Pt

6 Three Surprises About Change

Our built-in schizophrenia is a deeply weird thing, but we
don’t think much about it because we're so used to it. When
we kick off a new diet, we toss the Cheetos and Oreos out of the
pantry, because our rational side knows that when our emotional
side gets a craving, there’s no hope of self-control. The only op-
tion is to remove the temptation altogether. (For the record, some
MIT student will make a fortune designing Cheetos that scurry
away from people when they're on a diet.)

The unavoidable conclusion is this: Your brain isn’t of one
mind.

The conventional wisdom in psychology, in fact, is that the
brain has two independent systems at work at all times. First,
there’s what we called the emotional side. It’s the part of you that
is instinctive, that feels pain and pleasure. Second, there’s the ra-
tional side, also known as the reflective or conscious system, It’s
the part of you that deliberates and analyzes and looks into the
future. : : A

- In the past few decades, psychologists have learned a lot about
these two systems, but of course mankind has always been aware
of the tension. Plato said that in our heads we have a rational
charioteer who has to rein in an unruly horse that “barely yields
to horsewhip and goad combined.” Freud wrote about the selfish
id and the conscientious superego (and also about the ego, which
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mediates between them). More recently, behavioral economists
dubbed the two systems the Planner and the Doer.

But, to us, the duo’s tension is captured best by an analogy
used by University of Virginia psychologist Jonathan Haidt in his
wonderful book The Happiness Hypothesis. Haidr says that our
emotional side is an Elephant and our rational side is its Rider.
Perched atop the Elephant, the Rider holds the reins and seems
to be the leader. But the Rider’s control is precarious because the
Rider is so small relative to the Elephant. Anytime the six-ton
Elephant and the Rider disagree about which direction to go, the
Rider is going to lose. He’s completely overmatched.

Most of us are all too familiar with situations in which our
Elephant overpowers our Rider. You've experienced this if you've
ever slept in, overeaten, dialed up your ex at midnight, procras-
tinated, tried to quit smoking and failed, skipped the gym, got-
ten angry and said something you regretted, abandoned your
Spanish or piano lessons, refused to speak up in a meeting be-
cause you were scared, and so on. Good thing no one is keeping
score.

. The weakness of the Elephant, our emotional and instinctive
side, is clear: It’s lazy and skittish, often looking for the quick pay-
off (ice cream cone) over the long-term payoff (being thin). When
change efforts fail, it’s usually the Elephant’s fault, since the kinds
of change we want typically involve short-term sacrifices for long-
term payoffs. (We cut back on expenses today to yield a better
balance sheet next year. We avoid ice cream today for a better
body next year.) Changes often fail because the Rider simply can’t
keep the Elephant on the road long enough to reach the destina-
tion. o

The Elephant’s hunger for instant gratification is the opposite
of the Rider’s strength, which is the ability to think long-term, to
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plan, to think beyond the moment (all those things that your pet

" can’t do).

But what may surprise you is that the Elephant also has enor-
mous strengths and that the Rider has crippling weaknesses. The

‘Elephant isn’t always the bad guy. Emotion is the Elephant’s

turf—love and compassion and sympathy and loyalty. That fierce
instinct you have to protect your kids against harm—that’s the
Elephant. That spine-stiffening you feel when you need to stand
up for yourself—that’s the Elephant.

And even more important if you're contemplating a change, the
Elephant is the one who gets things done. To make progress toward
a goal, whether it’s noble or crass, requires the energy and drive of
the Elephant. And this strength is the mirror image of the Rider’s
great weakness: spinning his wheels. The Rider tends to overana-
lyze and overthink things. Chances are, you know people with Rider
problems: your friend who can agonize for twenty minutes about
what to eat for dinner; your colleague who can brainstorm about
new ideas for hours but can’t ever seem to make a decision.

If you want to change things, you've got to appeal to both.
The Rider provides the planning and direction, and the Elephant
provides the energy. So if you reach the Riders of your team but
not the Elephants, team members will have understanding with-
out motivation. If you reach their Elephants but not their Riders,
they’ll have passion without direction. In both cases, the flaws
can be paralyzing. A reluctant Elephant and a wheel-spinning
Rider can both ensure that nothing changes. But when Elephants
and Riders move together, change can come easily.

5.
When Rider and Elephant disagree about which way to move,
you've got a problem. The Rider can get his way temporarily—he
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can tug on the reins hard enough to get the Elephant to submit.
(Anytime you use willpower you're doing exactly that.) But the
Rider can't win a tug-of-war with a huge animal for long. He sim-
ply gets exhausted. .

To see this point more clearly, consider the behavior of some
college students who participated in a study about “food
perception” (or so they were told). They reported to the lab a bit
hungry; they'd been asked not to eat for at least three hours
beforehand. They were led to a room that smelled amazing—
the researchers had just baked chocolate-chip cookies. On a
table in the center of the room were two bowls. One held a
sampling of chocolates, along with the warm, fresh-baked
chocolate-chip cookies they'd smelled. The other bowl held a
bunch of radishes.

The researchers had prepped a cover story: We've selected .
chocolates and radishes because they have highly distinctive
tastes. Tomorrow, we'll contact you and ask about your memory
of the taste sensations you experienced while eating them.

Half the participants were asked to eat two or three cookies
and some chocolate candies, but no radishes. The other half were
asked to eat at least two or three radishes, but no cookies. While
they ate, the researchers left the room, intending, rather sadisti-
cally, to induce temptation: They wanted those poor radish-eaters
to sit there, alone, nibbling on rabbit food, glancing enviously at
the fresh-baked cookies. (It probably goes without saying that the
cookie-eaters experienced no great mn.n:mm_n in resisting the rad-
ishes.) Despite the temptation, all participants ate what they were
askedto eat, and none of the radish-eaters snuck a cookie. That’s
willpower at work.

At that point, the “taste study” was officially over, and another
group of researchers entered with a second, supposedly unrelated
study: We're trying to find who's better at solving problems,
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college students or high school students. This framing was in-
tended to get the college students to puff out their chests and
take the forthcoming task seriously.

The college students were presented with a series of puzzles that
required them to trace a complicated mmanman, shape without re-
tracing any lines and without lifting their pencils from the paper.
They were given multiple sheets of paper so they could try over
and over. In reality, the puzzles were designed to be unsolvable.
The researchers wanted to see how long the college students would
persist in a difficult, frustrating task before they finally gave up.

The “untempted” students, who had not had to resist eating
the nrono_mﬁa-nEv cookies, spent nineteen minutes on the task,
making thirty-four well-intentioned attempts to solve the prob-
lem. .

The radish-eaters were less persistent. They gave up after only
eight minutes—less than half the time spent by the cookie-
eaters—and they managed only nineteen solution attempts. Why
did they quit so easily?

The answer may surprise you: They ran out of self-control. In
studies like this one, psychologists have discovered that self-
control is an exhaustible resource. It’s like doing bench presses at
the gym. The first one is easy, when your muscles are fresh. But
with each additional repetition, your muscles get more exhausted,
until you can't lift the bar again. The radish-eaters had drained
their self-control by resisting the cookies. So when their Ele-
phants, inevitably, started complaining about the puzzle task—iz;
t00 hard, its no fun, we're no good at this—their Riders didn’t have
enough strength to yank on the reins for more than eight min-
utes. Meanwhile, the cookie-eaters had a fresh, untaxed Rider,

who fought off the Elephant for nineteen minutes.

Self-control is an exhaustible resource. This is a crucial realiza-
tion, because when we talk about “self-control,” we don’t mean
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the narrow sense of the word, as in the willpower needed to fight
vice (smokes, cookies, alcohol). We're talking about a broader
kind of self-supervision. Think of the way your mind works when
you're giving negative feedback to an employee, or assembling a
new bookshelf, or learning a new dance. You are careful and de-
liberate with your words or movements. It feels like there’s a su-
pervisor on duty. That’s self-control, too.

Contrast that with all the situations ini which your behavior
doesn’t feel “supervised”—for instance, the sensation while you're
driving that you can’t remember the last few miles of road, or the
easy, unthinking way you take a shower or make your morning
coffee. Much of our daily behavior, in fact, is more automatic
than supervised, and that’s a good thing because the supervised
behavior is the hard stuff. It’s draining,

Dozens of studies have demonstrated the exhausting nature of
self-supervision. For instance, people who were asked to make
tricky choices and trade-offs—such as setting up a wedding reg-
istry or ordering a new computer—were worse at focusing and
solving problems than others who hadn’t made the tough choices.
In one study, some people were asked to restrain their emotions
while watching a sad movie about sick animals. Afterward, they
exhibited less physical endurance than others whod let the tears
flow freely. The research shows that we burn up self-control in a
wide variety of situations: managing the impression we're making
on others; coping with fears; controlling our spending; trying to
focus on simple instructions such as “Don’t think of a white
bear”; and many, many others.

Here’s why this matters for change: When people try to
change things, they’re usually tinkering with behaviors that have
become automatic, and changing those behaviors requires care-
ful supervision by the Rider. The bigger the change you're sug-

gesting, the more it will sap people’s self-control.
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And when people exhaust their self-control, what they’re ex-
hausting are the mental muscles needed to think creatively, to
focus, to inhibit their impulses, and to persist in the face of frus-
tration or failure. In other words, they’re exhausting precisely the
mental muscles needed to make a big change.

So when you hear people say that change is hard because peo-
ple are lazy or resistant, that’s just flat wrong. In fact, the oppo-
site is true: Change is hard because people wear themselves out.
And thar’s the second surprise about change: What looks like lazi-

ness is often exhaustion.

6.
Jon.Stegner believed the company he worked for, a large manu-
facturer, was wasting vast sums of money. “I thought we had an
opportunity to drive down purchasing costs not by 2 percent but
by something on the order of $1 billion over the next five years,”
said Stegner, who is quoted in John Kotter and Dan Cohen’s es-
sential book The Heart of Change.

To reap these savings, a big process shift would be required,
and for that shift to occur, Stegner knew that he'd have to con-
vince his bosses. He also knew that they'd never embrace such a
big shift unless they believed in the opportunity, and for the most
part, they didn’t.

Seeking a compelling example of the company’s poor pur~
chasing habits, Stegner assigned a summer student intern to in-
vestigate a single item—work gloves, which workers in most of
the company’s factories wore. The student embarked on a mission
to identify all the types of gloves used in all the company’s facto-
ries and then trace back what the company was paying for them.

The intrepid intern soon reported that the factories were
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purchasing 424 different kinds of gloves! Furthermore, they were
using different glove suppliers, and they were all negotiating their
own prices. The same pair of gloves that cost $5 at one factory
might cost $17 at another.

At Stegner’s request, the student collected a specimen of every
one of the 424 different types of gloves and tagged each with the
price paid. Then all the gloves were gathered up, brought to the
boardroom, and piled up on the conference table. Stegner invited
all the division presidents to come visit the Glove Shrine. He re-
called the scene:

What they saw was a large expensive table, normally
clean or with a few papers, now stacked high with
gloves. Each of our executives stared at this display for a
minute. Then each said something like, “We really buy
all these different kinds of gloves?” Well, as a matter of
fact, yes we do. “Really?” Yes, really. Then they walked
around the table. . . . They could see the prices. They
looked at two gloves that seemed exactly alike, yet one
was marked $3.22 and the other $10.55. It’s a rare event
when these people don't have anything to say. But that
day, they just stood with their mouths gaping,

The gloves exhibit soon became a traveling road show, visit-
ing dozens of plants. The reaction was visceral: This is crazy. We're
crazy. And we've got to make sure this stops happening. Soon Steg-
ner had exactly the mandate for change that he'd sought. The
company changed its purchasing process and saved a great deal of
money. This was exactly the happy ending everyone wanted (ex-
cept, of course, for the glove salesmen who'd managed to sell the

$5 gloves for $17).
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7.

Let’s be honest: Most of us would not have tried what Stegner
did. It would have been so easy, so natural, to make a presenta-
tion that spoke only to the Rider. Think of the possibilities: the
spreadsheets, the savings data, the cost-cutting protocols, the rec-
ommendations for supplier consolidation, the exquisite logic for
central purchasing. You could have created a 12-tabbed Microsoft
Excel spreadsheet that would have made a tax accountant weep
with joy. But instead of doing any of that, Stegner dumped a
bunch of gloves on a table and invited his bosses to see them.

If there is such a thing as white-collar courage, surely this was
an instance.

Stegner knew that if things were going to change, he had to
get his colleagues’ Elephants on his side. If he had made an ana-
lytical appeal, he probably would have gotten some supportive
nods, and the execs might have requested a follow-up meeting
six weeks later (and then rescheduled it). The analytical case was
compelling—by itself, it might have convinced Stegner’s col-
leagues that overhauling the purchasing system would be an im-
portant thing to do . . . next year.

Remember that if you reach your colleagues’ Riders but not
their Elephants, they will have direction without motivation.
Maybe their Riders will drag the Elephant down the road for a
while, bur as we've seen, that effort can’t last long,

Once you break through to feeling, though, things change.
Stegner delivered a jolt to his colleagues. First, they thought to
themselves, Were crazy! Then they thought, We can fix this. Every-
one could think of a few things to try to fix the glove problem—
and by extension the ordering process as a whole. That got their
Elephants fired up to move.

We don't expect potential billion-dollar change stories to come
dressed up like this. The change effort was led by a single employee,
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with the able help of a summer intern. It focused on a single prod-
uct. The scope of the presentation didnt correspond in any way to
the scope of the proposal. Yet Stegner’s strategy worked.

That’s the power of speaking to both the Rider and the

‘Elephant.

8.
It’s true that an unmotivated Elephant can doom a change effort,
but let’s not forget that the Rider has his own issues. He’s a navel-
gazer, an analyzer, a wheel-spinner. If the Rider isn’t sure exactly
what direction to go, he tends to lead the Elephant in circles. And
as we'll see, that tendency explains the third and final surprise
about change: What looks like resistance is often a lack of clarity.

Two health researchers, Steve Booth-Butterfield and Bill
Reger, professors at West Virginia University, were contemplating
ways to persuade people to eat a healthier diet. From past re-
search, they knew that people were more likely to change when
the new behavior expected of them was crystal clear, but unfor-
tunately, “eating a healthier diet” was anything but.

Where to begin? Which foods should people stop (or start)
eating? Should they change their eating behavior at breakfast,
lunch, or dinner? At home or in restaurants? The number of ways
to “eat healthier” is limitless, especially given the starting place
of the average American diet. This is exactly the kind of situation
in which the Rider will spin his wheels, analyzing and agonizing
and never moving forward.

As the two researchers brainstormed, their thoughts kept
coming back to milk. Most Americans drink milk, and we all
know that milk is a great source of calcium. But milk is also the
single largest source of saturated fat int the typical American’s diet.
In fact, calculations showed something remarkable: If Americans
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switched from whole milk to skim or 1% milk, the average diet
would immediately attain the USDA recommended levels of sat-
urated fat.

How do you get Americans to start drinking low-fat milk?
You make sure it shows up in their refrigerators. And that isn’t
an entirely facetious answer. People will drink whatever is around
the house—a family will plow through low-fat milk as fast as
whole milk. So, in essence, the problem was even easier than an-
ticipated: You don't need to change drinking behavior. You need
to change purchasing behavior.

Suddenly the intervention became razor-sharp. What behav-
ior do we want to change? We want consumers to buy skim or

1% milk. When? When they’re shopping for groceries. Where? .

Duh. What else needs to change? Nothing (for now).

Reger and Booth-Butterfield launched a campaign in two
communities in West Virginia, running spots on the local media
outlets (TV, newspaper, radio) for two weeks. In contrast to the
bland messages of most public-health campaigns, the 1% milk
campaign was punchy and specific. One ad trumpeted the fact
that one glass of whole milk has the same amount of saturated fat
as five strips of bacon! At a press conference, the researchers
showed local reporters a tube full of fat—the equivalent of the
amount found in a half-gallon of whole milk. (Notice the Ele-
phant appeals: They're going for an “Oh, gross!” reaction.)

Reger and Booth-Butterfield monitored milk sales data at all
eight stores in the intervention area. Before the campaign, the
market share of low-fat milk was 18 percent. After the campaign,
it was 41 percent. Six months later, it held at 35 percent.

This brings us to the final part of the pattern that character-
izes successful changes: If you want people to change, you must
provide crystal-clear direction.

By now, wo: can understand the reason this is so important:
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It’s so the Rider doesn't spin his wheels. If you tell people to “act
healthier,” think of how many ways they can interpret that—
imagine their Riders contemplating the options endlessly. (Do I
eat more grains and less meat? Or vice versa? Do [ start taking vi-
tamins? Would it be a good trade-off if T exercise more and bribe
myself with ice cream? Should I switch to Diet Coke, or is the ar-
tificial sweetener worse than the calories?)

What looks like resistance is often a lack of clarity. Before this
study, we might have looked at these West Virginians and con-
cluded they were the kind of people who don’t care about their
health. But if they were indeed “that kind” of people, why was it
so easy to shift their behavior?

If you want people to change, you don’t ask them to “act
healthier.” You say, “Next time you're in the dairy aisle of the gro-
cery store, reach for a jug of 1% milk instead of whole milk.”

9.
Now you've had a glimpse of the basic three-part framework we
will unpack in this book, one that can guide you in any situation
where you need to change behavior:

« Direct the Rider. What looks like resistance is often a
lack of clarity. So provide crystal-clear direction. (Think
1% milk.)

* Motivate the Elephant. What looks like laziness is
often exhaustion. The Rider can’t get his way by force for
very long. So it’s critical that you engage people’s emo-
tional side—get their Elephants on the path and cooper-
ative. (Think of the cookies and radishes study and the
boardroom conference table full of gloves.)

_
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Shape the Path. What looks like a people problem is
often a situation problem. We call the situation (includ-
ing the surrounding environment) the “Path.” When you
shape the Path, you make change more likely, no matter
what's happening with the Rider and Elephant. *
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Find the Bright Spots

1.

'In 1990, Jerry Sternin was working for Save the Children, the in-

ternational organization that helps children in need. He'd been
asked to open a new office in Vietnam. The government had in-
vited Save the Children into the country to fight malnutrition.
But when Sternin arrived, the welcome was rather chilly. The for-
eign minister let him know that not everyone in the government
appreciated his presence. The minister told Sternin, “You have
six months to make a difference.”
~ Sternin was traveling with his wife and 10-year-old son. None
of them spoke Vietnamese. “We were like orphans at the airport
when we arrived in Vietnam,” he recalled. “We had no idea what
we were going to do.” Sternin had minimal staff and meager re-
sources. ,

Sternin had read as much as he could about the malnutri-
tion problem. The conventional wisdom was that malnutrition

i
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was the result of an intertwined set of problems: Sanitation
was poor. Poverty was nearly universal. Clean water was not
readily available. The rural people tended to be ignorant about
nutrition.

In Sternin’s judgment, all of this analysis was “TBU”—true
but useless. “Millions of kids can't wait for those issues to be ad-
dressed,” he said. If addressing malnutrition required ending
poverty and purifying water and building sanitation systems, then
it would never happen. Especially in six months, with almost no
money to spend.

Sternin had a better idea. He traveled to rural villages and met
with groups of local mothers. The mothers divided into teams
and went out to weigh and measure every child in their village.
They then pored over the results together.

Sternin asked them, “Did you find any very, very poor kids

who are bigger and healthier than the typical child?” The women,

scanning the data, nodded and said, “C4, ¢4, cd.” (Yes, yes, yes.)

Sternin said, “You mean it’s possible today in this village for
a very poor family to have 3 well-nourished child?”

“Cé, cd, cd.”

“Then let’s go see what they’re doing.”

Sternin’s strategy was to search the community for bright spots—
successful efforts worth emulating. If some kids were healthy de-
spite their disadvantages, that meant malnourishment was not
inevitable. Furthermore, the mere existence of healthy kids pro-
vided hope for a practical, short-term solution. Sternin knew he
couldn't fix the thorny “root causes.” But if a handful of kids were
staying healthy against the odds, why couldn’t every kid be healthy?

Notice that Sternin was trying to focus the mothers’ Riders.
The overall topic—what can you do to make your child health-
ier?—is simply too big and loaded to take on at once. The moth-
ers needed direction, not motivation. After all, every mother’s
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Elephant is going to be motivated to make her child healthier.
But how? .

Remember the power of the 1% milk campaign, which made
an abstract idea (“eat healthier”) practical. Sternin was saying:
Let’s not sit around analyzing “malnutrition.” Let’s go study what
these bright-spot mothers are doing.

As a first step, Sternin and the mothers had to eliminate any
bright spots who weren’t “typical.” For example, a boy might
have an uncle in the government who could send extra food his
way. Other families wouldn’t be able to replicate that.

In order to recognize what the bright-spot mothers were
doing differently, the group had to synthesize the “conventional
wisdom” about feeding kids. So they talked to dozens of peo-
ple—mothers, fathers, older brothers and sisters, grandparents—
and discovered that the community norms were pretty clear:
Kids ate twice a day along with the rest of their families. They
ate food that was appropriate for kids—soft, pure foods like the
highest-quality rice.

Armed with an understanding of the norms, Sternin and the
mothers went into the homes of the bright-spot kids and ob-
served the way the homes were run, alert for any deviations. Their
observation yielded some unexpected insights. For one thing,
bright-spot moms were feeding their kids four meals a day (using
the same amount of food as other moms but spreading it across
four servings rather than two). The larger twice-a-day meals eaten
by most families turned out to be a mistake for children, because
their malnourished stomachs couldn’t process that much food at
one time.

The style of eating was also different. Most parents believed
that their kids understood their own needs and would feed them-
selves appropriately from the communal bowl. But the healthy
kids were fed more actively—hand-fed by parents if necessary.




30 DIRECT THE RIDER

They were even encouraged to eat when they were sick, which
was not the norm.

Perhaps most interesting, the healthy kids were eating differ-
ent kinds of food. The bright-spot mothers were collecting tiny
shrimp and crabs from the rice paddies and mixing them in with
their kids rice. Shrimp and crabs were eaten by adults but gen-
erally weren't considered appropriate food for kids. The mothers
also tossed in sweet-potato greens, which were considered a low-
class food. These dietary improvisations, however strange or “low
class,” were doing something precious: adding sorely needed pro-
tein and vitamins to the children’s diet.

As an outsider, Sternin never could have foreseen these prac-
tices. He knew nothing about sweet-potato greens. The solution
was a native one, emerging from the real-world experience of the
villagers, and for that reason it was inherently realistic and in-
herently sustainable. But knowing the solution wasn’t enough.
For anything to change, lots of mothers needed to adopt the new
cooking habits. .

" Most people in Sternin’s situation would have been itching to
make an announcement, to call the village together and unveil a
set of recommendations. Gather round, everyone: I've studied your
problem and now I have the answer! Here are Sternins 5 Rules for
Fighting Malnutrition.

But Sternin refused to make a formal announcement.
“Knowledge does not change behavior,” he said. “We have all en-
countered crazy shrinks and obese doctors and divorced marriage
counselors.” He knew that telling the mothers about nutrition
wouldn’t change their behavior. They'd have to practice it.

The community designed a program in which fifty malnour-
ished families, in groups of ten, would meet at a hut each day
and prepare food. The families were required to bring shrimp,

crabs, and sweet-potato greens. The mothers washed their hands
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with soap and cooked the meal together. Sternin said that the

“moms were “acting their way into a new way of thinking.” Most

important, it was their change, something that arose from the
local wisdom of the village. Sternin’s role was only to help them
see that they could do it, that they could conquer malnutrition
on their own.

By organizing these cooking groups, Sternin was addressing
both the Rider and the Elephant. The mothers’ Riders got highly
specific instructions: Heres how to cook a tasty lunch with shrimp
and sweet-potato greens. And their Elephants got a feeling: hope.
There really is a way to make my daughter healthier. And its not
very hard—it’s something I can do! Notice that the Path played a
role, too. When so many of the mothers were doing something,
there was strong social pressure to go along. The cooking classes,
in effect, were changing the culture of the village.

Best of all, bright spots solve the “Not Invented Here” prob-
lem. Some people have a knee-jerk skeptical response to “im-
ported” solutions. Imagine the public outcry if an American
politician proposed that the United States adopt the French
health care system. (Or vice versa.) We all think our group is the
smartest. .

By looking for bright spots within the very village he was try-
ing to change, Sternin ensured that the solution would be a na-
tive one. He would have faced a much more difficult quest if he'd
brought in a plan from a different village. The local mothers
would have bristled: Those peaple aren’t like us. Our situation is
more complicated than that. Those ideas wouldn't work here.

Finding bright spots, then, solves many different problems at
once. That’s no surprise; successful change efforts involve con-
necting all three parts of the framework: Rider, Elephant, and
Path. (Although in this book we explain one part of the frame-
work at a time, we'll continue to remind you that even an

5
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example in the “Rider” chapters will influence the Elephant and
Path. Concepts are rarely exclusive.)

Six months after Sternin had come to the Vietnamese village,
65 percent of the kids were better nourished and stayed that way.
Later, when researchers from Emory University’s School of Pub-
lic Health came to Vietnam to gather independent data, they
found that even children who hadn’t been born when Sternin left
the villages were as healthy as the kids Sternin had reached di-
rectly. That discovery provided proof that the changes had stuck.

Sternin’s success began to spread. “We took the first 14 villages
in different phases of the program and turned them into a social
laboratory. People who wanted to replicate the nutrition model
came from different parts of Vietnam. Every day, they would go to
this living university, to these villages, touching, smelling, sniffing,
watching, listening. They would ‘graduate,’ go to their villages, and
implement the process until they got it right. . . . The program

reached 2.2 million Vietnamese people in 265 villages. Our living
university has become a national model for teaching villagers to re-
duce drastically malnutrition in Vietnam,” Sternin said.

Stories don’t come much more heroic than this. Sternin and his
small team of believers, working with a shoestring budget, man-
aged to make a big dent in malnutrition. What makes it more re-
markable is that they weren’t experts. They didn't walk in with the
answers. All they had was a deep faith in the power of bright spots.

2.
The Rider part of our minds has many strengths. The Rider is a
thinker and a planner and can plot a course for a better future.
But as we've seen, the Rider has a terrible weakness—the
tendency to spin his wheels. The Rider loves to contemplate and
analyze, and, making matters worse, his analysis is almost always

R
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directed at problems rather than at bright spots. (You can prob-
ably recall a conversation with a friend who agonized for hours
over a particular relationship problem. But can you remember an
instance when a friend spent even a few minutes analyzing why
something was working so well?)

These analytical qualities can be extremely helpful, obviously—
many problems get solved through analysis—but in situations
where change is needed, too much analysis can doom the effort.
The Rider will see too many problems and spend too much time
sizing them up. Look again at Jerry Sternin and the Vietnam
story: Dozens of experts had analyzed the situation in Vietnam.
Their Riders had agonized over the problems—the water supply,
the sanitation, the poverty, the ignorance. Theyd written posi-
tion papers and research documents and development plans. But
they hadn’t changed a thing.

In tough times, the Rider sees problems everywhere, and
“analysis paralysis” often kicks in. The Rider will spin his wheels
indefinitely unless he's given clear direction. That’s why to make
progress on a change, you need ways to direct the Rider. Show him
where to go, how to act, what destination to pursue. And that’s
why bright spots are so essential, because they are your best hope
for directing the Rider when you're trying to bring about change.



