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LIVING THE CARE AND GROWTH 

VALUES 

 
Many managers, when introduced to the Care and Growth model, speak about a 
paradigm shift in their thinking from viewing the leadership task as one of 
ñachieving results through peopleò to ñusing the results / task to enable 
extraordinary peopleò 
 
The initial turnaround that the Care and Growth model enables is an 
understanding, by those in positions of command, that they are there to serve 
their people not the other way around. Leadership is about giving to oneôs people 
not getting something out of them. 
 
A further, and more dramatic insight however, is that ultimately leading others 
has less to do with the care and growth of those being led as it has to do with the 
growth of the leader himself. In the process of leading others those in leadership 
positions are given a unique opportunity to grow, to unleash the best in 
themselves, to realise their full potential as human beings.  
 

THE ISSUE OF INTENT ï THE ñWHY.ò 
 

The key difference between 
the óHave toô and óWant toô 
boss is not their behaviour, 
because both kinds of bosses 
can act in a soft / persuasive 
and hard / compelling 
manner, but in how their intent 
is experienced and perceived 
by their subordinates. Intent is 
not about what the leader 
does (behaviour) or how he 
does it (style or approach) but 
why he does it. 
 
In a Care and Growth 

workshop we use what we call óthe pen exampleô to illustrate this. Assuming that 
two delegates, Yunus and Jabu, have forgotten to bring a pen with them to the 
workshop the facilitator gives each of them a pen, saying: 
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What the facilitator does (her 
behaviour) in both cases is 
identical. If there was a video 
camera in the corner of the room, 
it would witness both Yunus and 
Jabu being given a pen. Why the 
facilitator gave a pen to the two 
individuals, is however very 
different. She gave Yunus the pen 
because he needed it. She gave 
Jabu the pen to get something 
from him. 
 

Only with the first interaction is the facilitator actually giving. The ógivingô of the 
pen in the Jabu case is merely the investment she is making to get out of him 
what she wants. Giving is only giving if it is unconditional. 
 
Further to this, the essence of the difference between giving (benevolent intent) 
and taking (malevolent intent) becomes apparent when one considers who is the 
beneficiary in any transaction. The Joe and Fred example makes this point very 
clearly.   
 
In the Fred interaction Fred 
is the beneficiary. This is 
because the intent of the 
boss is to teach Fred 
something, to enable him. 
 
In the Joe interaction the 
boss is the beneficiary. The 
bossôs intent is to get the job 
done, with Joe as his means 
by which he achieves that 
end. 
 
Success as a boss ultimately 
requires the boss to act in 
the best interests of the subordinate in every situation. Only when this is the 
case, is the intent of the boss perceived as benevolent. 
 

THE INTENT TO GIVE 
 
The intent of the boss to give is not necessarily about the boss being nice or 
acquiescing to everything that the subordinate wants. It is about the boss being 
appropriate to what the situation demands. 
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Giving in fact presents itself in two categories. There is the giving of things 
associated with the self which is called generosity. Then there is the giving of the 
self which is termed courage. 
 
Both forms of giving imply a preparedness to put oneself at risk, potentially to 
lose. Generosity suggests that one is willing to rise above a fear of loss of things, 
while courage necessitates rising above a fear of loss of self. 
 
In the context of a boss - subordinate 
relationship, generosity is not only a 
giving of money or resources. It 
includes inter alia a giving of time, 
assistance, support, concern, 
understanding. 
 
 Acting courageously may include the 
giving of constructive feedback, 
making unpopular decisions, holding 
someone accountable as opposed to 
instituting a control, the disclosure of 
sensitive information and so on. 
 
Taking, on the other hand, means that in a given context, one acts 
inappropriately. If the situation requires generosity, but the person behaves in a 
so called courageous way then they are not giving they are taking ï they are 
being selfish. When the situation requires courage, but the person responds with 
generosity, they are again not giving they are taking. This kind of taking is called 
cowardice.  
 
When a boss is himself under pressure for results, and he demands delivery 
rather than asking ówhat can I do to help?ô he is being selfish. When he should 
dismiss someone for poor performance, but instead entices them to leave by way 
of a handsome retrenchment package, he is evidencing cowardice. 
 
To say that a leader should act consistently with the generosity or courage that is 
applicable in a given situation is however not sufficient. This is because 
ógenerosityô and ócourageô are too abstract. Everything to do with courage is not 
necessarily confrontational. It takes courage, for example, to tell someone that 
their life partner has been killed in an accident on the way to work, but the 
leaderôs behaviour would hardly be confrontational. Similarly not everything to do 
with generosity is sweet and accommodating. 
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Between generosity / 
courage and behaviour there 
is a set of criteria which more 
specifically indicates what 
giving appropriately means. 
These criteria we refer to as 
values. Giving in fact means 
to act consistently with the 
value that is operative in any 
given situation. To do what is 
transactionally correct, even 
if it does not appear to be the 
most expedient or workable 
thing to do at the time.  Only 

when a leader does this, is she giving appropriately. When she fails to do so, she 
is taking. 
 
In a disciplinary situation, for example, the value which is operative is fairness. 
Giving here means being fair, not nice.  When the leader breaks the golden rule 
of discipline, acts unfairly, she is taking.  The value which is operative in the case 
of the employeeôs partner, who died, however is not fairness. The criterion which 
makes this a ógivingô rather that a taking transaction, is compassion or care. 
 
 

PUTTING INTENT TO THE TEST 
 
Every interaction that takes place between a boss and a subordinate puts the 
formerôs intent to the test. The bossôs real intent becomes apparent, is revealed. 
This is true in both a seemingly trivial interaction and one which is highly 
significant; what could be termed a defining moment in the relationship between 
the boss and the subordinate. 
 
This is because, in any interchange between the two parties, the bossôs 
behaviour can be informed by only one of two things ï by her needs or by what is 
the correct thing to give in the interaction. 
 
If the boss acts on the basis of her needs she is essentially putting her self 
interest first. When she behaves on the basis of the value which is operative in 
the situation, she acts for reasons higher that her self interest. She is concerned 
with doing what is right rather than with what is expedient. 
 



Wendy Lambourne Dec 2007 

 5 

This does not mean that a 
boss does not have needs. 
She wouldnôt be human if she 
didnôt have needs. In fact our 
instinctive reaction as human 
beings, our default position, 
is to act on the basis of our 
needs. 
 
Having benevolent intent 
means that, in the moment, 
one is capable of rising 
above oneôs needs. This only 
happens at work if the boss 
makes a deliberate and 
conscious choice to put what is in her immediate self interest second. 

 
The choice that the boss makes 
reflects directly on his level of 
maturity as a person. When his 
choice is based on what he wants 
to get, even if he is willing to give 
something in order to get, he is 
being immature. His maturity comes 
to the fore only when he is 
unconditional; he gives what is 
required ï wanting nothing back. 
 
Consciously or otherwise the 
subordinate makes a call on the 

bossôs intent in every situation, by applying a simple rule of thumb. 
 
The rule is this: ñTo what degree is the boss able to suspend his agenda for 
mine ï or more accurately, ñfor what is right.ò 
 
When things go well, who gets the credit? Conversely when things go horribly 
wrong, who gets the blame? Does the boss support me, even if it means putting 
his career on the line?  Whose agenda is being served here, his or mine? 
 
Anyone in a command position is continuously on stage. The choices that 
leaders make never go past unnoticed. What those in charge choose to make 
significant to themselves, more than any thing else, determines their success or 
failure over time. 
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Whether a boss really cares 
or not becomes apparent 
whenever she has to deal 
with an employeeôs personal 
problem. When she 
communicates, her honesty 
is put to the test. The 
degree to which she is 
prepared to coach, to give 
everything she knows away, 
is indicative both of her 
generosity and courage.  
 
While praise and reward 
depend on the gratitude 

which sits in her heart, her capacity for fairness is tested in a disciplinary context. 
The degree to which the leader is prepared to listen is a measure or her humility. 
In team relationships the issue is respect, both amongst members of the team 
and between the leader and the team. Finally, trust in the other is fundamentally 
tested whenever a boss empowers a subordinate. 

 
PERSONAL PROBLEMS ï THE CARE TEST 
 
An employeeôs commitment to a superior, and hence to the organisation, rather 
than to the pursuit of money and power, or even to a chosen profession, is 
largely a function of the superiorôs interest in the employee as a human being. 
 
More than perhaps at any other time, the sincerity of the bossôs interest is put to 
the test when the subordinate has problems of a personal nature. When a 
genuine personal problem arises ï the death of a loved one, a divorce, a serious 
illness ï does the boss notice and does he care? 
 
What the boss should and should not do in these situations is a matter of debate 
in a Care and Growth workshop. Should the boss approach an employee who 
has a personal problem but doesnôt want to talk about it or would this be an 
intrusion on the personôs privacy? When is the best time to broach an issue? 
How should a sensitive issue be tackled? Is it ever appropriate to talk to 
someone else about the employeeôs problem, especially if the person has 
expressly asked the boss to keep the concern between the two of them? 
 
To none of these questions is there a clear cut and dried answer. The really 
critical question in fact relates, not so much to the ówhenô, ówhereô and ,howô of 
the problem, but to the ówhyô the boss is concerned. 
 
In Schuitemaôs Care and Growth workshops we talk participants through the 
following true story: 




