
Transcription - Dalmo Cirne Article
---

Welcome back, I'm Kim Baillie and this is Inside Exec. In the past week or ten days, I 
received
a newsletter which I get quite regularly from one of our previous guests, Dalmo Cirne. Dalmo
spoke to us about two years ago, almost exactly two years ago in 2024. This particular 
newsletter
caught my eye, or an article in it caught my eye, because what he is asking in the newsletter 
and
what the article's about is how can senior executives distinguish between genuinely having a 
long-term vision versus merely reacting to the latest trend? And I think that's a dilemma
that many of our listeners face at the moment and so I'm going to pose a few questions and 
give you
a little bit of a summary of what is in that newsletter article. I will, at the end of the post, on the
website in fact, put the links to Dalmo's website where you can get a copy of the newsletter or
read some of the other articles that he's got there that might also help you think about this 
particular topic. So I do thank him, I do thank him particularly for sending the emails through, 
sending the newsletter through, and I hope that the discussion will bring you, our listeners, 
some intriguing thoughts to consider. 

We know that we're in an age where change is rapidly happening in terms of how we work, 
what we do, how we do it. So in boardrooms today, a leader is making the mistake of 
projecting current technical limits into five year plans, three year or five year plans without 
accounting for any more change. I think that's a very relevant point for us to consider 
because if we look back historically, there are any number of examples of how we have 
predicted, made our predictions, based on particular technology, the technology of the time. 
In the newsletter, Dalmo introduces, as we might expect from someone who is steeped in 
mathematics, a linear algebra analogy. He talks about eigenvectors which I must admit I had 
never heard of before reading the article, but they are vectors that might shrink or stretch or 
scale but they don't change direction under transformation. So successful long term 
predictions don't bet on volatile technology, they bet on permanent human traits and 
economic constraints.

When we're planning digital transformation, are we building around the fast moving tech 
noise that we are almost submerged in at the present time or are we anchoring to the 
unchanging human and business eigenvectors? 

What practical operational disciplines can help you as a leader or your leadership team stop 
spinning in strategy presentations and start actually producing something? As an example, 
we have an executive that unveiled a bold new product or system vision. The teams 
rearrange roadmaps, they commit capital, they restructure their working environment. 18 
months later and probably not even that long these days, it's still just a slide. The launch 
under delivers or everyone quietly pretends it never happened, right before the next thing is 
paraded out. Now how often has that happened in the last 18 months or 12 months even? It 
is easy for imposter syndrome to creep in at this point in time and make us feel as though we 
are just corporate snake oil salespeople. 



In the article, Dalmo references John Cotter's definition of leadership that "leadership is 
coping with change bysetting direction, aligning people and motivating them". This is where 
many visions fail. It's really poor execution, it's an absence of true destination. As leaders, we 
get trapped reacting to every passing technological trend because that we feel that there's 
always a "train to catch". There's always something that will get us there fastest, will get us 
there better, we'll get us there cheaper. The cost to the team is lack of motivation, fatigue with
the amount of change and the broken promises wearing out good people who do believe at 
the initial stages in the vision that you are showing them. I'm sure we've all been in situations 
or organisations where there's been multi-million dollar project pilot programmes or digital 
transformations without us really knowing what the operational problem was that they were 
supposed to solve. There was some vision out there that made it start but in the 
communication, in the translation to actually doing the work to make it happen, that vision 
was lost or not communicated clearly enough. So how can we, as senior leaders, audit our 
strategy to ensure that we're not treating these projects as fortune tellers reacting to market 
noise or innovation in terms of AI particularly at the moment? 

The biggest flaw is drawing a straight line into the future based only on today's technical 
constraints, completely discounting the new knowledge and breakthroughs that will solve the 
bottleneck. That doesn't mean necessarily that we have to take a step back and not change 
anything. What we have to do is be very clear about what the target is, what the vision is. 
What we need to be doing is balancing healthy skepticism with openness to emerging 
capabilities because how often do boards or executive committees reject necessary 
transformation because they assume today's limitations in terms of cost or speed or 
resources are going to be permanent limitations.

In terms of our organisations, where technology is changing almost daily, we have to 
recognise that
human motivations remain the bedrock. They remain the basis of what we need to address 
when we want something to work within an organisation. The human needs are psychological
safety,
accountability and a shared identity, a shared vision, a shared purpose. 

So what are some practical steps that you can think about in terms of this? I really do 
encourage you to read the full article and take away from it the things that are important to 
you in your own organisations.
Firstly, I think we need to start thinking about cutting the multi-year speculative roadmap 
because we've had other guests talk about that, how three years is just way too long. I think 
we need to address that core habit, I think it is, of having three year conditional contracts for 
senior executives and five years is too long but it's about that, particularly that three year one 
as I see it, where we have the first year proving yourself, the second year it's a little bit of 
coasting and the third year really is get finished the things that I promised I would do when I 
first started and knowing that it's coming to an end and I might or might not have an 
extension, what else can I do? It's that the focus turns inward rather than organisational. And 
I know that's a harsh thing to say but I think in my experience, in talking to people through 
those years, that's the reality and it's not a new reality, it's always been a reality but just 
becomes more and more obvious as the marketplace becomes more critical and more open 
and more transparent shall I say. 



What you need to do too is protect executive credibility. If a vision isn't viable kill it publicly 
before starting the next one and this is coming back to something we've talked about time 
and time again,  about accountability and about responsibility and about owning what you're 
doing, what works, what doesn't work. So there's many episodes that you could hear, Fulyana
and I have talked about that for a long time. So I guess the core lesson that I took away from 
the article was that I need to anchor a long term direction to things that don't change and stop
letting trend chasing dictate my strategy. I do thank Dalmo for the prompt from the newsletter 
for thinking about that. 

I'll leave you with those thoughts to ponder and give some consideration to. As I said, the 
links to Dalmo's website and other articles apart from this one that he's written will be there so
that you can explore this in a little bit more detail. It was just that it triggered my thoughts and 
I thought they were worthwhile sharing with you. We'll be back next week with a new guest. 
I'm Kim Baillie and this is InsideExec.


