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commitment and advocacy. Research that 
we have conducted over the past several 
years has shown that high engagement 
must include high levels of all three factors. 
For example, when basic satisfaction driv-
ers — job security, compensation and ben-
efits, fairness — dropped in difficult eco-
nomic conditions, engagement plummeted. 
In contrast, when satisfaction and commit-
ments are high, organizations that can also 
achieve high advocacy — such as endors-
ing the organization publicly — have the 
highest engagement. 

Ralph Izzo, CEO of Public Service Enterprise 
Group (PSEG) encapsulates this saying, “To 
be successful, you need great leaders who 
know how to optimize their talent by focus-
ing it, developing the right capabilities and 
creating engagement.” 

The Evidence
Many of the research efforts on People Equity 
have been published elsewhere, so we will 
only summarize some of the new insights 
since the original article. The original article 
described how People Equity can impact a 
variety of important organizational outcomes, 
including higher financial performance, 
greater quality and lower employee turn-
over. Subsequently, we and others (Borg, 
Croenen, et al., 2010) have not only validated 
this in a variety of organizations and indus-
tries, but also extended our understanding of 
the power of ACE to explain and predict 
important outcomes. Let’s first take a look 
at some large scale cross-industry findings:

• In a study of 2,041 companies from 30 in-
dustries (Kostman & Schiemann, 2005), we 

found a high correlation between People 
Equity business results as indicated by fi-
nancial performance, quality and employee 
turnover. For example, top quartile People 
Equity companies had one-half the turnover 
that bottom quartile companies reported.

• Seibert and Lingle (2007) investigated the 
challenges of elevating organizations to 
higher quality, found that People Equity 
and a Quality culture (e.g., support and use 
of six sigma, lean) actually have a multi-
plier effect. While improving either People 
Equity or Quality processes alone improves 
performance, the combined effect is multi-
plicative, often yielding a fourfold increase 
in performance. This may explain the crit-
icality of not only designing and applying 
quality processes and principals, but also 
improving the alignment, capabilities and 
engagement of those who will use them. 

• Seibert and Schiemann (2010) found that 
internal value was also related to ACE. 
That is, if we improve ACE in our internal 
staff and supply chain functions (e.g., HR, 
IT, Finance, R&D, Marketing, Manufac-
turing), it also enhances financial and cus-
tomer outcomes. In the case of internal 
staff functions, high People Equity depart-
ments are rated as delivering far higher 
value than low People Equity units. 

• In a study of outsourcing and suppliers 
(Seibert and Schiemann, 2011), in addition 
to documenting some serious shortfalls in 
the expected benefits from outsourcing, we 
also gained insights into the importance of 
having outsourced labor suppliers who are 
also aligned, capable and engaged with the 
organization and its mission. If an organi-
zation has outsourced a function that used 

 W e have found answers to these 
questions in a human capital 
framework that was introduced in 

this publication in 2006. This framework 
titled “People Equity” includes three factors 
— Alignment, Capabilities and Engagement 
(or ACE) — that research has demonstrated 
is an excellent way to assess how well talent 
investments are being optimized in organiza-
tions. Talent is defined as the collective 
competencies, values and attitudes, experi-
ences and behavioral dispositions of all labor 
in which the organization has invested. This 
article is intended to update the early model 
introduced in these pages, share further 
research and, most importantly, to discuss 
many applications and insights that the 
model has afforded leaders of business, asso-
ciation and government organizations.

But before taking that journey, we should 
delineate each of the elements of People Equity:

• Alignment is the degree to which everyone 
in the organization is rowing synchronously 
in the same direction. Strong alignment 
would be indicated by behaviors that are 
aligned with goals, customers and the 
brand. Furthermore, and a point of greater 
emphasis based on our subsequent re-
search, horizontal alignment — units work-
ing synchronously together across struc-
tural boundaries — is also quite important.

• Capabilities in the People Equity model is 
defined with the customer in mind. It is the 
extent to which competencies, information 
and resources are sufficient to meet internal 
or external customer expectations.

• Engagement, in the People Equity model, 
is comprised of three factors: satisfaction, 

Several key questions have plagued human capital research and practice:

• Why do organizations that get high engagement scores often fail to achieve top quartile 

financial, operational and customer outcomes, and in many cases, still have significant 

turnover and performance challenges?

• Despite the reductions of headcount during the recent global recession, research by the 

Metrus Institute has found that only 20 percent of organizations have optimized their 

huge investment in people (Schiemann 2012). In recent interviews with more than 100 

senior leaders, about over four-fifths have expressed indicated frustration with the level of 

leadership capabilities and bench strength. 

➤
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to reside within the organization — or per-
haps has those former employees still 
working on-site but paid by an outsourced 
supplier — we still want the benefits of 
high ACE: higher employee retention, dis-
cretionary effort, work focused on high 
priorities and attention riveted on meeting 
customer expectations.

New Insights
In the past decade since this model was intro-
duced, the Metrus Institute and others have 
provided a wealth of new insights (Schie-
mann, 2009; Schiemann, 2012), a few of 
which are highlights here:

• First, while A, C and E are often correlated, 
they provide distinct predictive power with 
each of contributing in different ways to 
performance:

$$ For example, while Engagement is often 
a strong predictor of turnover, in a vari-
ety of studies we have found it not to be 
the dominant predictor.

$$ The Capabilities dimension is often the 
most important predictor of customer 
outcomes such as customer satisfaction, 
retention, complaints, mystery shopping 
scores and spend.

$$ Operating and financial performance 
may be best predicted by the Alignment 

dimension, but often are predicted by a 
combination of all three factors.

• Second, beyond the statistical results, using 
the ACE framework has been helpful in 
understanding and overcoming gaps in tal-
ent management processes. Thinking 
through an ACE lens at the talent lifecycle 
(see Exhibit 1), we have discovered a num-
ber of important insights:

$$ Performance management, a frequently 
scorned process, often fails because of a 
basic conflict among the elements of Peo-
ple Equity. For example, in our attempt 
to create Alignment by setting clear goals 
and measures and providing feedback on 
the gaps, people leaders often compro-
mise Engagement. Providing feedback is 
a much researched area, requiring devel-
oped skills. A review of employee survey 
databases from Metrus Group over the 
last 20 years reveals that when managers 
don’t do it well, over 36 percent of em-
ployees walk away disengaged. The link 
to Capabilities is also often sacrificed in 
the zeal to create Alignment. Managers 
are often so focused on goals and gaps, 
that they do not provide sufficient time 
to coach their people. They come down 
quickly on Alignment gaps, but not on 
development ones. 

$$ Hiring is fraught with challenges that 
relate to ACE. I/O psychologists tell us 

that we are lucky to hit 60 percent suc-
cess rates in hiring (Levin and Rosse 
2001). Using the ACE lens, the picture 
becomes clearer. Senior leaders at execu-
tive talent forums that we host repeat-
edly report that many hires fail due to 
fit. Competencies are rarely the issue be-
cause organizations have honed those 
selection skills. However, many organi-
zations are ill-equipped to select for abil-
ity to become aligned and engaged with 
their mission and culture. 

$$ Acculturation is frequently an after-
thought during onboarding. Says Susan 
Bershad, former HR leader at Johnson 
and Johnson, “Onboarding is often pro-
cedural and with little focus on what the 
managing supervisor is doing.” And yet, 
years of research such as LMX theory 
(Dansereau, Cashman and Graen, 
1973)1 tells us that bonds are crafted 
early in a new relationship. Again, gaz-
ing through an ACE lens, many organi-
zations focus on Alignment issues (e.g., 
polices, procedures, goals) or Capabili-
ties (e.g., training) but often miss the 
early Engagement aspects that are so im-
portant to connecting with leaders, peers 
or subordinates.

$$ The top 5 to 10 percent of talent is high-
ly sought after, yet retention of top per-
formers in pivotal jobs2 (Boudreau and 
Ramstad, 2007; Cascio and Boudreau, 
2011) is a significant challenge. It is of-
ten assumed that most departing em-
ployees are leaving their supervisor. 
While this is certainly the case in many 
situations, we find numerous cases in 
which training (leading to feelings of in-
competence) is deficient or alignment 
factors are culpable, such as rewards not 
connected to performance or mis-
matched values. While some are under 
the control of immediate manager or 
coach, others are tied to policies, values, 
resources or senior leader behaviors.

$$ In examining talent processes, we have 
discovered that ACE is a helpful frame-
work for coordinating the entire talent 
lifecycle (Schiemann 2009; Schiemann 
2012). For many organizations, coordi-
nation and communication of consistent 
messages is a serious challenge. One tele-
communications firm excelled in many 
stages of the talent lifecycle: Great re-

EXHIBIT	1:	TALENT LIFECYCLE

1 LMX stands for Leader-Member Exchange
2 Pivotal jobs are those jobs where improving the quantity 

or quality of the talent has the greatest impact on 
organizational success.
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cruiting strategies, superior selection 
and validation tools, great training, so-
phisticated performance management 
and innovative retention strategies. Ex-
cept for one problem: they were not co-
ordinated around a clear Talent Value 
Proposition (TVP) (Schiemann, 2012) 
and values that integrated messaging, 
policies and behaviors across the talent 
lifecycle. New hires would say “This is 
not the organization I thought it would 
be.” Existing employees didn’t believe in 
the culture that was being espoused to 
recruits. People who left often reported 
that such disconnects created trust is-
sues. This major Alignment gap spilled 
over to Engagement eventually. 

• Third, people leaders — immediate manag-
ers or coaches — are in the pivotal position 
to optimize people investments. And yet, 
less than 20 percent of employees report 
high Alignment, Capabilities and Engage-
ment within the units in which they work. 
Many people leaders in our tracking stud-
ies continue to have scores well below 40 
percent favorable — typically resulting in 
lackluster performance at best, or custom-
er animosity at worst. Before an organiza-
tion measures A, C and E, it is easier to 
cover up real causes and blame other fac-
tors for a lack of true leadership skills. Af-
ter all, isn’t leadership about followership? 
If a leader doesn’t have people who are 
aligned with the goals and vision, have op-
timal competencies and high engagement 
in the tasks at hand, isn’t something wrong? 
Are they the right person for a job that 
requires talent optimization? ➤

$$ Of the eight most prominent ACE pro-
files — combinations of high and low A, 
C and E (see Exhibit 2) —only one is 
optimal. The others call for a variety of 
actions to address the gaps. In some 
case, such as “strategic disconnect,” 
something has gone awry in the connec-
tion to goals — perhaps the company 
direction is cloudy or that goals have not 
been set clearly; or it could be that every 
unit is competing rather than cooperat-
ing to achieve overall goals. In other 
profiles, such as “under-equipped,” 
skills, teamwork, information or re-
sources need attention.

• Fourth, can I control ACE? The good 
news is that we have had time to test the 

five drivers and four enablers of ACE that 
we introduced in the original article in 
this publication (See Exhibit 3) with some 
new insights:

$$ The “talent systems” (originally labeled 
HR systems) contain a good deal of both 
predictive and solution power. Perfor-
mance management is a significant ex-
ample as we described earlier. It is impor-
tant to have ways to capture the different 
elements of these systems so that when 
there is a gap in A, C or E, one can quick-
ly find out where it is coming from. For 
example, in one U.S. firm, we found that 
Alignment was generally the lowest scor-
ing area across the board. When we 
drilled down to look at the drivers, we 
found three culprits in the nine drivers 
and enablers relevant to that organiza-
tion: the Performance Management in 
the Talent Systems driver, Direction/
Strategy and Structure. Within the per-
formance management systems, we 
found specific items on the survey that 
were used to assess Alignment pointed 
to confusion about top company priori-
ties, misalignments of departments, con-
fusing goals and weak linkage to re-
wards. This helped the organization 
reexamine these four areas, recognizing 
that by improving them, all groups 
would benefit.

$$ Second, the immediate supervisor is a 
strong contributor to ACE but not the 
only one. It appears that the immediate 
manager’s ability to flexibly customize 
the organization’s systems and policies 
to the needs of a department, job group 

EXHIBIT	2:	ACE PROFILES

EXHIBIT	3:	DRIVERS AND ENABLERS OF ACE
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or individual people makes a huge dif-
ference in ACE. However, supervisors 
can only do so much, because they are 
operating within an organization with 
rules and constraints that can either help 
or hinder ACE levels. Organizations 
that are rigid in their talent processes 
and organizational rules handcuff su-
pervisors and coaches from optimizing 
their unique talent.

$$ Third, senior management plays a big 
role as well. While the manager or coach 
is the daily quarterback, senior leaders 
say a lot by their policies, decisions and 
behaviors. It is not at all uncommon to 
find employees who are loyal to their 
managers but score low in Alignment 
with the organization, or those who will 
provide discretionary effort for their 
boss but will not volunteer for organi-
zational activities or advocate on behalf 
of the organization. Some of the senior 
leadership issues that we find debilitat-
ing to ACE include trust killers such as 
inconsistent behaviors or communica-
tions, failure to behave as they “talk,” 
lack of transparency and outmoded 
policies such as rigid work hours that 
are not consistent with emerging cul-
tural practices such as flextime. 

$$ Fourth, structure and processes/technol-
ogy have both obvious and subtle im-
pacts on ACE. Antiquated IT systems 

can have an obvious impact on Capa-
bilities. But those same antiquated sys-
tems can drag down Engagement over 
time. Imagine a call center customer ser-
vice representative who cannot access 
needed information for a customer be-
cause it is “owned” by another part of 
the business. They can’t meet customer 
expectations (low Capabilities) but they 
also become frustrated — their enthusi-
asm and energy will be depleted by regu-
larly trying to manage unhappy callers. 
A weak IT infrastructure (Processes/
Technology driver) combined with orga-
nizational silos (Structure driver) makes 
for a perfect storm.

• Finally, if we want to optimize talent, then 
we must manage ACE, which means also 
being able to measure it. While we started 
out measuring Alignment using a compre-
hensive audit process (Schiemann and 
Lingle, 1999), we have achieved better re-
sults more cost effectively using a survey of 
employees (often segmented by business 
segments or managerial levels) to obtain 
scores for all three components of People 
Equity. Additionally, it has allowed us to 
compare scores on common scales, so that 
we can assess A relative to C relative to E. 
This has been useful in helping organiza-
tions determine where to focus their first 
efforts. Exhibit 4 is an example of an ACE 
Scorecard™ that summarizes the levels of 
Alignment, Capabilities and Engagement 

across major units. By using red/yellow/
green color coding, patterns within the or-
ganizational structure become clear imme-
diately. Both high-performing units and 
groups that are struggling are quickly iden-
tifiable. Consistent themes such as mis-
alignment in the sales division and strong 
Capabilities in corporate services are also 
easily observed. 

The other insight discovered through mea-
surement is that we can obtain a tremendous 
amount of information about strategy execu-
tion, coordination of priority initiatives, 
structural barriers, acculturation of new 
hires, the employer brand and risks by asking 
managers and employees the right questions 
in buckets of ACE. We have found that the 
eyes of the employee (or other labor sources 
and suppliers) are a great window on the 
workings of the organization and its relation-
ship to other key stakeholders (e.g., customers, 
suppliers, environmental or regulatory 
groups). For example, employees give us an 
interesting look at customers; when com-
bined with customer value or satisfaction 
ratings, we can calibrate employees as a rea-
sonable surrogate for customer or consumer 
issues. By tapping into the thinking of new 
hires as they move through onboarding and 
acculturation, and comparing their views 
with established employees, we gain key 
insights into the employer brand and how 
well the organization acculturates new mem-
bers. Or employees can provide insights into 
innovation if that is a strategic priority — 
how ideas are (or are not) generated, 
developed and implemented. 

Putting ACE to Work 
The Jack in the Box restaurant group has 
contributed significantly to our understand-
ing of ACE. Numbering more than 2,200 
restaurants throughout the United States and 
a wide variety of economic environments, 

EXHIBIT	4:	ACE SCORECARD

EXHIBIT	5.	PERCENTAGE OF 
PREDICTIVE POWER OF EACH 
ELEMENT OF ACE FOR KEY 
ORGANIZATIONAL OUTCOMES

Alignment Capabilities Engagement

Turnover 24% 46% 30%

Productivity 15% 39% 47%

Customer 
Complaints

35% 38% 27%

Sales 21% 30% 49%

Profitability 21% 37% 42%

Quality 33% 46% 21%
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they have examined ACE in sound profound 
ways. We value this study, in particular, 
because we have been able to control many 
of the exogenous variables that often thwart 
clean conclusions about the impact of various 
actions on organizational outcomes such as 
profit, customer loyalty or turnover. In the 
case of Jack in the Box, HR processes and 
policies are not a factor, because every loca-
tion has the same hiring, onboarding, training, 
compensation and performance-manage-
ment processes. This means that any variance 
due to HR systems is held constant. This does 
not mean that HR processes are not impor-
tant, but that they tend to affect all restaurants 
in the same manner. Other variables that 
might create variation could include eco-
nomic conditions, competitors and so forth. 
Because of the large number of restaurants 
across a wide swath of economies, and work 
we did to track the relationship of People 
Equity and its components (ACE) across 
global economic changes, we were able to 
account for much of this. Another reason we 
have highlighted Jack in the Box is that it has 
afforded answers to important questions 
about how ACE operates and how you can 
use it to manage more effectively.

So What Did We Learn That 
Can Be Applied to Other 
Organizations? 
• Economic Impact on Alignment, Capabili-

ties and Engagement: Does ACE make a 
difference in good and poor economic con-
ditions? Yes, we were able to assess the link-
age of ACE to important people, customer 
and financial outcomes before, during and 
after the Great Recession. ACE is a strong 
predictor of important business outcomes, 
although it has an attenuated relationship 

to turnover during the worst economic 
times. After all, when few people are leav-
ing, there isn’t much variance to predict! 
This finding is important with implications 
for how organizations manage during dif-
ficult times. While people may not leave (or 
have intentions of leaving) during tough 
times, low Engagement produces subopti-
mal outcomes: withdrawal, lackluster per-
formance where it can be controlled by 
employee, bad-mouthing of employer, and 
so forth. Low Alignment means wasted op-
portunities for accomplishments when 
staffing may be at its lowest. 

• Why not just use Engagement? Do each of 
the ACE elements help in making deci-
sions? An example of the variability of each 
ACE element in predicting different busi-
ness outcomes is displayed in Exhibit 5 
with some interesting findings. While it is 
often thought that Engagement is the big-
gest driver of turnover, for this organiza-
tion Capabilities is the largest driver of 
turnover while Engagement is the biggest 
predictor of Productivity. Capabilities is 
also the largest predictor of customer com-
plaints. Each organization is different 
based on its unique culture, strategy, work-
force expectations and a variety of other 
factors. But it all comes together at ACE. If 
we know ACE, we generally can under-
stand issues related to turnover, productiv-
ity, customer loyalty, quality and financial 
performance. 

• Do the drivers provide enough information 
to focus action? Armed with the informa-
tion in Exhibit 5, we can then look at the 
contributors to Capabilities. Based on ad-
vanced statistical techniques that tell us the 
relative contribution of different driver el-
ements, Exhibit 6 displays a variety of dif-

ferent potential contributors to Capabili-
ties. For example, the first item — access to 
training — is a big driver of Capabilities 
— about twice as much contribution as 
improving teamwork and about fourfold 
more than access to information. This 
helps HR and line leaders focus limited re-
sources in areas that are most likely to im-
prove Capabilities, which we know is a 
driver of turnover and customer com-
plaints in this organization. When investi-
gated in more depth, it became clear that 
some managers were short-circuiting train-
ing or “never finding it convenient to free 
up their team members” for needed train-
ing. This left many employees ill-equipped 
to face customer questions or to do various 
aspects of their jobs well. Both customers 
and employee turnover suffered as a result.

An Entrenched Culture—A Tough 
Case for Change!
Another example of how ACE can help trans-
form a business comes from the energy 
industry, a sector that has had its difficulties 
adapting to change, saddled as it is with long-
term and, at times, adversarial union 
relationships, high-tenured employees who 
prefer the way it was, and leaders who have 
often been in place for decades. And, yet, the 
market is demanding newer sleeker energy 
producers, competing with many similar 
organizations on price per kilowatt and a 
whole host of industry standards. Landing in 
the bottom or even the third quartile of per-
formance today often leads to a new CEO 
coming in as boards of directors are under 
increasing pressure to see that their firm is 
“hitting the numbers.” In such an environ-
ment, ACE can play a key role in helping to 
transform the organization. ➤

EXHIBIT	6:	DRIVERS AND ENABLERS OF ACE: 
RELATIVE IMPORTANCE

EXHIBIT	7:	THE JOURNEY FROM LOW TO HIGH ACE AND 
BUSINESS PERFORMANCE OF A MAJOR ENERGY COMPANY
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• The relationship of drivers to each ACE 
element is not constant, but often vary by 
organization, culture or strategy. In some 
ways, this should not be surprising, as we 
would not expect the same role played by 
employees of Wal-Mart as we would of 
Zappos or Apple. Innovation, for example, 
might be a more important driver for Apple 
because its business strategy depends on it 
and it attracts large numbers of people 
with high expectations in this area. The 
good news is that this can be quickly as-
sessed. Conversely, service excellence, a 
hallmark of Zappos or Singapore Airlines, 
will also attract employees with different 
service values and skills and expectations. 
It will be important to align recognition 
behaviors and processes with these unique 
aspects of the business. 

• The unique aspect of each organization’s 
strategy and culture led to the creation of 
a “unique business strategy” driver box in 
the People Equity model (see Exhibit 2) to 
accommodate these variations; however, 
we have found that such distinctions oc-
cur in a variety of driver and enablers, 
leading us to conclude that organizations 
get more benefits of understanding deci-
sion effectiveness and impact by custom-
izing their surveys to capture unique val-
ues, strategies or aspects of the culture. 
For example, one retailer included ques-
tions that actually test understanding of 
the strategy rather than merely asking if 
they understand the strategy or direction 
of the firm, which most respondents will 
not deny, whether they truly understand it 
or not.

Understanding and using ACE as a powerful 
lens helps leaders zero-in to the heart of an 
organization, challenge leaders and assign 
accountability for leveraging talent. After all, 
talent is one of the most precious resources 
that most organizations have. ACE should 
help both the organization and its people be 
all they can be. 
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Take an organization we will call “GridCo,” 
that literally keeps the lights on during swel-
tering heat, deep freezes, and in the aftermath 
of hurricanes. When their new CEO arrived, 
the ACE scores placed them in the third quar-
tile of performance. And organizational 
performance had much room for improve-
ment. The CEO and his HR leader took quick 
action to assess the “is now” and set a target 
to get the organization into top quartile per-
formance, using ACE as a framework for 
driving this transformation. Exhibit 7 high-
lights their journey to an optimized talent 
profile over a three-year period of time. This 
is an important lesson regarding ACE: Trans-
formation can be accomplished in a 
relatively short time, but it does require focus, 
accountability and vigilance.

GridCo accomplished this with the following 
key steps:

1. It took stock of People Equity, conduct-
ing a survey of all employees to obtain 
ACE profiles such as the examples dis-
played in Exhibit 4 earlier. Many of the 
scores were in the ‘red,’ meaning that 
the unit was in the bottom half of orga-
nizational performance against 
high-performance organizations. 
These profiles enabled executives to do 
several things:

a. Pinpoint pockets of the organization, 
and those leaders, that needed sup-
port to increase their optimization of 
talent. This type of variance is almost 
a given in every organization we have 
assessed, and a huge opportunity. If 
you increase the optimization of units 
that are in the bottom quartile of ACE 
performance, it raises the perfor-
mance of the organization overall, 
not only because the average scores 
go up, but also because of their per-
formance in interconnected roles 
with others as business partners or 
their role in the supply chain.

b. Look for overall ACE themes: what 
areas, if fixed, will likely raise all 
organizational units. Aided by inter-
views and focus groups, in this case 
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improvement and investigated the key 
drivers of low Alignment, which includ-
ed goal clarity, the performance 
management system and accountability. 
Executives created challenge and design 
teams to address the three driver areas. 

They soon realized that there were man-
agement skills, accountability and 
recognition gaps. The teams created 
solutions to these areas and implement-
ed them during the following year.

3. At the local level, GridCo focused on 
the managers who had lower scoring 
units and provided coaching and sup-
port and oversight by the VP of that 
business segment to increase their tal-
ent optimization skills. 

4. In round 2, the company conducted a 
pulse survey to test how well improve-
ments were going, discovering that 
they had moved into the yellow at sec-
ond quartile performance. Alignment 
moved up 17 percentage points — a 
huge gain for any index in a survey of 
this type. Also, there were collateral 
benefits to Capabilities and Engage-
ment, as focus and energy surged and 
some people were learning new skills. 
Some of these improvements in A and 
C were created from improvements 
among leaders at the local level.

5. Not satisfied to be second quartile, 
GridCo redoubled efforts during the 
next year, conducting focus groups in 
areas such as diversity, knowledge 
transfer and other challenges identified 
in the interim survey, with the goal of 
now increasing Capabilities and 
Engagement scores. Once again, dedi-
cated groups with executive oversight 
and strong CEO support identified 
issues and solutions. Also, they contin-
ued the effort to either improve leaders’ 
talent optimization performance or 
move them to another role if behaviors 
could not be improved through coach-
ing or other interventions.

6. At the fourth round of assessment, ACE 
scores hit top quartile performance. 
The organization was now reaping the 
accolades of their customers, with 
higher satisfaction and increased per-
formance on key industry indicators. 
The CEO was not satisfied to rest on 
accomplishments, but reinforced to his 
leadership team that there were still 
opportunities to improve further.

Challenges in the Use 
of ACE
While the benefits of using ACE thinking 
have certainly been rewarding, there are 
challenges. continued on page 61



VOLUME 36/ISSUE 1 — 2013 61

book reviews
A Must Read Worthwhile Skim It Over Bottom of the Stack

Dansereau F, Cashman J & Graen G (1973). Instrumental-
ity theory and equity theory as complementary 
approaches in predicting the relationship of leadership and 
turnover among managers. Organizational Behavior and 
Human Performance, 10, 184-200.

Kostman JT & Schiemann WA (2005). People equity: The 
hidden driver of quality. Quality Progress (May 2005), 
37-42.

Levin R & Rosse J (2001). Talent flow: A strategic 
approach to keeping good employees, helping them grow, 
and letting them go. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Schiemann WA & Lingle JH (1999). Bullseye! Hitting your 
strategic targets through high impact measurement. NY: 
Free Press.

Schiemann WA (2009). Reinventing talent management: 
How to maximize performance in the new marketplace. 
NY: John Wiley & Sons.

Schiemann WA (2012). The ACE advantage: How smart 
companies unleash talent for optimal performance. VA: 
Society for Human Resource Management.

Seibert JH & Lingle JH (2007). Internal customer service: 
Has it improved? Quality Progress (March 2007), 35-40.

Seibert JH & Schiemann WA (2010). Power to the people. 
Quality Progress (April 2010), 24-30.

Seibert JH & Schiemann WA (2011). Reversing course: 
Survey sheds light on pitfalls of outsourcing. Quality Prog-
ress (July 2011), 37-43.

Optimizing Human Capital continued from page 38

Thomas Jefferson  (continued)

Organized chronologically, Meacham’s effort defines the magnitude 
of Jefferson’s youthful talent as well as the fortunate mentoring he 
received prior to public service. One quickly marvels at how the depth 
and breadth of Jefferson’s interests, extraordinary talent and deeply 
held values drove his years of public service. We see his broad influ-
ence as he congeals and clarifies the sentiment of the founding 
fathers as they wrestled with the founding of a nation.

Meacham chronicles Jefferson’s birth into wealth, his childhood view 
of a powerful father and a lifelong drive to shape the world around 
him. Even as a 25-year-old Jefferson engages his full intellect in 
“distilling complexity into a comprehensible message to reach the 
hearts as well as minds of the larger world.” Jefferson continually 
accepted personal danger throughout his life, beginning with his 
service as governor of Virginia during the Revolutionary War. Chapters 
are grouped around his roles as congressman, ambassador to 
France, first secretary of state, political party leader, second vice-
president and third president, and final stages of his life.

Jefferson is an enigma, interacting with the best minds of his time, 
while also failing as a military leader of Virginia during the war. He 
was capable of wonderful devotion to his dear wife Patty and disas-
trous exploits with the wife of a French ar tist during his 
ambassadorship to France, and a likely predatory relationship with 
Sally Hemings — his own slave.

Leadership students will ponder the puzzle of brilliance, short-
comings and failures as Jefferson left a brilliant legacy for his 
country though little for his heirs — who found his Monticello 
estate in a financial shambles so deep it was divested at his 
death. Readers of People & Strategy will appreciate the regular 
illustrations of how Jefferson pursued the ideal, but acted toward 
the practical, subtle nuances of currying power such as cultivat-
ing a simple personal style as president despite a lifelong 
appreciation of style and the abundance of eloquent quotations 
from the prolific author. All of this is delivered in a very readable 
style whether savored in a deep first read or a subsequent 
research review.
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