely exclusive; there is scope for one
person to possess both, although probably only
being exceptional in one of them. Greenleaf’s
framework is useful for understanding that
alignment probably requires conceptualisers

to build relationships and influence the crew

to be motivated by each other; while building
capability necessitates operators to administrate
the processes required to build the capability for
leading, learning and living together.

Management and leadership

Conceptualisers and operators can be
likened to Grint’s summary of management
as ‘executing routines and maintaining
organisational stability — it is essentially
concerned with control’, and leadership
which is ‘concerned with direction-setting,
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with novelty, and is essentially linked to
change, movement and persuasions’.
Zaleznik discusses these two roles and
concludes that leadership and management
are not only different roles, but are carried out
by fundamentally different people in relation
to personality, attitudes, goals, relationships
with others and their sense of self. He
remarked that ‘managerial goals arise out of
necessity rather than desires, whilst leaders
are active instead of reactive; shaping ideas
instead of responding to them’ and that ‘a
manager pays attention to how things get
done and a leader to what the events and
decisions mean to participants’.

How this relates to the Clipper Race

The leader/manager debate is interesting in
relation to the Clipper Race as it does provide
a simple explanation of the winning behaviours;
both leadership and management qualities
were necessary in one person to some extent.
It would be easy to conclude that the boats
required good leadership to create alignment
and shape a common intention, while having
good management to administer the processes
to develop capability. However, leadership and
management definitions are not able to explain
the whole picture, as crew members were both
volunteers, and ultimately customers paying for
the opportunity to fulfil their expectations and
ambitions of either racing across oceans or
sailing between ports; each was a stakeholder
with valid reasons for taking part.

Executive’s Trinity

Bungay helps settle the leader/manager debate
by suggesting that not only do leadership

and management activities overlap; there is

also room for the activities of a commander.
Indeed, Bungay suggests that at any point, an
individual might be combining all three activities
of leadership, management and command.
Bungay describes this as the ‘Executive’s Trinity’
which has its foundations in military history.



Commanders develop strategic direction
considering the aims they have been given
by their stakeholders, the environment
they are in and the capabilities of their
organisation. They also further build its
capabilities to realise the strategy.

Management is about providing and
controlling the means of following the
direction... more a matter of deploying
assets, marshalling resources and controlling
then. Managing means understanding
objectives, solving problems and creating
processes so that others can be organised
efficiently.

Leadership is an activity that is moral and
emotional. The job of a leader is to motivate
and inspire followers so that they are willing
to go in the required direction and perform
their own tasks better.

The Executive’s Trinity recognises the influence
of the stakeholder on the activities of a
commander. This provides the missing link
from leadership and management models.
Freeman defines a stakeholder as ‘any group
or individual who can affect or is affected by the
achievement of the organisation’s objectives’.
While the Clipper crew were not employees
but volunteers, they can be described as
stakeholders with a vested interest in the
outcomes of the race, on many different levels.

Command capability

To better understand how the command
capability could be developed to accommodate
the expectation of stakeholders, the
environment and the capabilities available, it
was important to look at the leadership models
used by commanders today. While a model
based in command and control might seem at
odds with a leadership that requires motivation
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and trust, a reconceptualisation of command
and control offered by Pigeau and McCann
provides a framework which has the potential
to explain the outcomes.

Traditional command and control in
organisations is generally seen as a top
down, tightly-managed process that allows
little room for autonomy or free will. While
controlling mechanisms maintain consistency
for regulation or efficiency; it can constrain
processes unnecessarily and create friction.
There may also be an underlying assumption
that individuals are not able to maintain focus.
With traditional command and control, people
jump because they have to and only to the
height required by regulation.

Yet when looking at command and control in a
military setting today, the need for consistency
plays a vital role, but beyond that, there is

a need to allow individuals to command
themselves within a framework of common
intent. Given the vagaries of the situation,
individuals and teams are able to respond with
agility as they are closer to the action and better
able to judge; to what degree they can respond
depends on their command capability. With the
reconceptualisation of command and control,
people jump because they want to and will find
ways to best suit the vagaries of the situation.

Pigeau and McCann offer a reconceptualisation
of command and control that takes a positive
step away from the unhelpful image of
command and control that organisations shy
away from. Their CAR model (see overleaf)
incorporates the three factors necessary for
this kind of command capability: Competency,
Authority and Responsibility, and suggests that
command is not simply ordering others to act;
command happens only if a person interprets
an order and alters it to suit the vagaries of the
situation; importantly, they argue that

one does not have to command another;
individuals working alone are capable of
commanding themselves.



Competence

e Physical — good health, agility and
endurance

¢ Intellectual — planning, assessing risk,
judgment and creativity

¢ Emotional — associated with resilience,
hardiness and the ability to cope

¢ Interpersonal - trust, respect and
empathy.

Authority

e Formal authority — assigned, explicitly
held

e Personal authority — earned, held tacitly.

Responsibility
e Extrinsic responsibility — contracted with
superiors, accountability

¢ Intrinsic responsibility — motivation, effort
and commitment.

Command Capability — the CAR model
(Adapted from Pigeau and McCann)

Competence: this covers the skills and abilities
required for the necessary physical, intellectual,
emotional and interpersonal capabilities of a
commander (and in turn, the crew). Physical
competence requires good health, agility and
endurance; intellectual competence involves
planning, assessing risk, judgment and
creativity; emotional competence is related to
resilience, hardiness and the ability to cope,
and finally, interpersonal competence requires
trust, respect and empathy.

Authority: this relates to influence — the degree
of power to act with the resources available.
Here, there are two forms of authority: formal
authority is assigned and held explicitly,
whereas personal authority is given informally
by peers and subordinates through reputation,
experience and character, and is acquired
through personal example.
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Responsibility: Pigeau and McCann suggest
that this is the degree to which an individual
accepts legal and moral liability. Again, there are
two types of responsibility held by those with
command capability: extrinsic responsibility

is agreed, contracted and held accountable;
intrinsic responsibility is self-generated
motivation, ownership and commitment. They
suggest these capabilities should be developed
in relation to each other as, for example,
responsibility without authority leads to
ineffectual command whereas authority without
responsibility results in dangerous command.

\% ) wmwﬁ% L\as, mﬂ\oviﬁg on J(TL\@ booﬂt’ as wfm a$
WL\@Y@ e go/ WL\@W We go/ WL\M’, roucte we JmL@/ aw

JVL\M, because everyohe J@WC@@ 1o L\is, me?w%e and
@X]ﬂ@ﬂ@%% and wakes, sure that J(L\M‘g the right
T'L\i%g. Butif L\@ SalS: | Wart J('L\i% to Mﬂom J('L\m
everyone Says: '/ho wg’m not gomm QQD TL\dJ(J, J('L\em

| Jon t know. %@ wuu force us to db H\at buct itlg not
riZL\T S0 ( gu]a.oos,e it comes apow A moJrL\er %‘3/ wfow
F@DFP@ WL\D want to have tL\a @ML\%WSM o 4o WL\AT he
wWards H\m td mJ('L\@r J(,'LWL {om’ wg J('L\m.v

An explanation

What is particularly helpful about the CAR
model is that it provides a more rounded
explanation of the Clipper findings; it is able

to account for individual capability, and team
capability as well as the capacity to develop
capability in others. This model recognises that
there are limitations in the type of leadership
that rests on formal authority and explicit
responsibility. The factors that influence our
own behaviour and our ability to influence
others rests more powerfully within personal
authority and intrinsic responsibility, such as our
own drive to achieve what is important to us as
well as what is important to others, with their
tacit consent. From here, it takes less energy
to develop alignment, build capability and
support autonomy.



The findings from this research focus on the
challenges most commonly faced by the crew
of a year-long round-the-world yacht race
and are discussed alongside the implications
for business and functions of organisations.
Each of the challenges could be overcome

by the skipper’s ability to develop alignment,
build capability and support autonomy; how
they managed to achieve a balance of each of
these factors had implications for the overall
experience of the crew.

Leadership models have also been discussed
in relation to the context and the findings; of
these models, the CAR model provides the
best explanation of the outcomes in relation to
the crew as stakeholders with multiple, equally
valid expectations and no contractual obligation
to perform to prescribed intentions.
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CONCLUSION

But more than that, these findings provide a
fascinating insight into leadership and team
challenges that are both far away from life in
the office but also surprisingly close when we
compare the daily challenges encountered

in todays hard and turmultuous business
climate where change becomes repetitive in its
constancy. By developing alignment, capability
and autonomy, individuals and teams are able
and motivated to respond with agility.

This research demonstrates that when all things
are equal, beyond controllable technical skill
and an uncontrollable external environment; it is
people that make the difference.
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Appendix 1

Clipper race information

Start Leg 6: 33 days
Southampton, United Kingdom — Race starts Race 9: Qingdao, China to San Francisco, USA
31 July 2011

Leg 7: 38 days
Leg 1: 33 days Race 10: San Francisco, USA to Panama

Race 1: Southampton, UK to Madeira, Portugal Race 11: Panama to New York, USA

Race 2: Madeira, Portugal to Rio, Brazil

Leg 8: 22 days

Race 12: New York, USA to Nova Scaotia,
Race 3: Rio, Brazil to Cape Town, South Africa Canada

Leg 2: 18 days

Race 13: Nova Scotia, Canada to Derry-

Leg 3: 23 days Londonderry, Ireland

Race 14: Derry-Londonderry, Ireland to The

Race 4: Cape Town, South Africa to Geraldton,
Netherlands

Australia
Race 15: The Netherlands to Southampton, UK

— Race finish July 2012
Leg 4: 28 days

Race 5: Geraldton, Australia to Tauranga, New
Zealand

Race 6: Tauranga to Gold Coast, Australia

Leg 5: 53 days

Race 7: Gold Coast, Australia to Batan,
Indonesia (Pit stop)

Indonesia to Singapore

Race 8: Singapore to Qingdao, China
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Piers Dudin

Boat Skipper Gate | Ocean | Penalty | Overall
points | sprints | points | points
Gold Coast Australia Richard Hewson 18 2 14 151
Visit Finland Oliver Osborne 2 1 3 103
Singapore Ben Bowley 6 2 1 101
De Lage Landen Mat Booth / Stuart Jackson 10 0 1 99
Welcome to Yorkshire Rupert Dean 9 1 4 86
Geraldton Western Australia Juan Coetzer 8 0 4 7
New York Gareth Glover 2 1 5 7
Derry-Londonderry Mark Light 2 0 4 62
Qingdao lan Conchie 3 1 0 58
Edinburgh Inspiring Capital Gordon Reid / Flavio Zamboni/ 0 1 4 40

Skipper qualifications

All skippers must have:

¢ UK MCA Recognised Yachtmaster Ocean with commercial endorsement
or IYT (International Yacht Training) Master of Yachts

e ENG1 Seafarer’s medical certificate

e STCW Proficiency for Persons in Charge of Medical Care Aboard Ships

e (Global Maritime Distress and Safety System (GMDSS)
General Operators Certificate/ROC Certificate with sat-com endorsement

¢ RYA Yachtmaster Instructor or Cruising Instructor.

Experience/skills:

¢ Fluent English (spoken and written)

e Significant offshore/ocean experience (c. 30,000nm), with a significant proportion in command

¢ Significant time in command of crewed yachts greater than 50-foot

e Strong background in sail training

e Commercial and media awareness and a professional image

e Offshore yacht racing experience and competitive nature

e High level of seamanship, practical yacht husbandry and maintenance skills

e Excellent interpersonal, man management, team building and leadership skills

e Ability to work to financial budgets

e UK work visa.
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