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Can We Reclaim Time to Think?
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Margaret Wheatley

As a species, we humans possess some unique capacities. We can stand apart from
what's going on, think about it, question it, imagine it being different. We are also
curious. We want to know "why?" We figure out "how?" We think about what's
past, we dream forward to the future. We create what we want rather than just
accept what is. So far, we're the only species we know that does this.

As the world speeds up, we're forfeiting these wonderful human capacities. Do you
have as much time to think as you did a year ago? When was the last time you spent
time reflecting on something important to you? At work, do you have more or less
time now to think about what you're doing? Are you encouraged to spend time
thinking with colleagues and co-workers?

In this turbo speed culture, we've begun to equate productivity with speed. If it
can be done faster, we assume it's more productive. A recent trend in some
companies is to hold meetings standing up. These meetings (or perhaps they should
be called "football huddles," are touted as more productive, but the only measure
used is that they take less time. If people are kept standing, the meeting ends
sooner. No one measures the productivity of these meetings by asking whether
people have developed wiser solutions, better ideas, or more trusting relationships.

If we can pause for a moment and see what we are losing as we speed up, I can't
imagine that we would continue with this bargain. We're giving up the very things
that make us human. Our road to hell is being paved with hasty intentions. I hope
we can hotice what we're losing-in our day-to-day lives, in our community, in our
world. T hope we'll be brave enough to slow things down.

But I don't believe anybody is going to give us time to think. We have to reclaim it
for ourselves.

Thinking is the place where intelligent actions begin. We pause long enough to look
more carefully at a situation, to see more of its character, to think about why it's
happening, to notice how it's affecting us and others. Paulo Freire used critical
thinking as a non-violent approach to revolutionary change. First In Brazil, and then



in many poor communities around the world, he taught poor people how to think
about their lives and the forces that were impoverishing them. Nobody believed
that exhausted and struggling poor people could become intelligent thinkers. But it
is easy for people to develop this capacity when they see how thinking can save
their life and the lives of those they love.

Our lives are not as desperate as those poor, and we may not notice that we're
losing the possibility of a fully human life. To see whether you're losing anything of
value to yourself, here are some questions to ask yourself: Are my relationships
with those I love improving or deteriorating? Is my curiosity about the world
increasing or decreasing? What things anger me today as compared to a few years
ago? Which of my behaviors do I value, which do I dislike? Generally, am I feeling
more peaceful or more stressed? Am I becoming someone I admire?

If answering those questions helps you notice anything in your life that you'd like
to change, you will need time to think about it. But don't expect anybody to give
you this time. You will have to claim it for yourself.

No one will give it to you because thinking is always dangerous to the status quo.
Those benefiting from the present system have no interest in your new ideas. In
fact, your thinking is a threat o them. The moment you start thinking, you'll want
to change something. You'll disturb the current situation. We can't expect those
few who are well-served by the current reality to give us time to think. If we want
anything to change, we are the ones who have to reclaim time to think.

In addition to claiming time to think, it's helpful to notice that in American culture,
thinking is not highly prized. In our frenzy to make things happen, to take action,
we've devalued thinking and often view it as an impediment to taking action. We
talk about needing o get things done NOW:; we've created a dualism between
thinking and acting, between "being" and "doing." Personally, I find this dualism to
be both dangerous and nonsensical.

There is no distance between thinking and acting when the ideas mean something to
us. When we look thoughtfully at a situation and understand its destructive
dynamics, we act to change it. Whenever we think and develop ideas that can
change their lives, we act. We don't sit around figuring out the risks or waiting
until someone else develops an implementation strategy. We just start doing. If an
action doesn't work, we try something different. Governments and organizations



struggle with implementation-inside any bureaucracy there's a huge gap between
ideas and actions. But this is because we don't care about those ideas. We didn't
invent them, we know they won't really change anything, and we won't take risks
for something we don't believe in. But when it's our ideq, a result of our thinking,
and we see how it might truly benefit our lives, then we act immediately on any
promising notion.

Taking time to think about those things that might truly change our lives always
provides us with other gifts. Determination, energy, and courage appear
spontaneously when we care deeply about something. We take risks that are
unimaginable in any other context. Here's how Bernice Johnson Reagon, a gifted
singer and song writer, describes her own and others fearless acts during the Civil
Rights Movement. "Now I sit back and look at some of the things we did, and T say,
'What in the world came over us?' But death had nothing to do with what we were
doing. If somebody shot us, we would be dead. And when people died, we cried and
went to funerals. And we went and did the next thing the next day, because it was
really beyond life and death. It was really like sometimes you know what you're
supposed to be doing. And when you know what you're supposed to be doing, it's
somebody else's job to kill you." (in Lovingkindness, Sharon Salzburg, p. 151)

Most of us don't have to risk life and death daily, but we may be dying a slow
death. If we feel we're changing in ways we don't like, or seeing things in the world
that make us feel sorrowful, then we need time to think about this. We need time
to think about what we might do and where we might start to change things. We
need time to develop clarity and courage. If we want our world to be different, our
first act needs to be reclaiming time to think. Nothing will change for the better
until we do that.
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pany a successful mission, no one would have criticized Lewis for
assurning sole command of the expedition. Instead, he set aside his
own personal interests and selected a man of incredible strength—
a man whose talents in many areas exceeded his own. Lewis chose
a man of great character who, by virtue of his former reladonship
with him, would not be afraid to question tactics, challenge strat-
egy, or express his opinion. In short, Meriwether Lewis wanted a
man who could help the mission succeed, not a “yes man.” He
found all of that and more in William Clark. '

Respect

From the first letter, when Lewis wrote that “there is no man on
earth with whom” he would want to share the responsibilities-of
the expedition more than Clark, to when Clark responded “no
man lives with whom I would prefer to undertake Such a Trip.. ...
as yourself,” it was clear that in spite of their different personali-
ties and temperaments, both men genuinely liked and respected
each other. This respect served as the foundation of their effective
partnership.

From early in the journey, when they were still on the Ohio
River and Clark fell ill and Lewis cared for his companion, to the
very end, when Clark comforted Lewis after he had been acci-
dentally shot by one of his men, examples of their friendship and
affection are plentifal.

So great was their respect for one another that the closest to a
disagreement that was recorded over the course of the 863-day,
8,000-mile journey is when Clark refused to comment on Lewis’s
ill-fated iron boat experiment in his journal. Fearing there
would be limited materials from which to construct canoes, Lewis
ordered an elaborate collapsible iron frame, built in Harper’ Ferry,
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and had it hauled up the Missouri. When covered with animal
skins, it was estimated it could haul 8,000 pounds. Stephen
Ambrose and others have interpreted Clark’s unusual silence (he
rarely mentioned the project during the twelve days that the iron-
framed boat was being constructed) as his gentlemanly way of
expressing his displeasure over the tme and effort expended on
the project.!

All in all, it is not much to go on and hardly reflects the stuff
of a great rift. The incident is, however, illustrative of another
important component of shared leadership, which is that deci-
sions, even if they are not unanimous, must appear to be. Never
is there the slightest indication that Clark expressed any doubt
about the iron boat to the others in the party, nor is there any
mention in their journals of any other disagreement between the
captains throughout the entire expedition.

Trust
The second tenet of an effective partnership is trust. In his first
letter, Lewis wrote that Clark’s “situation . . . will in all respects be
precisely such. as my own.” However, during the winter of 1803,
Meriwether Lewis was notified by the Secretary of War, Henry
Dearborn, that due to the peacetime reductions in the military,
Clark could only be offered a lieutenancy—not the rank of cap-
tain. Lewis was mortified. It was not what he had told Clark, and
it is not what President Jefferson had approved. (Why Jefferson
didn’t involve himself in this situation is unknown.) Lewis vehe-
mently objected to Dearborn, but to no avail. Lewis immediately
wrote Clark: “It is not such as I wished or had reason to expect but
such as it is . . . I think it will be best to let none of the party or
any other persons know about the grade, you will observe that the



60 / INTO THE UNKNOWN

grade has no effect upon your compensation, which by G-d, shall
be equal to my own.”

True to his word, Lewis never referred to Clark as anything
other than “captain,” and there is no evidence that Lewis ever
pulled rank on Clark or that any of the party ever knew of the
slight (which was corrected by an act of Congress in November
2000, when it posthumously conferred upon William Clark the
rank of Captain in the Army).

Moreover, well after the expedition, Lewis remained true to his
word and continued to fight for equal compensation for Clark. In
a letter to Dearborn in 1807, Lewis implored the secretary “that
there should be no distinction in rank.” In the end, Liewis was able
to secure an equal land grant for Clark, but not the agreed-upon
rank or the corresponding compensation. The issue, however,
never became public and Clark was always referred to as captain.

To Clark’s immense credit, although miffed at the slight by
Dearborn, he simply stated to Lewis that the mission came first.
When asked by Nicholas Biddle, the first person to edit Lewis and
Clark’s journals, to explain their relationship, Clark simply
responded: “Equal in every respect.” And, by all accounts, they
were just that: equal in every respect.

Complementary Skills
Dead reckoning was an essential navigational skill for the pilots of
riverboats at the beginning of the nineteenth century. The skill
was used to plot a boat’s course and chart its progress upriver. The
skill was also valuable because, in the hands of an experienced
practioner, it could be used to draw accurate maps. By all
accounts, William Clark was the more capable of the two leaders
in this area. Meriwether Lewis, on the other hand, was the more
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seasoned celestial navigator, skilled in using the stars to determine
the longitude and latitude of a particular location.

I start with this practical distinction because it succinctly cap-
tures the different personalities of the two captains. Clark was the
more tactical of the two, better at handling the day-to-day affairs.
Meriwether Lewis was more the visionary and strategic thinker.
He was able to conceptualize the big picture.

Using the standard of today’s Myers-Briggs test, Lewis was
clearly the more introverted and Clark the more extroverted.
Lewis was more “thinking” and Clark more “feeling.” Lewis was
more “judging” and Clark more “perceiving.” There are fewer
distinctions in the “sensing and intuitive” area. Of the two, Lewis
was more mercurial and Clark the more mild-mannered partmer.

"These different personality traits allowed the captains to com-
municate and interact with the members of the expedition in dif-
ferent and deeper ways. Lewis was known for taking long, lonely
walks that helped refresh his sense of purpose and imbued him
with a genuine optimism that was based on his understanding of
the big picture, whereas Clark’s day-to-day interaction with the
men, along with his positive “can do” attitude, was a vital ingredi-
ent in helping the Corps of Discovery overcome the myriad of
obstacles that threatened to derail the expedition.

Lewis’s “thinking” approach was helpful when it was necessary
to coldly calculate the realities of a particular difficult situation.
For instance, when the men were past the point of exhaustion in
the Bitterroot Mountains and surviving on nothing more than
candles and colt meat, it was Lewis who led them forward. Clark,
by nature of his more easygoing and extroverted personality, was
more popular with the men. During the long winter months when
boredom could easily have given way to disciplinary problems
(and sometimes did), Clark would organize shooting parties to
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hone the men’s shooting skills and then reward the winner with
either a small monetary prize or an extra dram of whiskey. And
when morale was dipping and the troops needed some positive
reinforcement, it was more often than not Clark who provided it.

Lewis and Clark also brought to bear different skills in their
relations with the Indians.

Meriwether Lewis seemed to demonstrate a more effective psy-
chological understanding of the Indians. On at least two occasions
he applied his understanding of the Indian psyche to the benefit of
the expediton. In August 1805, with fall and cooler weather
quickly approaching and with the party stll on the eastern side of
the Rockies, the expedition needed to rely on the Shoshone
Indians for horses to portage over the mountains. The Shoshone,
who had been ambushed by neighboring tribes in the past, were
wary of being led into a trap. Lewis had to convince them to stay.
First, he tried telling them that the white man did not lie. (This
was something of a stretch—as later American actions would
attest—but in Lewis and Clark’s case it was true, with minor excep-
tions.) Next, he implied that if they would not cooperate, the
Americans would withhold trade from the tribe in the future. And
when that proved ineffective, Lewis challenged the Indians’
courage and manhood by saying, “I still hoped that there were
some among [you] . . . not afraid to die.” As Lewis recounted in his
journal, he found that he had touched the “right string; to doubt
the bravery of a savage is at once to put him on his metal.” A few
days later, after still not connecting with the rest of his party, whom
he said were coming upriver, the Shoshone again began to doubt
the sincerity of Lewis; in fact, some tribe members were convinced
he was leading them into an ambush by a warring Indian tribe.
Lewis again resorted to his understanding of the situation and
offered the Indian chief his gun and ordered his men to similarly
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hand over their guns to the other Indian warriors as a sign of trust.
“The act worked and confidence was restored. Shortly thereafter,
Lewis was reunited with Clark and a full trust had been established
with the Shoshone.

Clark was equally skilled with the Indians, albeit in a different
capacity. Clark appears to have been the more artful negotiator.
He truly respected and liked Indians, more so than Lewis, who,
on occasion, had some harsh comments about Indians in his
journal entries. '

Clark’s calm temperament and respect for Indians eased the
expedition through some very difficult times. One poignant exam-
ple occurred on the return trip when a band of Chinook Indians
stole Lewis’s faithful Newfoundland dog, Seaman. Although the
dog was quickly recovered, soon thereafter an Indian stole some
other equipment from the party. The normally cool Lewis flew into
a rage that far exceeded the situation and he threatened to “birn
every house” if the Indians didn’t return the stolen items. The
Indian chief, alarmed that Lewis would threaten his entire village
over the actions of a single person, quickly denounced the threat.
What happened next is not well documented, but William Clark
was apparently able to calm his friend and appease the Indian chief.

Tt is interesting to note that the one episode of violence, which
happened when Lewis and a small group encountered the
Blackfeet Indians in July 1806, occurred when the captains had
separated for the return trip across the continent. Whether Clark
could have prevented the tragedy, in which two Blackfeet Indians
died, will never be known. What is known is that Clark prevented
the previously mentioned potentially explosive situation and was
an effective counterbalance to Meriwether Lewis.

Lewis and Clark’s differences transcended what today might be
referred to as “soft skills.” Both men brought unique, tangible
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skills to the expedidon. Lewis was the better botanist and was
more comfortable on land. Clark was a superior cartographer and
the more skilled boatman. As military officers, both men were
trained medical practitioners, but Lewis was the better-trained
doctor, although Clark had 2 more human touch with patients.
On the return trip, when the Nez Percé Indians sought medical
treatment for minor ailments, they turned to Clark.

These practical differences allowed each man to concentrate
his strengths on those areas where they could add the most value.
Clark’s ability to more quickly guide the keelboat upriver meant
precious time was saved, which allowed him more time to explore
the numerous streams and creeks that littered the landscape, which
meant he could draw more accurate maps. And, as Clark was man-
ning the keelboat, Lewis was on land discovering and document-
ing new plants and animals. The arrangement also gave Lewis
more time to conduct celestial navigation and thus determine
their location. This information, in turn, helped place Clark’s
detailed maps in their proper strategic location and greatly aided
the next generation of American explorers. It is therefore the per-
fect illustration of how the two complemented each other and,
together, were greater than the sum of their individual parts.

The Benefits of Two
By default or design, the fact that there were two officers also
ensured that twice the amount of work got done. At the beginning
of the journey, before they even left Camp Dubois, Lewis went to
St. Louis and rounded up the necessary provisions while Clark
stayed behind and built the winter camp, constructed the keel-
boat, trained the men, and oversaw the trial runs up the
Mississippi River. The fact that Lewis and Clark were equal in
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rank ensured that when one man made a decision—especially in
the absence of the other—it was final. There was no concern
among the enlisted men that the other captain would overturn it.
Two supervisors also meant that hunting parties were better
organized, equipment was repaired quicker, and the daily
chores—such as making camp, repairing clothes, and building
canoes—were completed on time because at least one of the offi-
cers was always present to oversee the completion of those activ-
ities. Furthermore, when one got sick, the other ensured that
everything stayed on task. So beneficial was having two leaders
that after one near fatal accident in which a pirogue almost cap-
sized—and neither Lewis nor Clark was aboard—the captains
vowed never to leave the boat unless the other was present.

A Confidant
In June 1805, when the captains were confronted with their fate-
ful decision at the Marias River (concerning which fork repre-
sented the true Missouri) and Lewis had finished his exploration
of the north fork and Clark had completed his trip up the south
fork, the two leaders returned to camp and conferred in the pri-
vacy of their tents. They were aware that the members of the
party were adamant in their belief that the north fork represented
the true Missouri. The fact that the two captains had each other
to confide in certainly played 2 role in their willingness to go
against the opinions of everyone in the group, including the expe-
dition’s master boatman, and select the other (but ultimately cor-
rect), southern course of the river. By double-checking their facts
with each other, probing the other’s thinking for flaws, acting as a
sounding board for each other’s thoughts and doubts, and then
reaching a consensus decision because they were “equal in all
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respects,” the captains achieved two very important things. One,
their decisions were strengthened by the rigors of their partner’s
cross-examination and, two, their confidence in their decisions
was fortified because they had been confirmed by the other. This
confidence, in turn, went a long way toward bolstering morale
and building trust in the captaing’ future decisions.

As Lewis noted in his journal after he and Clark had
announced their decision to follow the southem fork, everyone
went along “cheerfully”—even though they still disagreed with
the decision.

Leapfrogging Captains |
The third benefit of Lewis and Clark’s sharing leadership respon-
sibilities, in addition to getting more work done and bringing dif-
ferent skills to the table, was that the two were able to split up on
occasion and leapfrog each other. The decision at the Marias
River, where Lewis searched up the north fork and Clark the
south, is again a good example. However, there were four addi-
tional times when the captains split up. The first occurred imme-
diately after the decision at the Marias. To appease the men’s
concerns that they were following the wrong river, the captains
agreed to send Lewis ahead to determine if their decision was the
correct one. If it wasn't, then Lewis would return immediately in
order to correct the decision as quickly as possible.

Upon reaching the Great Falls, which confirmed they were on
the Missouri, shortly thereafter, Clark went out ahead and sur-
veyed the route and found the quickest path to portage. While he
did so, Lewis stayed behind and prepared the party for the portage.
A month later, as the captains grew nervous at the prospect of find-
ing the Shoshone Indians, Lewis ventured ahead to expedite
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finding the Indians. When the Shoshone informed the captains
that the Salmon River was not navigable, Clark went ahead to
view the situation for himself.

Even during their difficult trek across the Bitterroots, the cap-
tains split up. This time it was because the men’s morale was dan-
gerously low and they were on the brink of starvation. Clark and
a small party went ahead in search of flat land and food. They set
up camp and rounded up some meager provisions, which they
then sent back to the rest of the party. Finally, on the return trip,
Lewis and Clark split up again to explore more territory. Lewis
documented the Marias River and Clark the Yellowstone River.

In every instance, the decision to split up produced fruitful
results by saving time, increasing morale, or yielding valuable new

information.

Leading Into the Unknown

At a time when the world is getting more complicated every day,
the amount of information grows daily, and the introduction of
new technologies threatens to overwhelm many businesses, the
benefit of having a true partner is more obvious than ever. All of
these factors make Lewis and Clark’s example of shared leadership
extremely relevant. A review of the characteristics that made their
partnership work is instructive for today’s business executives.

Equality in Word and Deed. Lewis and Clark really were, in
Clark’s famous phrase, “equal in every respect.” That none of the
men ever knew of Clark’s lower rank is proof that Lewis adhered to
this principle. The captains’ actions stand in qui€t contrast to many
of the recent examples of co-leadership that have ended in fail-
gre. BankAmerica, Pharmacia, BP Amoco, Citigroup, and
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DaimlerChrysler have all tried co-CEO arrangements in the last
few years and failed. The reason they failed is because for co-com-
mand to work, it must be real in both word and deed. In most cases,
one of the co-CEOs actually held more power in the arrangement.

"This is not to say that shared leadership can’t work. A present-
day illustration of an effective co-CEO relationship is that of John
Addison and Rick Williams at Primerica Financial Services, an
Atlanta-based subsidiary of Citigroup, which has more than
100,000 independent sales agents and annual revenues of nearly
$2 billion. The arrangement between the two has been in place
since 1999 and allows each man to focus on his strengths, while
not being overwhelmed by the complexides and significant
responsibilities of the job.

Trust. Both Lewis and Clark knew the other man’s word was his
bond. In 1803, after learning of Dearborn’ decision, Lewis wrote
Clark that his rank would “by G-d” be the same as his own. Four
years later, Lewis was still fighting to rectify the matter and
appealed again to Dearborn to give Clark his due rank and pay.
Contrast this with the DaimlerChrysler example. At the time of
the merger, Robert Eaton, CEO of Chrysler, and Juergen
Schrempp, CEO of Daimler-Benz, held a press conference and
announced that they intended to be not only co-CEQOs but co-
equals in every sense. The arrangement lasted a little over a year
until Eaton left the company. Schrempp later admitted that he
never viewed the situation as one of co-equals.

Mutual Respect. From the start, when Clark accepted Lewis’
offer to join the expedition by writing, “My friend I do assure you
that no man lives with whom I would prefer to undertake Such a
Trip,” to the very end, when Lewis was fighting for equal pay and
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compensation for William Clark, it is clear that the two men had
a great deal of respect for each other. Without respect, a produc-
tive partnership is not possible.

One such example can be found in the parmership of George
W. Bush and Dick Cheney. In the spring and summer of election
year 2000, George Bush was fighting a losing public relations bat-
tle that portrayed him as lacking the gravitas and the foreign pol-
icy experience to handle the presidency. Shedding the
time-honored tradition of choosing a running mate who offered
“geographical balance,” Bush instead selected Cheney. Cheney
was a man Bush had admired and respected from the time Cheney
served in his father’s cabinet as the head of the Defense
Department. In spite of his similarities with Bush (both were from
the West and had ties to the oil industry), Cheney was also a well-
respected Washington insider who had served as chief of staff to
President Gerald Ford and had spent over a decade in Congress
before being tapped to be secretary of defense. In making the
selection, Bush knowingly brought a more seasoned person onto
the ticket. Cheney had everything that the younger Bush lacked.
Yet rather than wallow in insecurity, Bush disregarded Cheney’s
own advice on whom he should select for vice president (Cheney,
ironically, had headed up Bush’s screening committee for the
position) and chose him. The decision was comparable to Lewis’s
selecting the more senior and more experienced military com-
mander to accompany him on his journey. Bush understood that
he wasn't just selecting a “yes man”; he was selecung someone
who would openly challenge and question his decisions. And

Cheney’s decision to serve with a younger and arguably less qual-
ified man, like Clark’s decision, indicated that the respect was
mutual. He understood Bush possessed skills that he lacked. Of
course, because the presidency can'’t be shared, the analogy falls
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short. However, George W. Bush’s decision stands in quiet con-
trast to his father’s selection of Dan Quayle for vice president.

Different Skills. The partnership of Lewis and Clark worked in
large measure because each man added real value. As noted earlier,
Lewis was the better botanist, zoologist, and doctor. Clark was the
better boatman and cartographer, and he had more rapport with
the men. Their skills compensated for deficiencies in the other and
allowed each to concentrate his efforts where they were most
effective. In the case of Primerica, one CEOQ, Addison, oversees the
sales and marketing departments while the other, Williams, runs
the administration and finance departments. Each man plays to his
respective strengths and thus frees the other up to concentrate
more time and energy on other important functions.

Common Experiences. Both Lewis and Clark were military offi-
cers with years of experience on the frontier. As such, they shared
common experiences and could communicate with each other
based on those experiences. ‘They were both also entrepreneurial
and comfortable with assessing and taking risks, and the daily rig-
ors of the expedition required flexibility and an ability to handle
ambiguity. Without these similar tendencies, it is unlikely the
partnership would have functioned as well. Their shared philo-
sophical outlook helped ensure that each understood where the
other man was coming from at all fimes.

Using the example of Primerica once again, another reason the
partnership works is because Addison and Williams, in addition to
having different skills, have both spent the better part of their
zareers working for the company. As such, they share a common
:xperience that allows each to understand the other better and
1elps them avoid problems arising from philosophical differences
)T miscommunication,
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Communication. Little is recorded of Lewis and Clark’s daily
conversations, but, as officers on the frontier, they undoubtedly
debriefed each other on an almost daily basis. Not only did this
allow them to share information, but they could also use the
opportunity to review decisions in an environment free of outside
intervention. The process helped to improve their decisions and
bolstered the captains’ confidence in those decisions. For any part-
nership to work, communication must be frequent and honest.

United Front. It was almost inevitable over the course of the
8,000-mile journey that the captains had differences of opinion
on various issues, yet never once was there any indication that
their decisions were anything but unanimous. In every parmer-
ship, there are going to be disagreements, but how those issues
are resolved matters greatly. For shared leadership to work, dis-
agreements can—and must—be aired privately. However, once a
decision has been made, the “public” face of that decision must

be unanimous.

Proceed On!
The Commission on Public Trust and Private Enterprise, which
was established to review corporate governance in the wake of the
Enron, Tyco, and Global Crossing corporate scandals, has renewe.d
the call for companies to separate their CEQ and chairman posi-
tions. Moreover, a recent survey of family businesses found that 13
percent already have co-CEOs and that, in the future, 35 percent.of
those surveyed felt that they would move to a co-CEQ relationship.
The two findings suggest that shared leadership is only going to
become more common in the future. Lewis and Clark, by their
example, show that not only can shared leadership work, it can
actually enhance the prospects for success for virtually any venture.
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For twenty-eight months, through unbelievably harsh condi-
tions and trying circumstances, Lewis and Clark handled every
situation masterfully. The fact that there were few emergencies is
a testament to their leadership skills. This success did not, how-
ever, arise out of simple good fortune. It happened because
Meriwether Lewis made a conscious decision to fully share lead-
ership responsibilities with William Clark. As a result, the expedi-
tion benefited by having a deeper reservoir of talent and skills to
draw upon. There were two minds reviewing every decision, two
bodies sharing the tremendous workload, and two sets of eyes
recording all the expedition’s valuable findings. The arrangement
clearly worked for Lewis and Clark, and it can work for business
leaders who are willing to make the effort.

CHAPTER THREETE

FUTURE THINK

The Principle of Strategic Preparation

Plans are notbing; planning is everything.
—General Dwighc Eisenhower

of the interior of the continent was so fuzzy they believed it plau-
sible that they might find massive volcanoes, mountains of pure
salt, and prehistoric mastodons on their journey. They even believed
they might find the mythical lost tribe of ‘Welsh Indians (a group of
Welshmen who allegedly reached America in the 11th century and,
when their boat sank, stayed as an English-speaking white tribe).
It is easy to make light of these things today, but in 1803 there
was no body of knowledge that could contradict these hypotheses.
Yet it was upon this state of knowledge (or lack of it) that Lewis

Before leaving on their expedition, Lewis and Clark’s knowledge




