


ñM ea su re W h a t M a tters takes you behind the scenes for the
creation of Intelôs powerful OKR system ð one of Andy Groveôs finest
legacies.ò

ð Gordon M oore, cofounder and form er chairm an of Intel

ñM ea su re W h a t M a tters will transform  your approach to setting
goals for yourself and your organization. W hether you are in a sm all
start-up, or large global com pany, John Doerr pushes every leader
to think deeply about creating a focused, purpose-driven business
environm ent.ò

ð M ellody Hobson, president of Ariel Investm ents

ñJohn Doerr is a Silicon Valley legend. He explains how
transparently setting objectives and defining key results can align
organizations and m otivate high perform ance.ò

ð Jonathan Levin, dean of Stanford Graduate School of Business

ñM ea su re W h a t M a tters is a gift to every leader or entrepreneur
who wants a m ore transparent, accountable, and effective team . It
encourages the kind of big, bold bets that can transform  an
organization.ò

ð John Cham bers, executive chairm an of Cisco

ñIn addition to being a terrific personal history of tech in Silicon
Valley, M ea su re W h a t M a tters is an essential handbook for both
sm all and large organizations; the m ethods described will definitely
drive great execution.ò

ð Diane Greene, founder and CEO of VM ware, Alphabet board m em ber, and
CEO of Google Cloud
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FO REW O RD

Larry Page
Alphabet CEO  and G oogle Cofounder

wish I had had this book nineteen years ago, when we founded
Google. Or even before that, when I was only m anaging m yself!
As m uch as I hate process, good ideas with great execution are

how you m ake m agic. And thatôs where OKRs com e in.
John Doerr showed up one day in 1999 and delivered a lecture to

us on objectives and key results, and how we should run the
com pany based on his experience at Intel. W e knew Intel was run
well, and Johnôs talk m ade a lot of intuitive sense, so we decided
weôd give it a try. I think itôs worked out pretty well for us.
OKRs are a sim ple process that helps drive varied organizations

forward. W e have adapted how we use it over the years. Take it as a
blueprint and m ake it yours, based on what you want to see happen!
For leaders, OKRs give a lot of visibility into an organization.

They also provide a productive way to push back. For exam ple, you
m ight ask: ñW hy canôt users load a video on YouTube alm ost
instantly? Isnôt that m ore im portant than this other goal youôre
planning to do next quarter?ò
Iôm  glad to join in celebrating the m em ory of Bill Cam pbell,

which John has done very nicely at the conclusion of the book. Bill
was a fantastically warm  hum an being who had the gift of alm ost
always being rightð especially about people. He was not afraid to
tell anyone about how ñfull of shitò they were, and som ehow they
would still like him  even after that. I m iss Billôs weekly haranguing
very m uch. M ay everyone have a Bill Cam pbell in their livesð or
even strive to m ake them selves be a bit m ore like the Coach!
I donôt write a lot of forewords. But I agreed to do this one

because John gave Google a trem endous gift all those years ago.
OKRs have helped lead us to 10x growth, m any tim es over. Theyôve



helped m ake our crazily bold m ission of ñorganizing the worldôs
inform ationò perhaps even achievable. Theyôve kept m e and the rest
of the com pany on tim e and on track when it m attered the m ost.
And I wanted to m ake sure people heard that.

L a rry  P a g e a n d  J o h n  D o err, 2 0 14 .



PART ONE

OKRs in Action



O

1

Google, M eet OKRs

If you donôt know where youôre going, you m ight not
get there.

ð Y ogi B erra

n a fall day in 1999, in the heart of Silicon Valley, I arrived at
a two-story, L-shaped structure off the 101 freeway. It was
young Googleôs headquarters, and Iôd com e with a gift.

The com pany had leased the building two m onths earlier,
outgrowing a space above an ice-cream  parlor in downtown Palo
Alto. Two m onths before that, Iôd placed m y biggest bet in nineteen
years as a venture capitalist, an $11.8 m illion wager for 12 percent of
a start-up founded by a pair of Stanford grad school dropouts. I
joined Googleôs board. I was com m itted, financially and
em otionally, to do all I could to help it succeed.
Barely a year after incorporating, Google had planted its flag: to

ñorganize the worldôs inform ation and m ake it universally accessible
and useful.ò That m ight have sounded grandiose, but I had
confidence in Larry Page and Sergey Brin. They were self-assured,
even brash, but also curious and thoughtful. They listenedð and
they delivered.
Sergey was exuberant, m ercurial, strongly opinionated, and able

to leap intellectual chasm s in a single bound. A Soviet-born
im m igrant, he was a canny, creative negotiator and a principled
leader. Sergey was restless, always pushing for m ore; he m ight drop
to the floor in the m iddle of a m eeting for a set of push-ups.
Larry was an engineerôs engineer, the son of a com puter science

pioneer. He was a soft-spoken nonconform ist, a rebel with a 10x
cause: to m ake the internet exponentially m ore relevant. W hile



Sergey crafted the com m erce of technology, Larry toiled on the
product and im agined the im possible. He was a blue-sky thinker
with his feet on the ground.
Earlier that year, when the two of them  cam e to m y office to pitch

m e, their PowerPoint deck had just seventeen slidesð and only two
with num bers. (They added three cartoons just to flesh out the
deck.) Though theyôd m ade a sm all deal with the W a sh in g to n  P o st,
Google had yet to unlock the value of keyword-targeted ads. As the
eighteenth search engine to arrive on the web, the com pany was way
late to the party. Ceding the com petition such a long head start was
norm ally fatal, especially in technology.*
But none of that stopped Larry from  lecturing m e on the poor

quality of search in the m arket, and how m uch it could be im proved,
and how m uch bigger it would be tom orrow. He and Sergey had no
doubt they would break through, never m ind their lack of a business
plan. Their PageRank algorithm  was that m uch better than the
com petition, even in beta.
I asked them , ñHow big do you think this could be?ò Iôd already

m ade m y private calculation: If everything broke right, Google
m ight reach a m arket cap of $1 billion. But I wanted to gauge their
dream s.

L a rry  P a g e a n d  S erg ey  B rin  a t G o o g leôs b irth p la ce, th e g a ra g e a t 2 3 2  S a n ta
M a rg a rita , M en lo  P a rk , 19 9 9 .



And Larry responded, ñTen billion dollars.ò
Just to be sure, I said, ñYou m ean m arket cap, right?ò
And Larry shot back, ñNo, I donôt m ean m arket cap. I m ean

revenue.ò
I was floored. Assum ing a norm al growth rate for a profitable

tech firm , $10 billion in revenue would im ply a $100 billion m arket
capitalization. That was the province of M icrosoft and IBM  and
Intel. That was a creature rarer than a unicorn. There was no
braggadocio to Larry, only calm , considered judgm ent. I didnôt
debate him ; I was genuinely im pressed. He and Sergey were
determ ined to change the world, and I believed they had a shot.
Long before Gm ail or Android or Chrom e, Google brim m ed with

big ideas. The founders were quintessential visionaries, with
extrem e entrepreneurial energy. W hat they lacked was m anagem ent
experience.* For Google to have real im pact, or even to reach liftoff,
they would have to learn to m ake tough choices and keep their team
on track. Given their healthy appetite for risk, theyôd need to pull
the plug on losersð to fail fast.*
Not least, they would need tim ely, relevant data. To track their

progress. To m easure what m attered.
And so: On that balm y day in M ountain View, I cam e with m y

present for Google, a sharp-edged tool for world-class execution. Iôd
first used it in the 1970s as an engineer at Intel, where Andy Grove,
the greatest m anager of his or any era, ran the best-run com pany I
had ever seen. Since joining Kleiner Perkins, the M enlo Park VC
firm , I had proselytized Groveôs gospel far and wide, to fifty
com panies or m ore.
To be clear, I have the utm ost reverence for entrepreneurs. Iôm

an inveterate techie who worships at the altar of innovation. But Iôd
also watched too m any start-ups struggle with growth and scale and
getting the right things done. So Iôd com e to a philosophy, m y
m antra:

Id ea s a re ea sy . E xecu tio n  is ev ery th in g .
In the early 1980s, I took a fourteen-m onth sabbatical from

Kleiner to lead the desktop division at Sun M icrosystem s. Suddenly
I found m yself in charge of hundreds of people. I was terrified. But
Andy Groveôs system  was m y bastion in a storm , a source of clarity
in every m eeting I led. It em powered m y executive team  and rallied
the whole operation. Yes, we m ade our share of m istakes. But we
also achieved am azing things, including a new RISC m icroprocessor



architecture, which secured Sunôs lead in the workstation m arket.
That was m y personal proof point for what I was bringing, all these
years later, to Google.
The practice that m olded m e at Intel and saved m e at Sunð that

still inspires m e todayð is called OKRs. Short for O bjectives and K ey
R esults. It is a collaborative goal-setting protocol for com panies,
team s, and individuals. Now, OKRs are not a silver bullet. They
cannot substitute for sound judgm ent, strong leadership, or a
creative workplace culture. But if those fundam entals are in place,
OKRs can guide you to the m ountaintop.
Larry and Sergeyð with M arissa M ayer, Susan W ojcicki, Salar

Kam angar, and thirty or so others, pretty m uch the whole com pany
at the tim eð gathered to hear m e out. They stood around the ping-
pong table (which doubled as their boardroom  table), or sprawled in
beanbag chairs, dorm itory style. M y first PowerPoint slide defined
OKRs: ñA m anagem ent m ethodology that helps to ensure that the
com pany focuses efforts on the sam e im portant issues throughout
the organization.ò
An O B J E C T IV E , I explained, is sim ply W H A T  is to be achieved,

no m ore and no less. By definition, objectives are significant,
concrete, action oriented, and (ideally) inspirational. W hen properly
designed and deployed, theyôre a vaccine against fuzzy thinkingð
and fuzzy execution.

K E Y  R E S U L T S  benchm ark and m onitor H O W  we get to the
objective. Effective KRs are specific and tim e-bound, aggressive yet
realistic. M ost of all, they are m easurable and verifiable. (As prize
pupil M arissa M ayer would say, ñItôs not a key result unless it has a
num ber.ò) You either m eet a key resultôs requirem ents or you donôt;
there is no gray area, no room  for doubt. At the end of the
designated period, typically a quarter, we declare the key result
fulfilled or not. W here an objective can be long-lived, rolled over for
a year or longer, key results evolve as the work progresses. Once
they are all com pleted, the objective is necessarily achieved. (And if
it isnôt, the OKR was poorly designed in the first place.)
M y objective that day, I told the band of young Googlers, was to

build a planning m odel for their com pany, as m easured by three key
results:

KR #1: I would finish m y presentation on tim e.
KR #2: W eôd create a sam ple set of quarterly Google OKRs.



KR #3: Iôd gain m anagem ent agreem ent for a three-m onth OKR
trial.

By way of illustration, I sketched two OKR scenarios. The first
involved a fictional football team  whose general m anager cascades a
top-level objective down through the franchise org chart. The
second was a real-life dram a to which Iôd had a ringside seat:
Operation Crush, the cam paign to restore Intelôs dom inance in the
m icroprocessor m arket. (W eôll delve into both in detail later on.)
I closed by recapping a value proposition that is no less

com pelling today. OKRs surface your prim ary goals. They channel
efforts and coordination. They link diverse operations, lending
purpose and unity to the entire organization.
I stopped talking at the ninety-m inute m ark, right on tim e. Now

it was up to Google.

ð

In 2009, the Harvard Business School published a paper titled
ñGoals Gone W ild.ò It led with a catalog of exam ples of ñdestructive
goal pursuitò: exploding Ford Pinto fuel tanks, wholesale gouging by
Sears auto repair centers, Enronôs recklessly inflated sales targets,
the 1996 M ount Everest disaster that left eight clim bers dead. Goals,
the authors cautioned, were ña prescription-strength m edication
that requires careful dosing . . . and close supervision.ò They even
posted a warning label: ñGoals m ay cause system atic problem s in
organizations due to narrowed focus, unethical behavior, increased
risk taking, decreased cooperation, and decreased m otivation.ò The
dark side of goal setting could swam p any benefits, or so their
argum ent went.

 W ARNING !
G oals m ay cause system atic problem s in

organizations due to narrow ed focus, unethical
behavior, increased risk taking, decreased
cooperation, and decreased m otivation.

Use care w hen applying goals in your organization.



The paper struck a chord and is still widely cited. Its caveat is not
without m erit. Like any m anagem ent system , OKRs m ay be
executed well or badly; the aim  of this book is to help you use them
well. But m ake no m istake. For anyone striving for high
perform ance in the workplace, goals are very necessary things.
In 1968, the year Intel opened shop, a psychology professor at

the University of M aryland cast a theory that surely influenced Andy
Grove. First, said Edwin Locke, ñhard goalsò drive perform ance
m ore effectively than easy goals. Second, sp ecific hard goals
ñproduce a higher level of outputò than vaguely worded ones.
In the intervening half century, m ore than a thousand studies

have confirm ed Lockeôs discovery as ñone of the m ost tested, and
proven, ideas in the whole of m anagem ent theory.ò Am ong
experim ents in the field, 90 percent confirm  that productivity is
enhanced by well-defined, challenging goals.
Year after year, Gallup surveys attest to a ñworldwide em ployee

engagem ent crisis.ò Less than a third of U.S. workers are ñinvolved
in, enthusiastic about and com m itted to their work and workplace.ò
Of those disengaged m illions, m ore than half would leave their
com pany for a raise of 20 percent or less. In the technology sector,
two out of three em ployees think they could find a better job inside
of two m onths.
In business, alienation isnôt an abstract, philosophical problem ; it

saps the bottom  line. M ore highly engaged work groups generate
m ore profit and less attrition. According to Deloitte, the
m anagem ent and leadership consulting firm , issues of ñretention
and engagem ent have risen to No. 2 in the m inds of business
leaders, second only to the challenge of building global leadership.ò
But exactly h o w  do you build engagem ent? A two-year Deloitte

study found that no single factor has m ore im pact than ñclearly
defined goals that are written down and shared freely. . . . Goals
create alignm ent, clarity, and job satisfaction.ò
Goal setting isnôt bulletproof: ñW hen people have conflicting

priorities or unclear, m eaningless, or arbitrarily shifting goals, they
becom e frustrated, cynical, and dem otivated.ò An effective goal
m anagem ent system ð an OKR system ð links goals to a team ôs
broader m ission. It respects targets and deadlines while adapting to
circum stances. It prom otes feedback and celebrates wins, large and
sm all. M ost im portant, it expands our lim its. It m oves us to strive
for what m ight seem  beyond our reach.



As even the ñGoals Gone W ildò crowd conceded, goals ñcan
inspire em ployees and im prove perform ance.ò That, in a nutshell,
was m y m essage for Larry and Sergey and com pany.

ð

As I opened the floor for questions, m y audience seem ed intrigued. I
guessed they m ight give OKRs a try, though I couldnôt have foreseen
the depth of their resolve. Sergey said, ñW ell, we need to have so m e
organizing principle. W e donôt have one, and this m ight as well be
it.ò But the m arriage of Google and OKRs was anything but random .
It was a great im pedance m atch, a seam less gene transcription into
Googleôs m essenger RNA. OKRs were an elastic, data-driven
apparatus for a freewheeling, data-worshipping enterprise.* They
prom ised transparency for a team  that defaulted to openð open
source, open system s, open web. They rewarded ñgood failsò and
daring for two of the boldest thinkers of their tim e.
Google, m eet OKRs: a perfect fit.

ð

W hile Larry and Sergey had few preconceptions about running a
business, they knew that writing goals down would m ake them
real.* They loved the notion of laying out what m attered m ost to
them ð on one or two succinct pagesð and m aking it public to
everyone at Google. They intuitively grasped how OKRs could keep
an organization on course through the gales of com petition or the
tum ult of a hockey-stick growth curve.
Along with Eric Schm idt, who two years later becam e Googleôs

CEO, Larry and Sergey would be tenacious, insistent, even
confrontational in their use of OKRs. As Eric told author Steven
Levy, ñGoogleôs objective is to be the system atic innovator of scale.
Innovator m eans new stuff. And scale m eans big, system atic ways of
looking at things done in a way thatôs reproducible.ò Together, the
trium virate brought a decisive ingredient for OKR success:
conviction and buy-in at the top.

ð

As an investor, I am  long on OKRs. As Google and Intel alum ni
continue to m igrate and spread the good word, hundreds of
com panies of all types and sizes are com m itting to structured goal
setting. OKRs are Swiss Arm y knives, suited to any environm ent.



W eôve seen their broadest adoption in tech, where agility and
team work are absolute im peratives. (In addition to the firm s you
will hear from  in this book, OKR adherents include AOL, Dropbox,
LinkedIn, Oracle, Slack, Spotify, and Twitter.) But the system  has
also been adopted by household nam es far beyond Silicon Valley:
Anheuser-Busch, BM W , Disney, Exxon, Sam sung. In todayôs
econom y, change is a fact of life. W e cannot cling to whatôs worked
and hope for the best. W e need a trusty scythe to carve a path ahead
of the curve.
At sm aller start-ups, where people absolutely need to be pulling

in the sam e direction, OKRs are a survival tool. In the tech sector, in
particular, young com panies m ust grow quickly to get funding
before their capital runs dry. Structured goals give backers a
yardstick for success: W eôre g o in g  to  b u ild  th is p ro d u ct, a n d  w eôv e
p ro v en  th e m a rk et b y  ta lk in g  to  tw en ty -fiv e cu sto m ers, a n d  h ereôs
h o w  m u ch  th ey ôre w illin g  to  p a y . At m edium -size, rapidly scaling
organizations, OKRs are a shared language for execution. They
clarify expectations: W h a t d o  w e n eed  to  g et d o n e (a n d  fa st), a n d
w h o ôs w o rk in g  o n  it? They keep em ployees aligned, vertically and
horizontally.
In larger enterprises, OKRs are neon-lit road signs. They

dem olish silos and cultivate connections am ong far-flung
contributors. By enabling frontline autonom y, they give rise to fresh
solutions. And they keep even the m ost successful organizations
stretching for m ore.
Sim ilar benefits accrue in the not-for-profit world. At the Bill &

M elinda Gates Foundation, a $20 billion start-up, OKRs deliver the
real-tim e data that Bill Gates needs to wage war against m alaria,
polio, and HIV. Sylvia M athews Burwell, a Gates alum na, ported the
process to the federal Office of M anagem ent and Budget and later to
the Departm ent of Health and Hum an Services, where it helped the
U.S. governm ent fight Ebola.
But perhaps no organization, not even Intel, has scaled OKRs

m ore effectively than Google. W hile conceptually sim ple, Andy
Groveôs regim en dem ands rigor, com m itm ent, clear thinking, and
intentional com m unication. W eôre not just m aking som e list and
checking it twice. W eôre building our capacity, our goal m uscle, and
there is always som e pain for m eaningful gain. Yet Googleôs leaders
have never faltered. Their hunger for learning and im proving
rem ains insatiable.



As Eric Schm idt and Jonathan Rosenberg observed in their book
H o w  G o o g le W o rk s, OKRs becam e the ñsim ple tool that
institutionalized the foundersô óthink bigô ethos.ò In Googleôs early
years, Larry Page set aside two days per quarter to personally
scrutinize the OKRs for each and every software engineer. (Iôd sit in
on som e of those reviews, and Larryôs analytical legerdem ainð his
preternatural ability to find coherence in so m any m oving partsð
was unforgettable.) As the com pany expanded, Larry continued to
kick off each quarter with a m arathon debate on his leadership
team ôs objectives.
Today, nearly two decades after m y slide show at the ping-pong

table, OKRs rem ain a part of Googleôs daily life. W ith growth and its
attendant com plexity, the com panyôs leaders m ight have settled into
m ore bureaucratic m ethods or scrapped OKRs for the latest
m anagem ent fad. Instead, they have stayed the course. The system
is alive and well. OKRs are the scaffolding for Googleôs signature
hom e runs, including seven products with a billion or m ore users
apiece: Search, Chrom e, Android, M aps, YouTube, Google Play, and
Gm ail. In 2008, a com pany-wide OKR rallied all hands around the
Code Yellow battle against latencyð Googleôs b°te noire, the lag in
retrieving data from  the cloud. Bottom -up OKRs work hand in glove
with ñ20 percent tim e,ò which frees grassroots engineers to dive into
prom ising side projects.
M any com panies have a ñrule of seven,ò lim iting m anagers to a

m axim um  of seven direct reports. In som e cases, Google has flipped
the rule to a m in im u m  of seven. (W hen Jonathan Rosenberg headed
Googleôs product team , he had as m any as twenty.) The higher the
ratio of reports, the flatter the org chartð which m eans less top-
down oversight, greater frontline autonom y, and m ore fertile soil
for the next breakthrough. OKRs help m ake all of these good things
possible.
In October 2018, for the seventy-fifth consecutive quarter,

Googleôs CEO will lead the entire com pany to evaluate its progress
against top-level objectives and key results. In Novem ber and
Decem ber, each team  and product area will develop its own plans
for the com ing year and distill them  into OKRs. The following
January, as CEO Sundar Pichai told m e, ñW eôll go back in front of
the com pany and articulate, óThis is our high-level strategy, and
here are the OKRs we have written for the year.ôò* (In accordance



with com pany tradition, the executive team  will also grade Googleôs
OKRs from  the prior year, with failures unblinkingly dissected.)
Over the following weeks and m onths, thousands of Googlers will

form ulate, discuss, revise, and grade their team  and individual
OKRs. As always, theyôll have carte blanche to browse their intranet
and see how other team s are m easuring success. Theyôll be able to
trace how their work connects up, down, and sidewaysð how it fits
into Googleôs big picture.
Not quite twenty years later, Larryôs jaw-dropping projection

now looks conservative. As we go to press, parent com pany
Alphabetôs m arket cap exceeds $700 billion, m aking it the second-
m ost valuable com pany in the world. In 2017, for the sixth year in a
row, Google ranked num ber one on F o rtu n e m agazineôs list of ñBest
Com panies to W ork For.ò This runaway success is rooted in strong
and stable leadership, a wealth of technical resources, and a values-
based culture of transparency, team work, and relentless innovation.
But OKRs have also played a vital role. I cannot im agine the
Googleplex running without them , and neither can Larry or Sergey.
As you will see in the pages to com e, objectives and key results

drive clarity, accountability, and the uninhibited pursuit of
greatness. Take it from  Eric Schm idt, who credits OKRs with
ñchanging the course of the com pany forever.ò

ð

For decades Iôve been the Johnny Appleseed of OKRs, doing m y best
to dissem inate Andy Groveôs genius with m y twenty slides and
earnest proposition. But I always felt I was skating on the surface,
not really getting the job done. A few years ago, I decided it would
be worth trying againð in print this tim e, and in enough depth to do
the subject justice. This bookð with its com panion website,
whatm atters.com ð is m y chance to bring a long-held passion to you,
m y reader. I hope you find it useful. I can tell you it has changed m y
life.
Iôve introduced the OKR system  to the worldôs m ost am bitious

nonprofit and to an iconic Irish rock star. (And youôll hear from
them  directly.) Iôve witnessed countless individuals use objectives
and key results to grow m ore disciplined in their thinking, clearer in
com m unication, m ore purposeful in action. If this book were an
OKR, Iôd call its objective aspirational: to m ake peopleôs lives, y o u r
life, m ore fulfilling.



Grove was ahead of his tim e. Acute focus, open sharing, exacting
m easurem ent, a license to shoot for the m oonð these are the
hallm arks of m odern goal science. W here OKRs take root, m erit
trum ps seniority. M anagers becom e coaches, m entors, and
architects. Actionsð and datað speak louder than words.
In sum , objectives and key results are a potent, proven force for

operating excellenceð for Google, so why not for you?

ð

Like OKRs them selves, this book com es in two com plem entary
sections. Part One considers the system ôs cardinal features and how
it turns good ideas into superior execution and workplace
satisfaction. W e begin with OKRsô origin story at Andy Groveôs Intel,
where I becam e a zealous convert. Then com e the four OKR
ñsuperpowersò: focus, align, track, and stretch.

Superpow er #1ð Focus and Com m it to Priorities (chapters 4, 5, and 6):
High-perform ance organizations hom e in on work thatôs
im portant, and are equally clear on what d o esn ôt m atter. OKRs
im pel leaders to m ake hard choices. Theyôre a precision
com m unication tool for departm ents, team s, and individual
contributors. By dispelling confusion, OKRs give us the focus
needed to win.

Superpow er #2ð Align and Connect for Team w ork (chapters 7, 8, and 9):
W ith OKR transparency, everyoneôs goalsð from  the CEO
downð are openly shared. Individuals link their objectives to
the com panyôs gam e plan, identify cross-dependencies, and
coordinate with other team s. By connecting each contributor
to the organizationôs success, top-down alignm ent brings
m eaning to work. By deepening peopleôs sense of ownership,
bottom -up OKRs foster engagem ent and innovation.

Superpow er #3ð Track for Accountability (chapters 10 and 11):
OKRs are driven by data. They are anim ated by periodic
check-ins, objective grading, and continuous reassessm entð
all in a spirit of no-judgm ent accountability. An endangered
key result triggers action to get it back on track, or to revise or
replace it if warranted.



Superpow er #4ð Stretch for Am azing (chapters 12, 13, and 14):
OKRs m otivate us to excel by doing m ore than weôd thought
possible. By testing our lim its and affording the freedom  to
fail, they release our m ost creative, am bitious selves.

Part Two covers OKRsô applications and im plications for the new
world of work:

CFRs (chapters 15 and 16): The failings of annual perform ance
reviews have sparked a robust alternativeð continuous
perform ance m anagem ent. I will introduce OKRsô younger
sibling, CFRs (C onversation, F eedback, R ecognition), and
show how OKRs and CFRs can team  up to lift leaders,
contributors, and organizations to a whole new level.

Continuous Im provem ent (chapter 17): As a case study for structured
goal setting and continuous perform ance m anagem ent, we see
a robotics-powered pizza com pany deploys OKRs in every
aspect of its operations, from  the kitchen to m arketing and
sales.

The Im portance of Culture (chapters 18, 19, and 20): Here weôll explore
the im pact of OKRs on the workplace, and how they ease and
expedite culture change.

Along our journey, weôll rove behind the scenes to observe OKRs
and CFRs in a dozen very different organizations, from  Bonoôs ONE
Cam paign in Africa to YouTube and its quest for 10x growth.
Collectively these stories dem onstrate the range and potential of
structured goal setting and continuous perform ance m anagem ent,
and how they are transform ing the way we work.



T
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The Father of OKRs

There are so m any people working so hard and
achieving so little.

ð A n dy G rove

his all began with an ex-girlfriend I was trying to win back.
Ann had dum ped m e and was working in Silicon Valley, but I
didnôt know where. It was the sum m er of 1975, between term s

at Harvard Business School. I drove through Yosem ite and arrived
in the Valley with no job and no place to live. Though m y future was
unsettled, I could program  com puters.* W hile earning m y m asterôs
in electrical engineering at Rice University, Iôd cofounded a
com pany to write graphics software for Burroughs, one of the
ñSeven Dwarfsò battling IBM  for m arket share. I loved every m inute
of it.
Iôd hoped to land an internship at one of the Valleyôs venture

capital firm s, but they all turned m e down. One suggested I try a
chip com pany theyôd funded in Santa Clara, a place called Intel. I
cold-called the highest-ranking Intel person I could get on the
phone, Bill Davidow, who headed the m icrocom puter division.
W hen Bill heard I could write benchm arks, he invited m e to com e
down and m eet him .
The Santa Clara headquarters was an open expanse of low-walled

cubicles, not yet a design clich®. After a brief chat, Bill referred m e
to his m arketing m anager, Jim  Lally, who referred m e on down the
line. By five oôclock Iôd scored a sum m er internship at the rising
paragon of tech firm s. As luck would have it, I found m y ex-
girlfriend there, too, working just down the corridor. She was not



am used when I showed up. (But by Labor Day, Ann and I would be
back together.)
M idway through orientation, Bill took m e aside and said, ñJohn,

letôs be clear about som ething. Thereôs one guy running operations
here, and thatôs Andy Grove.ò Groveôs title was executive vice
president; he would wait twelve m ore years to succeed Gordon
M oore as CEO. But Andy was Intelôs com m unicator, its operator par
excellence, its taskm aster-in-chief. Everybody knew he was in
charge.
By pedigree, Grove was the least likely m em ber of the Intel

Trinity that ran the com pany for three decades. Gordon M oore was
the shy and revered deep thinker, author of the eponym ous law that
underpins the exponential scaling of technology: Com puter
processing power doubles every two years. Robert Noyce, co-
inventor of the integrated circuit (aka the m icrochip), was the
charism atic M r. Outside, the industryôs am bassador, equally at
hom e at a congressional hearing or buying a round of drinks at the
W agon W heel. (The sem iconductor crowd was a hard-partying
crowd.)
And then there was Andr§s Istv§n Gr·f, a Hungarian refugee

whoôd narrowly escaped the Nazis and reached the U.S. at age
twenty with no m oney, little English, and severe hearing loss. He
was a coiled and com pact m an with curly hair and a m aniacal drive.
By dint of sheer will and brainpower, he rose to the top of the m ost
adm ired organization in Silicon Valley and led it to phenom enal
success. During Groveôs eleven-year tenure as CEO, Intel would
return m ore than 40 percent per annum  to its shareholders, on a
par with the arc of M ooreôs law.



A n d y  G ro v e, 19 8 3 .

Intel was Groveôs laboratory for m anagem ent innovation. He
loved to teach, and the com pany reaped the benefits.* A few days
after getting hired, I received a coveted invitation to Intelôs
Organization, Philosophy, and Econom ics course, known as iOPEC,
a sem inar on Intel strategy and operations. Resident professor: Dr.
Andy Grove.
In the space of an hour, Grove traced the com panyôs history, year

by year. He sum m arized Intelôs core pursuits: a profit m argin twice
the industry norm , m arket leadership in any product line it entered,
the creation of ñchallenging jobsò and ñgrowth opportunitiesò for
em ployees.* Fair enough, I thought, though Iôd heard sim ilar things
at business school.
Then he said som ething that left a lasting im pression on m e. He

referenced his previous com pany, Fairchild, where heôd first m et
Noyce and M oore and went on to blaze a trail in silicon wafer
research. Fairchild was the industryôs gold standard, but it had one
great flaw: a lack of ñachievem ent orientation.ò
ñExpertise was very m uch valued there,ò Andy explained. ñThat is

why people got hired. Thatôs why people got prom oted. Their
effectiveness at translating that knowledge into actual results was
kind of shrugged off.ò At Intel, he went on, ñwe tend to be exactly
the opposite. It alm ost doesnôt m atter what you know. Itôs what you



can do with whatever you know or can acquire and actually
accom plish [that] tends to be valued here.ò Hence the com panyôs
slogan: ñIntel delivers.ò

It a lm o st d o esn ôt m a tter w h a t y o u  k n o w . . . . To claim  that
knowledge was secondary and execution all-im portantð well, I
wouldnôt learn th a t at Harvard. I found the proposition thrilling, a
real-world affirm ation of accom plishm ent over credentials. But
Grove wasnôt finished, and he had saved the best for last. Over a few
closing m inutes, he outlined a system  heôd begun to install in 1971,
when Intel was three years old. It was m y first exposure to the art of
form al goal setting. I was m esm erized.
A few unvarnished excerpts, straight from  the father of OKRs:*

Now, the two key phrases . . . are objectives and the key result.
And they m atch the two purposes. The objective is the
direction: ñW e want to dom inate the m id-range
m icrocom puter com ponent business.ò Thatôs an objective.
Thatôs where weôre going to go. Key results for this quarter:
ñW in ten new designs for the 8085ò is one key result. Itôs a
m ilestone. The two are not the sam e. . . .

The key result has to be m easurable. But at the end you can
look, and without any argum ents: Did I do that or did I not do
it? Yes? No? Sim ple. No judgm ents in it.

Now, did we dom inate the m id-range m icrocom puter
business? Thatôs for us to argue in the years to com e, but over
the next quarter weôll know whether weôve won ten new
designs or not.

It was a ñvery, very sim ple system ,ò Grove said, knowing
sim plicity was catnip to an audience of engineers. On its face, the
conception seem ed logical, com m onsensicalð and inspiring. Against
the stale m anagem ent orthodoxy of the period, Grove had created
som ething fresh and original. Strictly speaking, however, his
ñobjectives and key resultsò did not spring from  the void. The
process had a precursor. In finding his way, Grove had followed the
trail of a legendary, Vienna-born gadfly, the first great ñm odernò
business m anagem ent thinker: Peter Drucker.



Our M BO Ancestors

The early-twentieth-century forefathers of m anagem ent theory,
notably Frederick W inslow Taylor and Henry Ford, were the first to
m easure output system atically and analyze how to get m ore of it.
They held that the m ost efficient and profitable organization was
authoritarian.* Scientific m anagem ent, Taylor wrote, consists of
ñknowing exactly what you want m en to do and then see that they
do it in the best and cheapest way.ò The results, as Grove noted,
were ñcrisp and hierarchical: there were those who gave orders and
those who took orders and executed them  without question.ò
Half a century later, Peter Druckerð professor, journalist,

historianð took a wrecking ball to the Taylor-Ford m odel. He
conceived a new m anagem ent ideal, results-driven yet hum anistic.
A corporation, he wrote, should be a com m unity ñbuilt on trust and
respect for the workersð not just a profit m achine.ò Further, he
urged that subordinates be consulted on com pany goals. Instead of
traditional crisis m anagem ent, he proposed a balance of long- and
short-range planning, inform ed by data and enriched by regular
conversations am ong colleagues.
Drucker aim ed to m ap out ña principle of m anagem ent that will

give full scope to individual strength and responsibility and at the
sam e tim e give com m on direction of vision and effort, establish
team  work and harm onize the goals of the individual with the
com m on weal.ò He discerned a basic truth of hum an nature: W hen
people help choose a course of action, they are m ore likely to see it
through. In 1954, in his landm ark book T h e P ra ctice o f
M a n a g em en t, Drucker codified this principle as ñm anagem ent by
objectives and self-control.ò It becam e Andy Groveôs foundation and
the genesis of what we now call the OKR.
By the 1960s, m anagem ent by objectivesð or M BOs, as the

process was knownð had been adopted by a num ber of forward-
thinking com panies. The m ost prom inent was Hewlett-Packard,
where it was a part of the celebrated ñH-P W ay.ò As these businesses
trained their attention on a handful of top priorities, the results
were im pressive. In a m eta-analysis of seventy studies, high
com m itm ent to M BOs led to productivity gains of 56 percent, versus
6 percent where com m itm ent was low.



Eventually, though, the lim itations of M BOs caught up with
them . At m any com panies, goals were centrally planned and
sluggishly trickled down the hierarchy. At others, they becam e
stagnant for lack of frequent updating; or trapped and obscured in
silos; or reduced to key perform ance indicators (KPIs), num bers
without soul or context. M ost deadly of all, M BOs were com m only
tied to salaries and bonuses. If risk taking m ight be penalized, why
chance it? By the 1990s, the system  was falling from  vogue. Even
Drucker soured on it. M BOs, he said, were ñjust another toolò and
ñnot the great cure for m anagem ent inefficiency.ò

M easuring Output

Andy Groveôs quantum  leap was to apply m anufacturing production
principles to the ñsoft professions,ò the adm inistrative, professional,
and m anagerial ranks. He sought to ñcreate an environm ent that
values and em phasizes outputò and to avoid what Drucker term ed
the ñactivity trapò: ñ[S]tressing output is the key to increasing
productivity, while looking to increase activity can result in just the
opposite.ò On an assem bly line, itôs easy enough to distinguish
output from  activity. It gets trickier when em ployees are paid to
think. Grove wrestled with two riddles: How can we define and
m easure output by knowledge workers? And what can be done to
increase it?
Grove was a scientific m anager. He read everything in the

budding fields of behavioral science and cognitive psychology.
W hile the latest theories offered ña nicer way to get people to workò
than in Henry Fordôs heyday, controlled university experim ents
ñsim ply would not show that one style of leadership was better than
another. It was hard to escape the conclusion that no optim al
m anagem ent style existed.ò At Intel, Andy recruited ñaggressive
introvertsò in his own im age, people who solved problem s quickly,
objectively, system atically, and perm anently. Following his lead,
they were skilled at confronting a problem  without attacking the
person. They set politics aside to m ake faster, sounder, m ore
collective decisions.
Intel relied on system s in every facet of its operations. M arking

his debt to Drucker, Grove nam ed his goal-setting system  ñiM BOs,ò



for Intel M anagem ent by Objectives. In practice, however, it was
very different from  the classical M BO. Grove rarely m entioned
objectives without tying them  to ñkey results,ò a term  he seem s to
have coined him self. To avoid confusion, Iôll refer to his approach as
ñOKRs,ò the acronym  I assem bled from  the m asterôs lexicon. In
nearly every respect, the new m ethod negated the old:

M BO s vs. O KRs

M BO s Intel O KRs

ñW hatò ñW hatò and ñHowò

Annual Q uarterly or M onthly

Private and Siloed Public and Transparent

Top-down Bottom -up or Sideways (~50% )

Tied to Com pensation M ostly Divorced from  Com pensation

Risk Averse Aggressive and Aspirational

By 1975, when I arrived at Intel, Groveôs OKR system  was in full
swing. Every knowledge worker in the com pany form ulated m onthly
individual objectives and key results. W ithin days of the iOPEC
sem inar, m y supervisor directed m e to do the sam e. Iôd been put to
work writing benchm arks for the 8080, Intelôs latest entry in the 8-
bit m icroprocessor m arketplace, where it reigned suprem e. M y goal
was to show how our chip was faster and generally beat the
com petition.
M y Intel OKRs are m ostly lost to the pre-cloud sands of tim e, but

Iôll never forget the gist of m y first one:

O BJECTIVE
Dem onstrate the 8080ôs superior perform ance as

com pared to the M otorola 6800.

KEY RESULTS
(AS M EASURED BY . . .)

1. Deliver five benchm arks.
2. Develop a dem o.
3. Develop sales training m aterials for the field force.
4. Call on three custom ers to prove the m aterial w orks.



Intelôs Lifeblood

I rem em ber typing out that OKR on an IBM  Selectric. (The first
com m ercial laser printer was a year away.) Then I posted a hard
copy on m y carrel for people to scan as they walked by. Iôd never
worked at a place where you wrote down your goals, m uch less
where you could see everybody elseôs, on up to the CEO. I found it
illum inating, a beacon of focus. And it was liberating, too. W hen
people cam e to m e m id-quarter with requests to draft new data
sheets, I felt I could say no without fear of repercussion. M y OKRs
backed m e. They spelled out m y priorities for all to see.
Through the Andy Grove era, OKRs were Intelôs lifeblood. They

stood front and center at weekly one-on-ones, biweekly staff
m eetings, m onthly and quarterly divisional reviews. That was how
Intel m anaged tens of thousands of people to etch a m illion lines of
silicon or copper to within a m illionth of a m eter in accuracy.
Fabricating sem iconductors is a tough business. W ithout rigor,
nothing works; yields plum m et, chips fail. OKRs were constant
rem inders of what our team s needed to be doing. They told us
precisely what we were achievingð or not.
Along with writing m y benchm arks, I trained Intelôs dom estic

sales team . W eeks passed. Grove got wind that the m ost
knowledgeable person on the 8080 was a twenty-four-year-old
intern. One day he grabbed m e and said, ñDoerr, com e to Europe
with m e.ò For a sum m er kid, it was a heady invitation. I joined
Grove and his wife, Eva, on a trip to Paris, London, and M unich. W e
trained the European sales force, called on three big prospects, and
won two accounts. I contributed what I could. W e dined at
M ichelin-starred restaurants, where Grove knew his way around a
wine list. He took a liking to m e; I felt awed in his presence. He was
a m an who lived life large.
Back in California, Andy had Bill Davidow write a letter to

confirm  Iôd have a job waiting the following year. That sum m er was
an eye-opening, m ind-blowing education, to the point where I
alm ost dropped out of Harvard. I figured I could learn m ore about
business by rem aining at Intel. I com prom ised by returning to
M assachusetts and working part tim e on the com panyôs account
with Digital Equipm ent Corporation, helping to drag them  kicking
and scream ing into the m icroprocessor era. I finished m y last



sem ester, raced back to Santa Clara, and stayed at Intel for the next
four years.

Andy Grove, OKR Incarnate

The m id-1970s m arked the birth of the personal com puter industry,
a yeasty tim e for fresh ideas and upstart entrepreneurs. I was low on
the totem  pole, a first-year product m anager, but Grove and I had a
relationship. One spring day I grabbed him  and drove up to the first
W est Coast Com puter Faire at the San Francisco Civic Auditorium .
W e found a form er Intel executive dem onstrating the Apple II, the
state of the art for graphical display. I said, ñAndy, weôve already got
the operating system . W e m ake the m icrochip. W eôve got the
com pilers; weôve licensed BASIC. Intel should m ake a personal
com puter.ò But as we hiked down the aisles, past vendors hawking
plastic bags of chips and parts, Grove took a long look and said, ñEh,
these are hobbyists. W eôre not going into that business.ò M y big
dream  was dashed. Intel never did enter the PC m arket.
Though he wasnôt dem onstrative, Grove could be a

com passionate leader. W hen he saw a m anager failing, he would try
to find another roleð perhaps at a lower levelð where the person
m ight succeed and regain som e standing and respect. Andy was a
problem  solver at heart. As one Intel historian observed, he ñseem ed
to know exactly w h a t he wanted and h o w  he was going to achieve
it.ò* He was sort of a walking OKR.
Intel was born in the era of the Free Speech M ovem ent at

Berkeley and the flower children of Haight-Ashbury. Punctuality
was out of fashion am ong the young, even young engineers, and the
com pany found it challenging to get new hires into work on tim e.
Groveôs solution was to post a sign-in sheet at the front desk, to log
anyone dragging in after 8:05ð we called it Andyôs Late List. Grove
collected the sheet each m orning at 9:00 sharp. (On those m ornings
when I was tardy, Iôd try to beat the system  by sitting in the parking
lot until five m inutes after nine.) Nobody knew of anyone whoôd
been docked. Even so, the list signified the im portance of self-
discipline in a business with no m argin for error.
Grove was hard on everybody, m ost of all him self. A proudly self-

m ade m an, he could be arrogant. He did not suffer fools, or



m eandering m eetings, or ill-form ed proposals. (He kept a set of
rubber stam ps on his desk, including one engraved BULLSHIT.) The
best way to solve a m anagem ent problem , he believed, was through
ñcreative confrontationòð by facing people ñbluntly, directly, and
unapologetically.ò*
Despite Andyôs hot tem per, he was down-to-earth and

approachable, open to any good idea. As he once told T h e N ew  Y o rk
T im es, Intel m anagers ñleave our stripes outside when we go into a
m eeting.ò Every big decision, he believed, should begin with a ñfree
discussion stage . . . an inherently egalitarian process.ò The way to
get his respect was to disagree and stand your ground and, ideally,
be shown to be right in the end.
After Iôd logged eighteen m onths as a product m anager, Jim  Lally

ð by then the head of system s m arketing, and a great m entor and
hero of m ineð said to m e, ñDoerr, if you want to be a really good
general m anager som eday, you need to get out in the field, sell, get
rejected, and learn to m eet a quota. You can have all the technical
expertise in the world, but youôll succeed or fail in this business
based on whether your team  m akes their num bers.ò
I chose Chicago. In 1978, after Ann and I got m arried, I becam e a

technical sales rep in the M idwest region. It was the best job Iôve
ever had. I loved helping our custom ers m ake a better dialysis
m achine or traffic-light controller. I loved selling Intel
m icroprocessors, the brains of the com puter, and I was pretty good
at it. (I cam e by this talent honestly; m y father, Lou Doerr, was a
m echanical engineer who loved people and loved selling to them .)
Since Iôd written all the benchm arks, I knew the program m ing cold.
M y sales quota that first year was an intim idating $1 m illion, but I
beat it.
After Chicago, I returned to Santa Clara as a m arketing m anager.

Suddenly I had to hire a sm all team , guide m y peopleôs work, and
m easure it against expectations. M y skill set was stretched, and
thatôs when I cam e to m ore fully appreciate Groveôs goal-setting
system . W ith an Intel m anager coaching m e through the process, I
developed m ore discipline, m ore constancy. I relied on OKRs to
com m unicate m ore clearly and help m y team  get our m ost
im portant work done. None of this cam e naturally. It was a second,
deeper level of learning objectives and key results.
In 1980, an opportunity surfaced at Kleiner Perkins to leverage

m y technical background in working with new com panies. Andy



could not fathom  why I would want to leave Intel. (He him self put
the com pany ahead of everything, with the possible exception of his
grandchildren.) He had an am azing ability to reach into your chest
and grab your heart, pull it out, and hold it in his hands in front of
you. By then he was the com panyôs president, and he said, ñCom e
on, Doerr, donôt you want to be a general m anager and own a real
P&L? Iôll let you run Intelôs software division.ò It was a nonexistent
business, but could have been built into one. Then he added a
zinger: ñJohn, venture capital, thatôs not a real job. Itôs like being a
real estate agent.ò

Andy Groveôs Legacy

W hen Grove died at seventy-nine after years of stoic suffering with
Parkinsonôs disease, T h e N ew  Y o rk  T im es called him  ñone of the
m ost acclaim ed and influential personalities of the com puter and
Internet era.ò He wasnôt an im m ortal theorist like Gordon M oore or
an iconic public figure like Bob Noyce. Nor did he publish enough to
rest beside Peter Drucker in the pantheon of m anagem ent
philosophy. Yet Grove changed the way we live. In 1997, three
decades after his experim ents at Fairchild, he was nam ed T im e
m agazineôs M an of the Year, ñthe person m ost responsible for the
am azing growth in the power and the innovative potential of
m icrochips.ò Andy Grove was a rare hybrid, a suprem e technologist
and the greatest chief executive of his day. W e sorely m iss him .

Dr. G roveôs Basic O KR Hygiene
The essence of a healthy O KR cultureð ruthless intellectual honesty, a
disregard for self-interest, deep allegiance to the team ð flowed from  the fiber
of Andy G roveôs being. But it was G roveôs nuts-and-bolts approach, his
engineerôs m entality, that m ade the system  work. O KRs are his legacy, his
m ost valuable and lasting m anagem ent practice. Here are som e lessons I
learned at Intel from  the m aster and from  Jim  Lally, Andyôs O KR disciple and
m y m entor:

Less is m ore. ñA few extrem ely well-chosen objectives,ò G rove wrote,
ñim part a clear m essage about what we say óyesô to and what we say ónoô to.ò
A lim it of three to five O KRs per cycle leads com panies, team s, and individuals
to choose what m atters m ost. In general, each objective should be tied to five
or fewer key results. (See chapter 4, ñSuperpower #1: Focus and Com m it to
Priorities.ò)



Set goals from  the bottom  up. To prom ote engagem ent, team s and
individuals should be encouraged to create roughly half of their own O KRs, in
consultation with m anagers. W hen all goals are set top-down, m otivation is
corroded. (See chapter 7, ñSuperpower #2: Align and Connect for Team work.ò)

No dictating. O KRs are a cooperative social contract to establish priorities
and define how progress will be m easured. Even after com pany objectives are
closed to debate, their key results continue to be negotiated. Collective
agreem ent is essential to m axim um  goal achievem ent. (See chapter 7,
ñSuperpower #2: Align and Connect for Team work.ò)

Stay flexible. If the clim ate has changed and an objective no longer seem s
practical or relevant as written, key results can be m odified or even discarded
m id-cycle. (See chapter 10, ñSuperpower #3: Track for Accountability.ò)

Dare to fail. ñO utput will tend to be greater,ò G rove wrote, ñwhen everybody
strives for a level of achievem ent beyond [their] im m ediate grasp. . . . Such
goal-setting is extrem ely im portant if what you want is peak perform ance from
yourself and your subordinates.ò W hile certain operational objectives m ust be
m et in full, aspirational O KRs should be uncom fortable and possibly
unattainable. ñStretched goals,ò as G rove called them , push organizations to
new heights. (See chapter 12, ñSuperpower #4: Stretch for Am azing.ò)

A tool, not a weapon. The O KR system , G rove wrote, ñis m eant to pace a
personð to put a stopwatch in his own hand so he can gauge his own
perform ance. It is not a legal docum ent upon which to base a perform ance
review.ò To encourage risk taking and prevent sandbagging, O KRs and
bonuses are best kept separate. (See chapter 15, ñContinuous Perform ance
M anagem ent: O KRs and CFRs.ò)

Be patient; be resolute. Every process requires trial and error. As G rove
told his iO PEC students, Intel ñstum bled a lot of tim esò after adopting O KRs:
ñW e didnôt fully understand the principal purpose of it. And we are kind of doing
better with it as tim e goes on.ò An organization m ay need up to four or five
quarterly cycles to fully em brace the system , and even m ore than that to build
m ature goal m uscle.



O

3

Operation Crush: An Intel Story

Bill Davidow
F o rm er V ice P resid en t, M icro co m p u ter S y stem s D iv isio n

peration Crushð the fight for survival by a young Intel
Corporationð is the subject of our first extended story on
OKRs. Crush illustrates all four OKR superpowers: focus,

alignm ent, tracking, and stretching. M ost of all, it shows how this
goal-setting system  can m ove m ultiple departm ents and thousands
of individuals toward a com m on objective.
Near the end of m y tim e at Intel, the com pany faced an

existential threat. Led by Andy Grove, top m anagem ent rebooted
the com panyôs priorities in four weeks. OKRs allowed Intel to
execute its battle plan with clarity, precision, and lightning speed.
The entire workforce shifted gears to focus together on one
prodigious goal.
Back in 1971, the Intel engineer Ted Hoff invented the original

m icroprocessor, the m ultipurpose ñcom puter-on-a-chip.ò In 1975,
Bill Gates and Paul Allen program m ed the third-generation Intel
8080 and launched the personal com puter revolution. By 1978,
Intel had developed the first high-perform ance, 16-bit
m icroprocessor, the 8086, which found a ready m arket. But soon it
was getting beaten to a pulp by two chips that were faster and easier
to program , M otorolaôs 68000 and upstart Zilogôs Z8000.
In late Novem ber 1979, a district sales m anager nam ed Don

Buckout shot off a desperate eight-page telex. Buckoutôs boss, Casey
Powell, sent it on to Andy Grove, then Intelôs president and chief
operating officer. The com m uniqu® set off a five-alarm  fireð and a
corporate crusade. W ithin a week, the executive staff had m et to
confront the bad news. One week after that, a blue-ribbon task force



convened to m ap out Intelôs counteroffensive. Zilog, all agreed,
wasnôt a serious threat. But M otorola, an industry Goliath and
international brand, posed a clear and present danger. Jim  Lally set
the tone for the war to com e:

Thereôs only one com pany com peting with us, and thatôs M otorola. The
68000 is the com petition. W e have to kill M otorola, thatôs the nam e of
the gam e. W e have to crush the fð king bastards. W eôre gonna roll over
M otorola and m ake sure they donôt com e back again.

That becam e the rallying cry for Operation Crush,* the cam paign
to restore Intel to its rightful place as m arket leader. By January
1980, arm ed with Andy Grove videos to exhort the troops, Crush
team s were dispatched to field offices around the globe. By the
second quarter, Intelôs salespeople had fully deployed the new
strategy. By the third quarter, they were on their way toward
m eeting one of the m ost daring objectives in the history of tech: two
thousand ñdesign wins,ò the crucial agreem ents for clients to put the
8086 in their appliances and devices. By the end of that calendar
year, theyôd routed the enem y and won a resounding victory.
Not one Intel product was m odified for Crush. But Grove and his

executive team  altered the term s of engagem ent. They revam ped
their m arketing to play to the com panyôs strengths. They steered
their custom ers to see the value of long-term  system s and services
versus short-term  ease of use. They stopped selling to program m ers
and started selling to CEOs.
Grove ñvolunteeredò Bill Davidow, head of Intelôs m icrocom puter

system s division, to lead the operation. Over his long career as an
engineer, industry executive, m arketing m aven, venture investor,
thinker, and author, Bill has m ade m any lasting contributions. But
one is especially dear to m y heart. Bill grafted the critical connective
tissueð the phrase ñas m easured by,ò or a.m .b.ð into Intelôs
com pany OKRs. For exam ple, ñW e will achieve a certain
OBJECTIVE a s m ea su red  b y  the following KEY RESULTS. . . .ò
Billôs a.m .b m ade the im plicit explicit to all.
At a 2013 panel discussion hosted by the Com puter History

M useum , Crush veterans recalled the im portance of structured goal
setting at Intelð and how objectives and key results were used
ñdown into the trenches.ò The OKRs for Operation Crush, which are
sam pled here, were classics of the genre: tim e bound and



unam biguous, with every w h a t and h o w  in place. Best of all, they
worked.
As Jim  Lally told m e: ñI was a skeptic on objectives and key

results until Grove sat down with m e and explained why they
m attered. If you tell everybody to go to the center of Europe, and
som e start m arching off to France, and som e to Germ any, and som e
to Italy, thatôs no goodð not if you want them  all going to
Switzerland. If the vectors point in different directions, they add up
to zero. But if you get everybody pointing in the sam e direction, you
m axim ize the results. That was the pitch Grove gave m eð and then
he told m e I had to teach it.ò
As Bill Davidow recounts here, OKRs were Groveôs secret weapon

in Operation Crush. They turbocharged a large and m ultifaceted
organization, then propelled it with surprising agility. Up against a
unified, goal-driven Intel, M otorola never stood a chance.

ð
Bill Davidow : The key result system  was Andy G roveôs way to m old behavior.
Andy had a single-m inded com m itm ent to m aking Intel great. He discouraged
people from  serving on outside boards; Intel was supposed to be your life. Your
objectives and key results consolidated that com m itm ent.

W hen youôre really high up in m anagem ent, youôre teachingð thatôs what
Andy did. O bjectives and key results were em bedded in the m anagem ent
system  at Intel, but they were also a philosophy, a sem inal teaching system . W e
were all taught that if you m easured it, things got better.

W e wrote our top-level goals with Andy in our executive staff m eetings. W e
sat around the table and decided: ñThis is it.ò As a division m anager, I adopted
any relevant com pany key results as m y objectives. I brought them  to m y
executive team , and weôd spend the next week talking about what we would do
that quarter.

W hat m ade the system  so strong is that Andy would say, ñThis is what the
corporation is going to do,ò and everybody would go all out to support the effort.
W e were part of a winning team , and we wanted to keep winning.

At lower levels, peopleôs objectives and key results m ight encom pass close
to a hundred percent of their work output. But m anagers had additional day-to-
day responsibilities. If m y objective is to grow a beautiful rose bush, I know
without asking that you also want m e to keep the lawn green. I doubt I ever had
a key result that said, ñW alk around to stay on top of em ployeesô m orale.ò W e
wrote down the things that needed special em phasis.
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Intelôs Urgency

In Decem ber 1979, I went into Andy G roveôs executive staff m eeting full of
com plaints. I thought the m icroprocessor people could do a better job of racking
up design wins for the 8086. I wanted to goad them  into fighting back and
believing in them selves again. And then Andy tagged m e and told m e to ñsolve
the problem .ò O peration Crush becam e m y job.

The 8086 didnôt bring in so m uch revenue in and of itself, but it had a broad
ripple effect. M y division sold design aidsð software developm ent system sð for
system s using Intel m icroprocessors. Though we were growing like crazy, we
were still dependent on custom ersô choosing Intelôs m icrochip for their products.
O nce Intel got its foot in the door with the 8086, weôd get EPRO M  [the
program m able, read-only-m em ory chip invented at Intel in 1971] and peripheral
and controller chip contracts as well. In total, they m ight be worth ten tim es the
original sale. But if the 8086 went away, m y system s business went away, too.

So the stakes were high. After m aking its reputation as a supplier of m em ory
chips, Intel was under siege. Recently weôd lost the lead on DRAM  [the m ost
widely used and econom ical type of com puter m em ory] to a start-up, and
couldnôt seem  to regain our m om entum . Japanese com panies were spoiling to
invade our beachhead in the lucrative m arket for EPRO M . M icroprocessors



were Intelôs best hope for the future, and we had to get back on top. I can still
rem em ber the first slide of one early presentation:

Crush, the purpose: To establish a sense of urgency and set in m otion
critical, corporate-wide decisions and action plans to address a life-threatening
com petitive challenge.

O ur task force convened on Tuesday, Decem ber 4. W e m et for three days
running, m any hours a day. It was an intellectual challenge, like solving an
enorm ous puzzle. There was no tim e to rebuild the 8086, so we spent m ost of
our tim e figuring out just what we had to sell and how to regain a com petitive
advantage over M otorola.

I thought we could win by creating a new narrative. W e needed to convince
our custom ers that the m icroprocessor they chose today would be their m ost
im portant decision for the next decade. Sure, M otorola could com e in and say,
ñW eôve got a cleaner instruction set.ò But they couldnôt m atch our broad product
fam ily or system -level perform ance. They couldnôt com pete with our superb
technical support or low cost of ownership. W ith Intel peripherals, weôd rem ind
people, your products get to m arket faster and cheaper. W ith Intel design aids,
your engineers work m ore efficiently.

M otorola was a big, diverse com pany that m ade everything from  two-way
radios to pocket televisions. Intel was a technology leader that stuck to m em ory
chips and m icroprocessors and system s that supported them . W ho would you
rather call when som ething went wrong? W ho would you count on to stay in the
vanguard?

W e had a lot of good ideas that needed to be woven together. Jim  Lally
wrote them  on the whiteboard: ñPublish a future products catalogò; ñDevelop a
sales pitch for fifty sem inarsð and attendees get a catalog.ò By Friday, we had a
plan to m obilize the com pany. By the following Tuesday, we had approval for a
nine-part program ð including a m ultim illion-dollar ad spend, som ething Intel had
never done before. W ithin a week after that, the strategy went out to the sales
force, which was eager to sign on. Theyôd alerted us to the crisis in the first
place, after all.

All that happened before Christm as.
M otorola was extrem ely well run, but it had a different sense of urgency.

W hen Casey Powell sm acked us between the eyes, we responded within two
weeks. W hen we sm acked M otorola between the eyes, they couldnôt m ove
nearly so fast. A m anager there told m e, ñI couldnôt get a plane ticket from
Chicago to Arizona approved in the tim e you took to launch your cam paign.ò

Intel excelled at declaring great generalizations and translating them  into
actionable, coordinated program s. Each of our nine projects becam e a
com pany key result. Hereôs an Intel Crush corporate O KR and a related
engineering O KR from  the second quarter of 1980:

INTEL CO RPO RATE O BJECTIVE
Establish the 8086 as the highest perform ance 16-bit

m icroprocessor fam ily, as m easured by:



KEY RESULTS (Q 2 1980)
1. Develop and publish five benchm arks show ing superior

8086 fam ily perform ance (Applications).
2. Repackage the entire 8086 fam ily of products

(M arketing).
3. G et the 8M Hz part into production (Engineering,

M anufacturing).
4. Sam ple the arithm etic coprocessor no later than June

15 (Engineering).

ENG INEERING  DEPARTM ENT O BJECTIVE (Q 2 1980)
Deliver 500 8M Hz 8086 parts to CG W  by M ay 30.

KEY RESULTS
1. Develop final art to photo plot by April 5.
2. Deliver Rev 2.3 m asks to fab on April 9.
3. Test tapes com pleted by M ay 15.
4. Fab red tag start no later than M ay 1.

Turning on a Dim e

Early on, just after the first of the year, Bob Noyce and Andy G rove staged a
Crush kickoff at the San Jose Hyatt House. Their directive to Intelôs
m anagem ent corps was sim ple and clear: ñW eôre going to win in 16-bit
m icroprocessors. W eôre com m itted to this.ò Andy told us what we had to do and
why we had to do it, and that we should consider it a priority until it was done.

There were close to one hundred people at the m eeting. The m essage
penetrated two levels of m anagem ent off the bat, and to a third level within
twenty-four hours. W ord spread awfully fast. Intel was close to a billion-dollar
com pany at the tim e, and it turned on a dim e. To this day, I have never seen
anything like it.

And it couldnôt have happened without the key result system . If Andy had run
the San Jose m eeting without it, how could he have sim ultaneously kicked off
all those Crush activities? I canôt tell you how m any tim es Iôve seen people walk
out of m eetings saying, ñIôm  going to conquer the worldò . . . and three m onths
later, nothing has happened. You get people whipped up with enthusiasm , but
they donôt know what to do with it. In a crisis, you need a system  that can drive
transform ationð quickly. Thatôs what the key result system  did for Intel. It gave



m anagem ent a tool for rapid im plem entation. And when people reported on
what theyôd gotten done, we had black-and-white criteria for assessm ent.

A n d y  G ro v e m a rsh a ls th e tro o p s fo r O p era tio n  C ru sh , J a n u a ry  19 8 0 .

Crush was a thoroughly cascaded set of O KRs, heavily driven from  the top,
but with input from  below. At Andy G roveôs level, or even m y level, you couldnôt
know all the m echanics of how the battle should be won. A lot of this stuff has to
flow uphill. You can tell people to clean up a m ess, but should you be telling
them  which broom  to use? W hen top m anagem ent was saying ñW eôve got to
crush M otorola!ò som ebody at the bottom  m ight have said ñO ur benchm arks are
lousy; I think Iôll write som e better benchm arks.ò That was how we worked.

The Greater Good

Intel stayed on a war footing for six m onths. I was in a staff position, with no line
authority, but I got whatever I needed because the whole com pany knew how
m uch it m attered to Andy. W hen the key results cam e back from  Intelôs
divisions, there was virtually no dissent. Everybody was on board. W e
redirected resources on the fly; I donôt think I even had a budget.

O peration Crush ultim ately included top m anagem ent, the entire sales force,
four different m arketing departm ents, and three geographic locationsð all



pulling together as one.* W hat m ade Intel different was that it was so apolitical.
M anagers sacrificed their little fiefdom s for the greater good. Say the
m icroprocessors division was putting out the futures catalog. Som ebody m ight
notice, ñO h m y G od, weôve got a peripheral m issingòð and that would ripple out
to the peripherals division and the allocation of engineering resources. The
sales force organized the sem inars, but they leaned on application engineers
and m arketing, and on m y division, too. Corporate com m unications wrangled
articles for the trade press from  all over the com pany. It was a total
organizational effort.

W hen I think about Crush, I still canôt believe we pulled it off. I guess the
lesson is that culture counts. Andy always wanted people to bring problem s to
m anagem entôs attention. A field engineer tells his general m anager, ñYou
turkeys donôt understand whatôs happening in the m arket,ò and within two
weeks, the whole com pany is realigned, top to bottom . Everyoneôs agreed: ñThe
whistleblower is right. W eôve got to act differently.ò It was terribly im portant that
Don Buckout and Casey Powell felt they could speak their m inds without
retribution. W ithout that, thereôs no O peration Crush.

ð

Andy Grove was accustom ed to having the last word, so letôs give it
to him  here. ñBad com panies,ò Andy wrote, ñare destroyed by crisis.
Good com panies survive them . Great com panies are im proved by
them .ò So it was for Operation Crush. By 1986, when Intel dum ped
its form ative m em ory-chip business to go all-in on m icroprocessors,
the 8086 had recaptured 85 percent of the 16-bit m arket. A bargain-
priced variant, the 8088, found fam e and fortune inside the first
IBM  PC, which would standardize the personal com puter platform .
Today, tens of billions of m icrocontrollersð in com puters and cars,
sm art therm ostats and blood-bank centrifugesð all run on Intel
architecture.
And as weôve seen, none of this would have happened without

OKRs.
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Superpow er #1: Focus and Com m it
to Priorities

It is our choices . . . that show what we truly are, far
m ore than our abilities.

ð J. K . R ow lin g

easuring what m atters begins with the question: W h a t is
m o st im p o rta n t fo r th e n ext th ree (o r six, o r tw elv e)
m o n th s? Successful organizations fo cu s on the handful of

initiatives that can m ake a real difference, deferring less urgent
ones. Their leaders co m m it to those choices in word and deed. By
standing firm ly behind a few top-line OKRs, they give their team s a
com pass and a baseline for assessm ent. (W rong decisions can be
corrected once results begin to roll in. Nondecisionsð or hastily
abandoned onesð teach us nothing.) W h a t a re o u r m a in  p rio rities
fo r th e co m in g  p erio d ? W h ere sh o u ld  p eo p le co n cen tra te th eir
effo rts? An effective goal-setting system  starts with disciplined
thinking at the top, with leaders who invest the tim e and energy to
choose what counts.
W hile paring back a list of goals is invariably a challenge, it is

well worth the effort. As any seasoned leader will tell you, no one
individualð or com panyð can ñdo it all.ò W ith a select set of OKRs,
we can highlight a few thingsð the vital thingsð that m ust get done,
as planned and on tim e.

In the Beginning . . .



For organization-level OKRs, the buck stops with senior leadership.
They m ust personally com m it to the process.
W here do they begin? How do they decide what truly m atters

m ost? Google turned to its m ission statem ent: O rg a n ize th e w o rld ôs
in fo rm a tio n  a n d  m a k e it u n iv ersa lly  a ccessib le a n d  u sefu l.
Android, Google Earth, Chrom e, the new-and-im proved YouTube
search engineð these products and dozens m ore share a com m on
lineage. In each case, the im petus for developm ent cam e from  the
founders and executive team , who m ade plain their focus and
com m itm ent through objectives and key results.
But good ideas arenôt bound by hierarchy. The m ost powerful and

energizing OKRs often originate with frontline contributors. As a
YouTube product m anager, Rick Klau was responsible for the siteôs
hom epage, the third m ost visited in the world. The hitch: Only a
sm all fraction of users logged in to the site. They were m issing out
on im portant features, from  saving videos to channel subscriptions.
M uch of YouTubeôs value was effectively hidden to hundreds of
m illions of people around the world. M eanwhile, the com pany was
forfeiting priceless data. To solve the problem , Rickôs team  devised a
six-m onth OKR to im prove the siteôs login experience. They m ade
their case to YouTube CEO Salar Kam angar, who consulted with
Google CEO Larry Page. Larry opted to elevate the login objective to
a Google com pany-wide OKR, but with a caveat: The deadline
would be three m onths, not six.
W hen an OKR rises to the top line, ñall eyes in the com pany are

on your team ,ò Rick says. ñThatôs a lot of eyes! W e had no idea how
weôd do it in three m onths, but we understood that owning a
com pany-level OKR showed that our work took priority.ò By adding
so m uch em phasis to a product m anagerôs goal, Larry clarified
things for other team s, too. As in Operation Crush, everyone rallied
to help Rickôs group succeed. The YouTube cadre finished on tim e,
though they shipped one week late.
Regardless of how leaders choose a com panyôs top-line goals,

they also need goals of their own. Just as values cannot be
transm itted by m em o,* structured goal setting wonôt take root by
fiat. As youôll see in chapter 6, Nunaôs Jini Kim  discovered the hard
way that OKRs require a public com m itm ent by leadership, in word
and deed. W hen I hear CEOs say ñAll m y goals are team  goals,ò itôs a
red flag. Talking a good OKR gam e is not enough. To quote the late,
great Bill Cam pbell, the Intuit CEO who later coached the Google



executive team : ñW hen youôre the CEO or the founder of a
com pany . . . youôve got to say óThis is what weôre doing,ô and then
you have to m odel it. Because if you donôt m odel it, no oneôs going to
do it.ò

Com m unicate w ith Clarity

For sound decision m aking, esprit de corps, and superior
perform ance, top-line goals m ust be clearly understood throughout
the organization. Yet by their own adm ission, two of three
com panies fail to com m unicate these goals consistently. In a survey
of eleven thousand senior executives and m anagers, a m ajority
couldnôt nam e their com panyôs top priorities. Only half could nam e
even one.
Leaders m ust get across the w h y  as well as the w h a t. Their

people need m ore than m ilestones for m otivation. They are thirsting
for m eaning, to understand how their goals relate to the m ission.
And the process canôt stop with unveiling top-line OKRs at a
quarterly all-hands m eeting. As LinkedIn CEO Jeff W einer likes to
say, ñW hen you are tired of saying it, people are starting to hear it.ò

Key Results: Care and Feeding

Objectives and key results are the yin and yang of goal settingð
principle and practice, vision and execution. Objectives are the stuff
of inspiration and far horizons. Key results are m ore earthbound
and m etric-driven. They typically include hard num bers for one or
m ore gauges: revenue, growth, active users, quality, safety, m arket
share, custom er engagem ent. To m ake reliable progress, as Peter
Drucker noted, a m anager ñm ust be able to m easure . . .
perform ance and results against the goal.ò
In other words: Key results are the levers you pull, the m arks you

hit to achieve the goal. If an objective is well fram ed, three to five
KRs will usually be adequate to reach it. Too m any can dilute focus
and obscure progress. Besides, each key result should be a challenge



in its own right. If youôre certain youôre going to nail it, youôre
probably not pushing hard enough.

W hat, H ow , W hen

Since OKRs are a shock to the established order, it m ay m ake sense
to ease into them . Som e com panies begin with an annual cycle as
they transition from  private to public goal setting, or from  a top-
down process to a m ore collaborative one. The best practice m ay be
a parallel, dual cadence, with short-horizon OKRs (for the here and
now) supporting annual OKRs and longer-term  strategies. Keep in
m ind, though, that itôs the shorter-term  goals that drive the actual
work. They keep annual plans honestð and executed.
Clear-cut tim e fram es intensify our focus and com m itm ent;

nothing m oves us forward like a deadline. To win in the global
m arketplace, organizations need to be m ore nim ble than ever
before. In m y experience, a quarterly OKR cadence is best suited to
keep pace with todayôs fast-changing m arkets. A three-m onth
horizon curbs procrastination and leads to real perform ance gains.
In H ig h  O u tp u t M a n a g em en t, his leadership bible, Andy Grove
notes:

For the feedback to be effective, it m ust be received very soon after the
activity it is m easuring occurs. Accordingly, an [OKR] system  should set
objectives for a relatively short period. For exam ple, if we plan on a yearly
basis, the corresponding [OKR] tim e should be at least as often as
quarterly or perhaps even m onthly.

There is no religion to this protocol, no one-size-fits-all. An
engineering team  m ight opt for six-week OKR cycles to stay in sync
with developm ent sprints. A m onthly cycle could do the trick for an
early-stage com pany still finding its product-m arket fit. The best
OKR cadence is the one that fits the context and culture of your
business.

Pairing Key Results



The history of the infam ous Ford Pinto shows the hazards of one-
dim ensional OKRs. In 1971, after bleeding m arket share to m ore
fuel-efficient m odels from  Japan and Germ any, Ford countered
with the Pinto, a budget-priced subcom pact. To m eet CEO Lee
Iacoccaôs aggressive dem ands, product m anagers skipped over
safety checks in planning and developm ent. For exam ple: The new
m odelôs gas tank was placed six inches in front of a flim sy rear
bum per.
The Pinto was a firetrap, and Fordôs engineers knew it. But the

com panyôs heavily m arketed, m etric-driven goalsð ñunder 2,000
pounds and under $2,000òð were enforced by Iacocca ñwith an iron
hand. . . . [W ]hen a crash test found that [a] one-pound, one-dollar
piece of plastic stopped the puncture of the gas tank, it was thrown
out as extra cost and extra weight.ò The Pintoôs in-house green book
cited three product objectives: ñTrue Subcom pactò (size, weight);
ñLow Cost of Ownershipò (initial price, fuel consum ption, reliability,
serviceability); and ñClear Product Superiorityò (appearance,
com fort, features, ride and handling, perform ance). Safety was
nowhere on the list.
Hundreds of people died after Pintos were rear-ended, and

thousands m ore were severely injured. In 1978, Ford paid the price
with a recall of 1.5 m illion Pintos and sister m odel M ercury Bobcats,
the largest in autom otive history. The com panyôs balance sheet and
reputation took a justified beating.
Looking back, Ford didnôt lack for objectives or key results. But

its goal-setting process was fatally flawed: ñThe specific, challenging
goals were m et (speed to m arket, fuel efficiency, and cost) at the
expense of other im portant features that were not specified (safety,
ethical behavior, and com pany reputation).ò
For a m ore recent cautionary tale, consider W ells Fargo, still

reeling from  a consum er banking scandal that stem m ed from
ruthless, one-dim ensional sales targets. Branch m anagers felt
pressured to open m illions of fraudulent accounts that custom ers
neither wanted nor needed. In one case, a m anagerôs teenage
daughter had twenty-four accounts, her husband twenty-one. In the
fallout, m ore than five thousand bankers were fired; the com panyôs
credit card and checking account businesses plunged by half or
m ore. The W ells Fargo brand m ay be dam aged beyond repair.
The m ore am bitious the OKR, the greater the risk of overlooking

a vital criterion. To safeguard quality while pushing for quantitative



deliverables, one solution is to pair key resultsð to m easure ñboth
effect and counter-effect,ò as Grove wrote in H ig h  O u tp u t
M a n a g em en t. W hen key results focus on output, Grove noted:

[T]heir paired counterparts should stress the quality of [the] work. Thus,
in accounts payable, the num ber of vouchers processed should be paired
with the num ber of errors found either by auditing or by our suppliers.
For another exam ple, the num ber of square feet cleaned by a custodial
group should be paired with a . . . rating of the quality of work as assessed
by a senior m anager with an office in that building.

Table 4.1: Key Results Paired for Quantity and Quality

Q uantity G oal Q uality G oal Result
Three new features Fewer than five bugs per

feature in quality
assurance testing

Developers will write cleaner
code.

$50M  in Q 1 sales $10M  in Q 1 m aintenance
contracts

Sustained attention by sales
professionals will increase
custom er success and satisfaction
rates.

Ten sales calls Two new orders Lead quality will im prove to m eet
the new order threshold
requirem ent.

The Perfect and the Good

Google CEO Sundar Pichai once told m e that his team  often
ñagonizedò over their goal-setting process: ñThere are single OKR
lines on which you can spend an hour and a half thinking, to m ake
sure we are focused on doing som ething better for the user.ò Thatôs
part of the territory. But to paraphrase Voltaire: Donôt allow the
perfect to be the enem y of the good.* Rem em ber that an OKR can
be m odified or even scrapped at any point in its cycle. Som etim es
the ñrightò key results surface weeks or m onths after a goal is put
into play. OKRs are inherently works in progress, not
com m andm ents chiseled in stone.
A few goal-setting ground rules: Key results should be succinct,

specific, and m easurable. A m ix of outputs and inputs is helpful.



Finally, com pletion of all key results m u st result in attainm ent of
the objective. If not, itôs not an OKR.*

Table 4.2: An OKR Quality Continuum

W eak Average Strong

O bjective: W in the Indy
500.

Key result: Increase lap
speed.
Key result: Reduce pit
stop tim e..

O bjective: W in the Indy
500.

Key result: Increase
average lap speed by 2
percent.
Key result: Reduce
average pit stop tim e by
one second.

O bjective: W in the Indy 500.

Key result: Increase average lap
speed by 2 percent.
Key result: Test at wind tunnel
ten tim es.

Key result: Reduce average pit
stop tim e by one second.
Key result: Reduce pit stop errors
by 50 percent.

Key result: Practice pit stops one
hour per day.

Less Is M ore

As Steve Jobs understood, ñInnovation m eans saying no to one
thousand things.ò In m ost cases, the ideal num ber of quarterly
OKRs will range between three and five. It m ay be tem pting to
usher m ore objectives inside the velvet rope, but itôs generally a
m istake. Too m any objectives can blur our focus on what counts, or
distract us into chasing the next shiny thing. At M yFitnessPal, the
health and fitness app, ñW e were putting too m uch down,ò says CEO
M ike Lee. ñThere were too m any things we were trying to get done,
and then the prioritization wasnôt clear enough. So we decided to try
to set fewer OKRs, and to m ake sure that the ones that really m atter
are the ones that we set.ò
For individuals, as I found out for m yself at Intel, selective goal

setting is the first line of defense against getting overextended. Once
contributors have consulted with their m anagers and com m itted to
their OKRs for the quarter, any add-on objectives or key results
m ust fit into the established agenda. H o w  d o es th e n ew  g o a l sta ck
u p  a g a in st m y  existin g  o n es? S h o u ld  so m eth in g  b e d ro p p ed  to
m a k e ro o m  fo r th e n ew  co m m itm en t? In a high-functioning OKR
system , top-down m andates to ñjust do m oreò are obsolete. Orders



give way to questions, and to one question in particular: W hat
m atters m ost?
W hen it cam e to goal setting, Andy Grove felt strongly that less is

m ore:

The one thing an [OKR] system  should provide par excellence is focus.
This can only happen if we keep the num ber of objectives sm all. . . . Each
tim e you m ake a com m itm ent, you forfeit your chance to com m it to
som ething else. This, of course, is an inevitable, inescapable consequence
of allocating any finite resource. People who plan have to have the guts,
honesty, and discipline to drop projects as well as to initiate them , to
shake their heads ñnoò as well as to sm ile ñyes.ò . . . W e m ust realizeð and
act on the realizationð that if we try to focus on everything, we focus on
nothing.

Above all, top-line objectives m ust be sig n ifica n t. OKRs are
neither a catchall wish list nor the sum  of a team ôs m undane tasks.
Theyôre a set of stringently curated goals that m erit special attention
and will m ove people forward in the here and now. They link to the
larger purpose weôre expected to deliver around. ñThe a rt of
m anagem ent,ò Grove wrote, ñlies in the capacity to select from  the
m any activities of seem ingly com parable significance the one or two
or three that provide leverage well beyond the others and
concentrate on them .ò
Or as Larry Page would say, winning organizations need to ñput

m ore wood behind fewer arrows.ò That, in very few and focused
words, is the essence of our first superpower.
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Focus: The Rem ind Story

Brett Kopf
C o fo u n d er

tôs no news that the U.S. education system  needs help. A Brown
University study pointed to one possible solution: better
com m unication between teachers and fam ilies. W hen sum m er

school teachers m ade daily phone calls and sent texts or written
m essages hom e, their sixth-graders com pleted 42 percent m ore
hom ework. Class participation rose by nearly half.
For decades, com panies have tried to boost student achievem ent

by injecting technology into schools. It hasnôt worked. But suddenly,
while nobody was looking, tens of m illions of Am erican kids walked
into the classroom  with a transform ational piece of tech in their
pockets. Thanks to the pervasive sm artphone, text m essaging
becam e the leading m ode of teenage com m unication. Rem ind found
a m arket opportunity: to m ake texting a secure and practical
com m unication system  for principals, teachers, students, and
parents.
Focus is essential for choosing the right goalsð for winnowing

OKR wheat from  chaff. Brett Kopf discovered the urgency of focus
while building Rem ind, enabling teachers, students, and parents to
text in a safe and secure environm ent. By using OKRs to zero in on
its top priorities, the com pany is serving m illions of people who
m atter for the future of this country.
W hen Brett and I first m et, I was struck by his passion for

serving his custom ers. His start-up was exquisitely focused on
teachers. Iôll never forget stepping into the bathroom  of his tiny loft
office and seeing a list of com pany objectives taped to the m irror,
over the com m ode. Now th ere was a sign of serious goal orientation.



I found Brett highly skilled at identifying priorities and enlisting
others to buy in. In 2012, he and his brother David m ade the F o rb es
honor roll of ñ30 Under 30 Education.ò But with accelerating scale,
their com pany needed m ore focus. OKRs guaranteed a process that
theyôd already begun.

ð
Brett Kopf: G rowing up in Skokie, Illinois, I struggled to focus at school. I was
fine if I could m ove around, but sitting at a desk for m e was torture. A forty-
m inute m ath lesson felt like eternity. I was the kid who was always m essing with
m y neighbor or blowing spitballs. I just wasnôt engaged.

I was tested in fifth grade, and then cam e the diagnosis: attention deficit
hyperactivity disorder and dyslexia. O rganizing words and letters was tough for
m e. Num bers were tougher still.

Both m y parents were entrepreneurs, and Iôd see them  up and working at
five in the m orning. I was working m y butt off, too, but m y grades kept sinking
and m y confidence with them . It only got worse in high school, on the North
Side of Chicago. W hen other kids called m e stupid, I believed them .

Then, junior year, a teacher nam ed Denise W hitefield began working with
m e one-on-oneð and changed m y life. Each day sheôd begin by asking, ñW hat
do you have to do today?ò Iôd run down m y list: a history worksheet, an English
essay, an upcom ing m ath test. Then sheôd say som ething really sm art: ñO kay,
letôs just pick one and talk about it.ò W e focused on one thing at a tim e, and Iôd
get it done. ñJust keep trying,ò she encouraged m e. ñYouôll get it. I have all day.ò
The panicked beating in m y chest subsided. School would never be easy for
m e, but I began to believe I could handle it.

M y m other spoke to M rs. W hitefield every week, cam e into school at least
once a m onth. They were a force in lockstep, Team  Brett, and they would not let
m e fail. Iôm  sure I didnôt fully get the im portance of their connection, but it
planted a seed.

Even after m y grades im proved, the college-prep ACT exam ð answer six
hundred questions and donôt m ove for four hoursð was a horror m ovie for a
person with ADHD. But som ehow I m ade it into M ichigan State, m y first big win.

W hen people try to crack the countryôs m assive problem s in education, they
usually start with curriculum  or ñaccountability,ò which is code for test scores.
W hat gets lost are the hum an connections. Thatôs what Rem ind is all about.

Tw itter for Education

Like m any ventures, Rem ind began with one personôs problem . As a college
freshm an, I was hopeless with academ ic deadlines and schedules, which m y
professors seem ed to change on a whim . Cut off from  m y support system , I



failed at three m ajors before settling on agricultural econom ics, the easiest one I
could find. But I still had five syllabi per sem ester, and each syllabus m ight
contain thirty-five assignm ents and quizzes and tests. Success in college is a
m atter of tim e m anagem ent. W hen to start writing that ten-page poli-sci essay?
How to prep for the chem  final? Itôs all about dynam ic goal setting, and I kept
dropping the ball.

Things cam e to a head junior year, after I slaved over an essay and got a
m ediocre grade. Adding insult, I had to hunt for that lousy grade on a clunky
web-based system  on m y laptop. M y friends and I texted on our BlackBerrys in
real tim eð why couldnôt our school data be at our fingertips, too? W hy couldnôt
teachers connect with students on their sm artphones anytim e, anywhere? I felt
driven to build som ething to help kids like m e. I called m y older brother, David,
who was working in web services security for a big Chicago insurance firm . I
said, ñYou have twenty-four hours to decide if you want to start that com pany
with m e.ò Five m inutes later he called back and said, ñO kay, Iôm  in.ò

For two years, David and I fum bled in the dark. W e knew nothing about
technology and less about product developm ent or operations. (M y total real-
world experience was an internship at Kraft Foods, where Iôd m ostly stocked
cookies.) Random  students shared their syllabi, and I plugged them  into Davidôs
Excel m acros to send alerts to their phones: ñBrett Kopf, you have a quiz at
eight a.m . tom orrow in History 101, donôt forget to study.ò The system  was
archaic and absolutely unscalable. But for a few hundred active users, including
m e, it worked. I graduated from  M ichigan State.

In early 2011, I m oved to Chicago to work on our app full tim e. W ith $30,000
from  friends and fam ily, David and I did the full-m onty entrepreneur thing, pasta
dinners every night. And we failed because I was arrogant. W e spent lots of
tim e m eeting potential investors and working up intricate website schem atics,
and no tim e learning about teachersô problem s. W e werenôt yet focused on what
counted.

Down to a few hundred dollars, our com pany cheated death by getting into
Im agine K12, the Silicon Valley start-up accelerator for the education m arket.
O ur m ission statem ent went som ething like: ñRem ind101: A safe way for
teachers to m essage students and parents. W eôre building the m ost powerful
com m unication platform  in education and using SM S as the óhook.ô Think
Twitter, for education.ò There were m illions of children with learning issues like
m ine, and countless teachers struggling to help them . I was bold or naive
enough to think we could do som ething about it.

W ith our Dem o Day opportunity ninety days out, David quit his job and we
m oved to the Valley. W e learned the three watchwords for entrepreneurs:

Solve a problem

Build a sim ple product

Talk to your users

W hile David locked him self in a room  to teach him self how to code, I focused
on a single ten-week goal: to interview 200 teachers across the United States



and Canada. (I guess you could say that was m y first O KR.) After contacting
500 teachers on Twitter, I wound up with 250 one-on-ones, exceeding m y
objective. W hen you listen to enough educators in the trenches, you learn pretty
quickly that off-site com m unication ranks high am ong their pain points. At final
bell, teachers were plastering sticky notesð Hom eworkôs due tom orrowð on
studentsô shoulders. Couldnôt we do better than that?

Traditional phone trees and perm ission slips were labor intensive and
unreliable. O n the other hand, texting between thirty-year-old teachers and
twelve-year-old children was loaded with liability. Teachers needed a secure
platform  with no personal data attached, som ething accessible yet private. And
they needed less work, not m ore.

By Day 15, we had a crude beta version of Rem ind. O n a sheet of printer
paper, over hand-drawn sym bols for m obile phones and em ail, I scrawled,
ñYour students can receive your m essages. . . .ò Below were three options:
ñInvite,ò ñPrint,ò ñShare.ò After reaching a teacher on Skype, Iôd hold the paper to
the screen and say, ñYou can type any m essage you want to your students, hit
the button, and theyôll never see your phone num ber or social networking
profile.ò I did this countless tim es, and the teachers just about fell out of their
chairsð every tim e. ñM y G od,ò theyôd say, ñthat would solve such a big problem
for m e!ò

Thatôs when David and I knew we were on the right track.

Scaling on a Shoestring

By Day 70, our software was in place. Teachers could sign up on the web, form
a virtual ñclass,ò and provide a dedicated num ber to students and parents for
text m essaging. W e scaled quickly, a good signð 130,000 m essages within
three weeks of launch. W e had what every new com pany wanted, a hockey-
stick growth chart. O n Dem o Day, I entered a big, buzzing room  with eleven
other start-ups and a hundred investors. I had two m inutes to m ake m y pitch,
followed by two hours of frantic m ingling. I handed out m y card to at least forty
people.

G rowth costs m oney. By early 2012, m y brother and I were $10,000 in debt.
But then M iriam  Rivera and Clint Korverôs Ulu Ventures seeded us with a save-
the-day $30,000. Another infusion followed from  M aneesh Arora, the G oogle
product m anager who later founded M ightyText and becam e m y m entor.
Rem ind kept scaling like crazy on our seed-capital shoestring. Som etim esð
m ost of the tim eð it felt like the sorcererôs apprentice, m oving really fast and out
of control. At one point we were adding eighty thousand users a day when we
had five people, and only two of us were engineers. W eôd yet to spend a dim e
on m arketing. I spoke to teachers for feedback, and theyôd put out the word to
fifty colleagues. Since our service was free, we didnôt need school district
approval.



O ur goals stayed strictly qualitative until the fall of 2013, when we hit six
m illion users and raised Series A funding from  Cham ath Palihapitiya and the
Social+Capital Partnership. M aneesh had already been nudging us to back our
decisions with m ore data, and Cham ath showed us how to paint a picture with
one page of it. Plus he taught us to discern what was inessential, like our
num ber of registered users. Nobody cared how m any teachers registered on
Rem ind if they never cam e back to use it.

By the tim e John Doerr saw our goals posted above our office toilet, they
were m ore concrete. W e listed three m etrics: W eekly Active Teachers (W AT),
M onthly Active Teachers (M AT), and retention.

Then Iôd squeeze in a few quarterly initiatives: m igrate the databases, build
the app, hire four people. I wanted everyone in the com pany to see just what we
were doing.

W orking out of a one-bedroom  loft, still plagued by a chronic shortage of
engineers, weôd barely gotten our m obile app up and running. But John could
tell we were hom ed in on what m attered. O ur objectives were clear and
quantified, and we were teacher-obsessed from  the start.

In February 2014, just before we closed our Series B funding (led by Kleiner
Perkins), John pitched us on O KRs. He told us about som e com panies using
them : Intel, G oogle, LinkedIn, Twitter. Here was a m ethod to keep us focused,
to guide and track and support us at every step. And I thought: W hy not try it?

Goals for Grow th

That August, the heart of our busy back-to-school season, the Rem ind app
exploded: m ore than 300,000 student and parent downloads per day. W e were
num ber three in the Apple App Store! By the end of the fall sem ester, weôd
passed the billion-m essage m ark. O ur operation had to ram p up in a hurry, in
each and every departm ent. None of our goal setting was glam orous, but all of
it was very necessary.



R em in d  co fo u n d er B rett K o p f, C lin to n d a le C o m m u n ity  S ch o o ls co p rin cip a ls
M elo n ey  C a rg ill a n d  D a w n  S a n ch ez, R em in d  co fo u n d er D a v id  K o p f, 2 0 12 .

W e started O KRs when our com pany had fourteen people. W ithin two years,
weôd grown to sixty. W e couldnôt all m eet around a table anym ore to hash out
the next quarterôs priorities. O KRs helped enorm ously by helping people to
focus on what could m ove the com pany to the next level. To m eet our objective
for teacher engagem ent, with its tim e-bound key result, we had to defer m any
other things. In m y view, you can only do one big thing at a tim e really well, and
so you better know what that one thing is.

O BJECTIVE
Support com pany hiring.

KEY RESULTS
1. Hire 1 director of finance and operations (talk to at least

3 candidates).
2. Source 1 product m arketing m anager (m eet w ith 5

candidates this quarter).
3. Source 1 product m anager (m eet w ith 5 candidates this

quarter).



For exam ple: To this day, one of our m ost requested features is a repeated
m essage. Say a teacher wants to rem ind a fifth-grade class to bring the novel
theyôre reading to schoolð and keep rem inding them  every M onday m orning
without resending. Thatôs a classic ñdelightò feature, but was it worth the
engineering tim e to m ake it a top-line priority? W ould it m ove the needle for
user engagem ent? W hen our answer was no, we decided to shelve itð a tough
call for a teacher-centric organization. W ithout our new goal-setting discipline
and focus, we m ight not have held our ground.

O KRs gave us a way to m ove forward that wasnôt all top-down. After voting
on the quarterôs top objectives, the leadership team  would go to our contributors
and say, ñHereôs what we think is im portant and why.ò And the contributors
would say, ñO kay, how do we get there?ò Since it was all written down,
everybody knew what everyone else was doing. There was no confusion or
M onday-m orning quarterbacking. O KRs took politics out of play.

The system  helped m y personal focus, too. I tried to lim it m yself to three or
four individual objectives, tops. I printed them  out and kept them  close on m y
notepad and next to m y com puter, everywhere I went. Each m orning, Iôd say to
m yself, ñThese are m y three buckets, and what am  I doing today to m ove the
com pany forward?ò Thatôs a great question for any leader, with or without a
learning issue.

I was wide open about m y progress or lack of it. Iôd tell m y people, ñHere are
the three things Iôm  working on, and Iôm  failing at this one m iserably.ò As
com panies scale, people need to see the CEO ôs priorities and how they can
align for m axim um  im pact. And they need to see itôs okay to m ake a m istake, to
correct it and m ove on. You canôt fear screwing up. That squelches innovation.

At a fast-growing start-up, effective leaders keep firing them selves from  jobs
they did at the beginning. Like m any founders, I handled accounting and payroll,
which drained a lot of tim e. O ne of m y first O KRs was to offload the financial
tasks and focus on product and strategy, our big-picture objectives. M eanwhile,
I had to adjust to working through a layer of executives. M y O KRs sm oothed the
transition and m ade it stick. They kept m e from  backsliding or m icrom anaging.

An OKR Legacy

O KRs are basically sim ple, but you donôt m aster the process off the bat. Early
on, weôd be off by m iles in our com pany-level objectives, m ostly on the way-too-
am bitious side. W e m ight set seven or eight of them  when we had the capacity
for two, at best.

W hen John entered our lives, I was new to strategic planning. W e probably
should have eased into O KRs m ore slowly and not installed the whole system
at once. But whatever our m istakes, Iôd do it again in a heartbeat. O KRs helped
Rem ind becom e a better-m anaged com pany, a com pany that executes. Three



quarters after our first im plem entation, we secured $40 m illion in Series C
funding. O ur future was assured.

ð

The skyôs the lim it for Rem ind. Through all its growth and changes,
it has never lost sight of its core constituency, those hardworking
teachers. Brett and David Kopf are unwavering in their vision ñto
give every student an opportunity to succeed.ò As Brett says: W e live
in a tim e when you can click a button and get a cab within five
m inutes. But when a child lags in school, it can take weeks or
m onths for a parent to find out about it. Rem ind is on its way to
solving that problem ð by focusing on what m atters.
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Com m it: The Nuna Story

Jini Kim
C o fo u n d er a n d  C E O

una is the story of the passionate Jini Kim , propelled by
fam ily tragedy to deliver better health care to huge num bers
of Am ericans. Of how she bootstrapped Nuna through years

of rejection. And of how she recruited engineers and data scientists
to com m it to a wildly audacious goal: building a new M edicaid data
platform , from  scratch.
Alongside focus, com m itm ent is a core elem ent of our first

superpower. In im plem enting OKRs, leaders m ust publicly com m it
to their objectives and stay steadfast. At Nuna, a health care data
platform  and analytics com pany, the cofounders overcam e a false
start with OKRs. They went on to clarify priorities for the entire
organization. They realized that they needed to show a sustained
com m itm ent to reach their own individual OKRs, and to help their
team  do the sam e.
Nuna took off in 2014. Four years and one enorm ous M edicaid

contract later, the com pany is leveraging data to m ake the health
care system  work better for m illions of people who need it m ost.
Applying the technology and lessons learned from  its M edicaid
work, Nuna is helping large com panies im prove the efficiency and
quality of care in their private plans. All of this work is supported by
the goal-setting prowess of OKRs, which Jini first encountered as a
Google product m anager.
This story reflects two aspects of our com m itm ent superpower.

Once Nunaôs team  got the hang of them , OKRs locked in their
com m itm ent to their highest-im pact goals. At the sam e tim e, both



leaders and contributors learned to com m it to the OKR process
itself.

ð
Jini Kim : The story of Nuna is very personal. W hen m y brother Kim ong was
two years old, he was diagnosed with severe autism . A few years later, he had
his first grand m al seizure at Disneyland. O ne second he was fine, and the next
he was on the floor, barely able to breathe. As Korean im m igrants with lim ited
resources and little English, m y parents felt helpless. W ithout a safety net, m y
fam ily would surely have gone bankrupt. The task of signing us up for M edicaid
fell to m e, at age nine.

W hen I joined G oogle in 2004, m y first job out of college, Iôd never heard of
O KRs. But over tim e, they becam e an indispensable com pass to help m e and
m y team s navigate through G oogle and get the m ost im portant work done. O ne
of the first products I worked on, G oogle Health, taught m e the im portance of
data for im proving health care. I also learned just how difficult it can be to gain
access to health care data, even oneôs own. In 2010, that experience led m e to
found Nuna.

W e didnôt use O KRs in the beginning. Nuna had no m oney and no
custom ers. I was working full tim e and five others part tim e (including m y grad
student cofounder, David Chen), but no one was getting paid. W e stitched
together a prototype and talked to som e large self-insured em ployers. That first
year we got zero orders, and rightfully so. W e thought we knew what the m arket
needed, but we didnôt yet understand our custom ers well enough to effectively
advocate for the product.



N u n a  C E O  J in i K im  w ith  b ro th er K im o n g .

W hen we still had no orders in year two, I knew it was tim e to get an
education. W hat did benefits directors actually care about? W hat did m eaningful
innovation look like in the health care m arket? I put on a suit and crashed som e
hum an resources conferences to find out.

In 2012, the things Iôd learned helped us sign som e Fortune 500 com panies
as clients. M ore than two years of rejection, frustration, and m ore ram en dinners
than I could count had finally led Nuna to a product-m arket fit. But at a start-up,
the only constant is change, and Nuna was about to undergo a dram atic one.
After I returned to the Bay Area from  a six-m onth stint with Healthcare.gov, we
closed $30 m illion of funding. W eôd finally be able to pay our team , and for
m any years to com e.

By that point, Iôd learned of a governm ent request-for-proposals to build the
first-ever database for all M edicaid m em bers: 74.5 m illion lives in fifty states,
five territories, and the District of Colum bia. The effort had already failed
m ultiple tim es. After seventy-two hours fueled by adrenaline and Red Bull, we
subm itted our bid just on tim e to the Centers for M edicare & M edicaid Services
(CM S). Two m onths after that, we found out we had won the contract.

Scaling Nuna was an enorm ous undertaking, in three dim ensions. The first
was the business itself, to upgrade com pliance, security, and privacy. The
second was our data platform  infrastructure. The third was our em ployee base,
from  fifteen people to seventy-five. W eôd have to construct a historic database
while still running our existing em ployer businessð and to finish within a year.
To deliver, weôd need m ore focus and com m itm ent than ever before.

In 2015, we m ade an initial try to im plem ent O KRs. As an ex-G oogler, I was
sold on the power of objectives and key results. But I underestim ated what it
took to introduce them , m uch less to execute them  effectively. You need to build
your goal m uscle gradually, increm entally. As I know too well from  m y own
private wellness O KR to run a m arathon: Doing too m uch too soon will definitely
end in pain.

W e created quarterly O KRs and annual O KRs, and rolled them  out to
everybody at Nuna from  day one. W e were tiny then, around twenty peopleð
not such a big lift, you m ight think. But the process didnôt take. Som e people
never set their individual O KRs; others set them , but stuck them  in a drawer.

W ith hindsight, I would have started with our leadership team  of five. For
structured goal setting to prosper, as our com pany learned the hard way,
executives need to com m it to the process. It m ay take a quarter or two to
overcom e your m anagersô resistance and get them  acclim ated to O KRsð to
view them  not as a necessary evil, or som e perfunctory exercise, but as a
practical tool to fulfill your organizationôs top priorities.

Until your executives are fully on board, you canôt expect contributors to
follow suitð especially when a com panyôs O KRs are aspirational. The m ore
challenging an objective, the m ore tem pting it m ay be to abandon it. People
naturally look to their bosses in setting goals and following through. If the



officers jum p ship in the m iddle of a storm y voyage, you canôt expect the sailors
to bring it into port.

In m id-2016, we tried again, with a renewed level of O KR com m itm ent. But
even as I saw our executive team  buy in, I knew I couldnôt be com placent. As
the leader, it was m y job to keep after people. I would em ail our contributors to
com m it to creating individual O KRs. If they didnôt respond, I would reach out to
them  via Slack, the team  m essaging app. If they still didnôt hear m e, I would text
them . And if they still didnôt listen, I would grab them  and say, ñPlease do your
O KRs!ò

To inspire true com m itm ent, leaders m ust practice what they teach. They
m ust m odel the behavior they expect of others. After sharing m y individual
O KRs at an all-hands m eeting, I was surprised by just how m uch it helped the
com pany rally around the process. It showed everyone that I, too, was
accountable. O ur contributors feel free to evaluate m y O KRs and tell m e how to
im prove them , which has m ade all the difference. Hereôs one exam ple, with m y
grades (on the G oogle scale of 0.0 to 1.0) in brackets. I can tell you that I
received a lot of constructive input in form ulating this deceptively sim ple and
m ake-or-break hiring O KR:

O BJECTIVE
Continue to build a w orld-class team .

KEY RESULTS
1. Recruit 10 engineers [0.8].
2. Hire com m ercial sales leader [1.0].
3. O ne hundred percent of candidates feel they had a w ell-

organized, professional experience even if Nuna does
not extend an offer [0.5].

W e also added two key results to m easure our com m itm ent to professional
developm ent:

O BJECTIVE
Create a healthy and productive w ork environm ent as w e

scale to m ore than 150 em ployees.

KEY RESULTS
1. O ne hundred percent of Nunas have gone through

perform ance review /feedback cycle [1.0].
2. O ne hundred percent of Nunas score their individual Q 3

O KRs w ithin the first w eek of Q 4 [0.4].



At Nuna, our com m itm ent to O KRs is very public and visible. But there are
tim es when the system  is m ore useful in a private m ode. In the fourth quarter of
2016, I set m y sights on hiring a VP for our em ployer business, a critical step to
accelerate the growth of that business unit. It was a new position for the
com pany, and I was unsure how it would be perceived internally. Establishing a
private O KR, for which only David and I were accountable, deepened m y
com m itm ent to get the hiring process m oving. It pushed m e to speak one-on-
one to key stakeholders in the com pany, find potential recruits, and finally set
into m otion a m ore form al recruitm ent process.

By definition, start-ups wrestle with am biguity. As Nunaôs terrain has
expanded, from  self-insured em ployers to the m assive M edicaid database to a
suite of new health plan products, weôve com e to rely on O KRs m ore than ever.
O ur whole team  needs sharper focus and clearer priorities, the prerequisites for
deeper com m itm ent. O KRs have forced a bunch of conversations in the
com pany that otherwise would not have happened. W eôre getting m ore
alignm ent. Instead of reacting to external events on the fly, weôre acting
purposefully on our plans for each quarter. O ur deadlines are stricter, yet they
also feel m ore attainable. W eôre com m itted to doing what weôve said we will do.

W hatôs the m oral of our O KR story? As David says, ñYouôre not going to get
the system  just right the first tim e around. Itôs not going to be perfect the second
or third tim e, either. But donôt get discouraged. Persevere. You need to adapt it
and m ake it your own.ò Com m itm ent feeds on itself. Stay the course with O KRs,
as I know firsthand, and you will reap am azing benefits.

Today, with the invaluable support of our CM S partners, Nuna has built a
secure, flexible data platform  to store private health inform ation for m ore than
74 m illion Am ericans. But we aspire to do so m uch m ore. W e want our platform
to inform  policy m akers as they grapple with governing a costly and com plex
health care system . W e want it to drive analytics, to help predict and prevent
future ailm ents. M ost of all, we want it to play a big role in im proving the nationôs
health care. Itôs a daunting com m itm ent. But as I learned at G oogle: The hairier
the m ission, the m ore im portant your O KRs.

All these years later, m y little brother Kim ong speaks only three words:
uhm a, appa, and nunað Korean for m om , dad, and big sister. Kim ong gave our
com pany both its nam e and its m ission. Now itôs up to us, backed by our
com m itm ent to O KRs, to help im prove health care for everyone.

ð

In January 2017, Nuna peeled back the curtain on its M edicaid
work. Interviewed by T h e N ew  Y o rk  T im es, Andrew M . Slavitt,
acting director of the Centers for M edicare & M edicaid Services,
described Nunaôs cloud database as ñnear historic,ò a leap from
state-level com puting silos to the first ñsystem wide view across the
program .ò
In just a few short years, Nunaôs team  has m ade a lasting im pact

on the U.S. health care system . But anyone who knows Jini and



Davidð and the strength of their com m itm ent to OKRsð will tell you
they are just getting started.
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Superpow er #2: Align and Connect
for Team w ork

W e donôt hire sm art people to tell them  what to do.
W e hire sm art people so they can tell us what to do.

ð Steve Jobs

ith the eruption of social m edia, transparency is the default
setting for our daily lives. Itôs the express lane to operating
excellence. Yet at m ost com panies today, goals rem ain

secrets. Too m any CEOs share the frustration of Aaron Levie,
founder and CEO of Box, the enterprise cloud com pany. ñAt any
given tim e,ò Aaron said, ñsom e significant percentage of people are
working on the wrong things. The challenge is knowing which
ones.ò
Research shows that public goals are m ore likely to be attained

than goals held in private. Sim ply flipping the switch to ñopenò lifts
achievem ent across the board. In a recent survey of one thousand
working U.S. adults, 92 percent said theyôd be m ore m otivated to
reach their goals if colleagues could see their progress.
In an OKR system , the m ost junior staff can look at everyoneôs

goals, on up to the CEO. Critiques and corrections are out in public
view. Contributors have carte blanche to weigh in, even on flaws in
the goal-setting process itself. M eritocracy flourishes in sunlight.
W hen people write down ñThis is what Iôm  working on,ò itôs easier to
see where the best ideas are com ing from . Soon itôs apparent that
the individuals m oving up are the ones doing what the com pany
m ost values. Organizational poisonsð suspicion, sandbagging,
politickingð lose their toxic power. If sales hates the latest
m arketing plan, they wonôt be sim m ering inside their silo; their



differences will be aired out in the open. OKRs m ake objectives
o b jectiv e, in black and white.
Transparency seeds collaboration. Say Em ployee A is struggling

to reach a quarterly objective. Because she has publicly tracked her
progress, colleagues can see she needs help. They jum p in, posting
com m ents and offering support. The work im proves. Equally
im portant, work relationships are deepened, even transform ed.
In larger organizations, itôs com m on to find several people

unwittingly working on the sam e thing. By clearing a line of sight to
everyoneôs objectives, OKRs expose redundant efforts and save tim e
and m oney.

The Sam e Page

Once top-line objectives are set, the real work begins. As they shift
from  planning to execution, m anagers and contributors alike tie
their day-to-day activities to the organizationôs vision. The term  for
this linkage is a lig n m en t, and its value cannot be overstated.
According to the H a rv a rd  B u sin ess R ev iew , com panies with highly
aligned em ployees are m ore than twice as likely to be top
perform ers.
Unfortunately, alignm ent is rare. Studies suggest that only 7

percent of em ployees ñfully understand their com panyôs business
strategies and whatôs expected of them  in order to help achieve the
com m on goals.ò A lack of alignm ent, according to a poll of global
CEOs, is the num ber-one obstacle between strategy and execution.
ñW eôve got a lot of stuff going on,ò says Am elia M errill, an HR

leader at RM S, a California risk m odeling agency. ñW eôve got people
in m ultiple offices in m ultiple tim e zonesð som e doing parallel
work, som e doing work together. And itôs really hard for em ployees
to see what they should work on first. Everything seem s im portant;
everything seem s urgent. But what rea lly  needs to get done?ò
The answer lies in focused, transparent OKRs. They knit each

individualôs work to team  efforts, departm ental projects, and the
overall m ission. As a species, we crave connection. In the workplace,
weôre naturally curious about what our leaders are doing and how
our work weaves into theirs. OKRs are the vehicle of choice for
vertical alignm ent.



The Grand Cascade

In the bygone business world, work was strictly driven from  the top.
Goals were handed down the org chart like tablets from  M ount
Sinai. Senior executives set top-line objectives for their departm ent
heads, who passed them  to the next tier of m anagem ent, and so on
down the line.
W hile this approach to goal-setting is no longer universal, it

rem ains prevalent at m ost larger organizations. The appeal is
obvious. Cascaded goals corral lower-level em ployees and guarantee
that theyôre working on the com panyôs chief concerns. In the best
case, cascading forges unity; it m akes plain that weôre all in this
together.
In m y pitch to Google and m any other organizations, Iôve used an

im aginary football team  to show how the OKR system  works
effectivelyð or notð when used in this fashion.

Follow  along as w e cascade a set of O KRs from  top to bottom .

The Sand H ill Unicorns: Fantasy Football

Letôs say Iôm  the general m anager of the Sand Hill Unicorns. I have
one objective, the W H A T : M ake m oney for the owner.

O K R  C h a rt 1 ð  G en era l M a n a g er

M y objective has two key results: win the Super Bowl and fill the
stands to at least 90 percent capacity, which is H O W  I will m ake



m oney for the owner. If I fulfill both of those H O W s, there is no way
we can fail to show a profit. So itôs a well-constructed OKR.

W ith our top-level O KRs set, w e w ork our w ay dow n the
organization.

O K R  C h a rt 2  ð  C o a ch es



As general m anager, I cascade m y goal down to the next level of
m anagem ent, the head coach and the senior vice president of
m arketing. M y key results becom e their objectives. (See OKR Chart
2.) The head coachôs objective is to win the Super Bowl, with three
key results to get him  there: a passing attack of at least 300 yards
per gam e, a defense surrendering fewer than seventeen points per
gam e, and a top three ranking in punt return coverage. He cascades
those KRs as objectives for his top three executives, the offensive
and defensive coordinators and special team s coach. They in turn
devise their own, lower-level key results. To achieve a 300-yards-
per-gam e passing attack, for exam ple, the offensive coordinator
m ight aim  for a 65 percent pass com pletion rate and less than one
interception per gam eð after hiring a new quarterbacks coach.

These O KRs are aligned to the general m anagerôs aim  to w in
the Super Bow l.

W e are not done yet. W e need to define how  w eôll fill up our
hom e stands.



O K R  C h a rt 3 ð O K R s fo r th e O rg a n iza tio n

M eanwhile, m y SVP of m arketing has derived h er objective from
m y other key result, to fill the stands to 90 percent capacity. (See
OKR Chart 3.) Sheôs crafted three key results: Upgrade the team ôs
branding, im prove our m edia coverage, and revitalize the in-
stadium  prom otion program . These KRs are cascaded as objectives
for the m arketing director, team  publicist, and m erchandise
m anager, respectively.
Now, whatôs wrong with this picture? Hereôs a clue: The SVPôs

key results are a m ess. Unlike the head coachôs KRs, theyôre
unm easurable. Theyôre not specific or tim e bound. How do we



define ñim provem ent,ò for exam ple, in the team ôs m edia coverage?
(Five special features on ESPN? One cover spread in S p o rts
Illu stra ted? Fifty percent m ore followers on social m edia?)
But even if the SVP cam e up with stronger key results, the

organizationôs goal-setting approach would rem ain deeply flawed.
The top-line objectiveð to m ake a wealthy person wealthierð lacks
intrinsic m otivation for the general m anager, m uch less for the
team ôs East Coast scout or the PR intern slaving away at the copy
m achine.
In m oderation, cascading m akes an operation m ore coherent.

But when a ll objectives are cascaded, the process can degrade into a
m echanical, color-by-num bers exercise, with four adverse effects:

A  lo ss o f a g ility . Even m edium -size com panies can have six
or seven reporting levels. As everyone waits for the
waterfall to trickle down from  above, and m eetings and
reviews sprout like weeds, each goal cycle can take weeks or
even m onths to adm inister. Tightly cascading organizations
tend to resist fast and frequent goal setting.
Im plem entation is so cum bersom e that quarterly OKRs
m ay prove im practical.

A  la ck  o f flexib ility . Since it takes so m uch effort to
form ulate cascaded goals, people are reluctant to revise
them  m id-cycle. Even m inor updates can burden those
downstream , who are scram bling to keep their goals
aligned. Over tim e, the system  grows onerous to m aintain.

M a rg in a lized  co n trib u to rs. Rigidly cascaded system s tend
to shut out input from  frontline em ployees. In a top-down
ecosystem , contributors will hesitate to share goal-related
concerns or prom ising ideas.

O n e-d im en sio n a l lin k a g es. W hile cascading locks in
vertical alignm ent, itôs less effective in connecting peers
horizontally, across departm ental lines.

Bottom s Up!



Fortunately, we have an alternative. Precisely because OKRs are
transparent, they can be shared without cascading them  in lockstep.
If it serves the larger purpose, m ultiple levels of hierarchy can be
skipped over. Rather than laddering down from  the CEO to a VP to
a director to a m anager (and then to the m anagerôs reports), an
objective m ight jum p from  the CEO straight to a m anager, or from  a
director to an individual contributor. Or the com panyôs leadership
m ight present its OKRs to everyone at once and trust people to say,
ñOkay, now I see where weôre going, and Iôll adapt m y goals to that.ò
Considering that Google has tens of thousands of em ployees, its

innovative culture would be ham strung by OKRs cascaded by rote.
As Laszlo Bock, a form er head of the com panyôs People Operations,
observes in W o rk  R u les!:

Having goals im proves perform ance. Spending hours cascading goals up
and down the com pany, however, does not. . . . W e have a m arket-based
approach, where over tim e our goals all converge because the top OKRs
are known and everyone elseôs OKRs are visible. Team s that are grossly
out of alignm ent stand out, and the few m ajor initiatives that touch
everyone are easy enough to m anage directly.

The antithesis of cascading m ight be Googleôs ñ20 percent tim e,ò
which frees engineers to work on side projects for the equivalent of
one day per week. By liberating som e of the sharpest m inds in
captivity, Google has changed the world as we know it. In 2001, the
young Paul Buchheit initiated a 20 percent project with the code
nam e C a rib o u. Itôs now known as Gm ail, the worldôs leading web-
based em ail service.
To avoid com pulsive, soul-killing overalignm ent, healthy

organizations encourage som e goals to em erge from  the bottom  up.
Say the Sand Hill Unicornsô physical therapist attends a sports
m edicine conference and learns of a new regim en for injury
prevention. Of her own volition, she coins an off-season OKR to
im plem ent the therapy. Her objective m ay not align with her direct
m anagerôs OKRs, but it aligns with the general m anagerôs
overarching objective. If the Unicornsô top players stay healthy
through the season, the team ôs chances of winning the Super Bowl
will soar.
Innovation tends to dwell less at the center of an organization

than at its edges. The m ost powerful OKRs typically stem  from
insights outside the C-suite. As Andy Grove observed, ñPeople in the



trenches are usually in touch with im pending changes early.
Salespeople understand shifting custom er dem ands before
m anagem ent does; financial analysts are the earliest to know when
the fundam entals of a business change.ò
M icrom anagem ent is m ism anagem ent. A healthy OKR

environm ent strikes a balance between alignm ent and autonom y,
com m on purpose and creative latitude. The ñprofessional
em ployee,ò Peter Drucker wrote, ñneeds rigorous perform ance
standards and high goals. . . . But how he does his work should
always be his responsibility and his decision.ò At Intel, Grove took a
dim  view of ñm anagerial m eddlingò: ñ[T]he subordinate will begin
to take a m uch m ore restricted view of what is expected of him ,
showing less initiative in solving his own problem s and referring
them  instead to his [or her] supervisor. . . . [T]he output of the
organization will consequently be reduced. . . .ò
An optim al OKR system  frees contributors to set at least som e of

their own objectives and m ost or all of their key results. People are
led to stretch above and beyond, to set m ore am bitious targets and
achieve m ore of those they set: ñThe higher the goals, the higher the
perform ance.ò People who choose their destination will own a
deeper awareness of what it takes to get there.
W hen our h o w  is defined by others, the goal wonôt engage us to

the sam e degree. If m y doctor orders m e to lower m y blood pressure
by training for the San Francisco M arathon, I m ight grudgingly take
it under advisem ent. But if I decide of m y own free will to run the
race, Iôm  far m ore likely to reach the finish lineð especially if Iôm
running with friends.
In business, I have found, there is rarely a single right answer. By

loosening the reins and backing people to find th eir right answers,
we help everybody win. High-functioning team s thrive on a creative
tension between top-down and bottom -up goal setting, a m ix of
aligned and unaligned OKRs. In tim es of operational urgency, when
sim ple d o in g  takes precedence, organizations m ay choose to be
m ore directive. But when the num bers are strong and a com pany
has grown too cautious and buttoned-up, a lighter touch m ay be just
right. W hen leaders are attuned to the fluctuating needs of both the
business and their em ployees, the m ix of top-down and bottom -up
goals generally settles at around half-and-half. W hich sounds about
right to m e.



Cross-functional Coordination

Even as m odern goal setting successfully transcends the org chart,
unacknowledged dependencies rem ain the num ber one cause of
project slippage. The cure is lateral, cross-functional connectivity,
peer-to-peer and team -to-team . For innovation and advanced
problem  solving, isolated individuals cannot m atch a connected
group. Product relies on engineering, m arketing on sales. As
business becom es m ore intricate and initiatives m ore com plex,
interdependent divisions need a tool to help them  reach the finish
line together.
Connected com panies are quicker com panies. To grab a

com petitive advantage, both leaders and contributors need to link
up horizontally, breaking through barriers. A transparent OKR
system , as Laszlo Bock points out, prom otes this sort of
freewheeling collaboration: ñPeople across the whole organization
can see whatôs going on. Suddenly you have people who are
designing a handset reaching out to another team  doing software,
because they saw an interesting thing you could do with the user
interface.ò
W hen goals are public and visible to all, a ñteam  of team sò can

attack trouble spots wherever they surface. Adds Bock: ñYou can see
im m ediately if som ebodyôs hitting the ball out of the parkð you
investigate. If som ebodyôs m issing all the tim e, you investigate.
Transparency creates very clear signals for everyone. You kick off
virtuous cycles that reinforce your ability to actually get your work
done. And the m anagem ent tax is zeroð itôs am azing.ò
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Align: The M yFitnessPal Story

M ike Lee
C o fo u n d er a n d  C E O

t all started with a beach wedding. Heading into their nuptials,
M ike and Am y Lee wanted to lose som e weight. A fitness trainer
gave them  a list of the nutritional values of three thousand foods

ð and a pad of paper for tracking calories. M ike, whoôd program m ed
com puters since the age of ten, knew there had to be a better way.
So he conceived a solution, which becam e M yFitnessPal. For eight
years, M ike and Albert self-funded the app from  savings and credit
cards.
Today, the brothers Lee are at the center of an epic m ovem ent for

quantitative, self-digital health and personal well-being. Their
m ission is to create a healthy planet. In 2013, when Kleiner Perkins
invested in M yFitnessPal, the app had 45 m illion registered users.
Today it has m ore than 120 m illion, and theyôve lost a collective 300
m illion pounds. W ith a database of 14 m illion foods plus real-tim e
links to Fitbit and dozens of other apps, M yFitnessPal m akes it
easier than ever to track what you eat and how effectively you
exercise. By revealing what used to be hiddenð the calories you burn
on your m orning run, for exam pleð M yFitnessPal helps users set
and achieve am bitious personal goals. M em bers m ake daily choices
that change their lives. As a bonus, the app com es with a network of
friends who cheer you on each day.
OKRs are not islands. To the contrary, they create networksð

vertical, horizontal, diagonalð to connect an organizationôs m ost
vital work. W hen em ployees align with a com panyôs top-line goals,
their im pact is am plified. They stop duplicating efforts or working
counterproductively against the grain. As brothers M ike and Albert



Lee discovered while building M yFitnessPal, the worldôs leading
health and fitness app, strong alignm ent is critical to the day-to-day
progress that kindles the next big leap.
If this story sounds like a perfect setting for OKRs, youôre not

m istaken. Goal setting cam e organically for M ike and Albertð
though not always easily, as you will see. In February 2015, their
com pany was acquired by Under Arm our for $475 m illion. The
m erger m arried M yFitnessPalôs strength in technology to one of the
industryôs great brands. Suddenly the Lees had access to world-class
professional athletes, the next frontier for digital fitness. As M ike
says, ñW e want to skate to where the puck is going.ò
The new business structure brought new challenges for goal

setting, around alignm ent in particular. M ike and Albert would rely
on OKRs to navigate a labyrinth of internal relationships. As
M yFitnessPal dove into a m uch larger pond, objectives and key
results would align its growing team  and their goals.

ð
M ike Lee: You have a device in your pocket thatôs incredibly powerful. The data
it collectsð on yourself and the world around youð is exploding. For a nom inal
cost or none at all, you can have a coach or a nutritionist or even a m edical
consultant on hand at all tim es. Thanks to our sm artphones, we can m ake
healthier decisions and lead healthier lifestyles.

M yFitnessPal provides insightsð we call them  ñm om ents of clarityòð that
stick with our users all their lives. I know firsthand that it works. W hen I first
began tracking what I ate, I learned that m ayonnaise has ninety calories per
tablespoon, and m ustard only five. I havenôt touched a drop of m ayo since.
M ake enough of those sm all changes, and youôll find they add up.

I worked for a num ber of com panies before cofounding M yFitnessPal. None
of them  used form al goal-setting system s. They had annual financial plans,
revenue num bers to hit, and broad strategies around them , but nothing
structured or continuous. Not coincidentally, those organizations shared
som ething else in com m on: a glaring lack of alignm ent. Iôd have no clue as to
what other team s were doing, or how we m ight work together toward a com m on
objective. W eôd try to com pensate with m ore m eetings, which only wasted tim e.
If you put two people in a boat and have one row east and the other row west,
theyôll use up lots of energy going nowhere.

In our early days at M yFitnessPal, weôd joke that we had a thousand-item  to-
do list, and weôd cross off the top three item s and say, ñO kay, that was a good
year.ò W e left a lot below the line, but that was okay. W e worked within our
lim its: launch the Android app, or the BlackBerry app, or the iPhone or iPad
version. W e tackled one goal at a tim e and worked until it was done, and then
we m oved to the next item  on the list. Rarely was there overlap.



O ur process wasnôt sophisticated, but it was focused and highly m easurable.
W hen youôre defining a com panyôs strategy on your own, with just one other
person working on products, alignm ent is sim ple. M y brother and I would
declare a keystone goalð launch on the iPad by such-and-such a dateð and
com m unicate each day on our progress. Sm all organizations can get by with
less process. Though now I wish weôd had our O KRs in gear earlier on, even
before we got funded. W eôd have been better prepared to m ake sounder
choices when opportunity cam e our way.

M y F itn essP a l co fo u n d ers M ik e a n d  A lb ert L ee, 2 0 12 .

O nce M yFitnessPal got up and running on the iPhone and Android, our
growth shot off the charts. O ne day we woke up and had 35 m illion registered
users. W e were scaling too fast to do one thing at a tim e anym ore. I found that
entropy begins when you have two great people directly under you. You want to
give each of them  som ething big and purposeful to work on, and they both
naturally want to m ove their piece of the project, and soon theyôre pulling out of
alignm ent and charging in different directions. Before you know it, theyôre
working on two different things. It doesnôt help to push them  harder. If two nails
are even slightly m isaligned, a good ham m er will splay them  sideways.

Though Albert and I knew we needed m ore structure in our goal setting, we
werenôt certain how to proceed. In 2013, not long after Kleiner Perkins first
invested in our com pany, John Doerr cam e by to pitch us on O KRs. His football
team  analogy resonated with m e; I just got it. I loved the sim plicity of the m ain
objective, and the way it was distilled and stretched and cascaded through the



organization. And I thought to m yself: That was how weôd get our com pany
aligned.

Cross-team  Integration

W hen we began to im plem ent O KRs, it was harder than anticipated. W e didnôt
appreciate how m uch thought it took to create the right com pany objectives, and
then to cascade them  down to drive contributorsô behavior. W e found it
challenging to strike a balance between high-level, strategic thinking and m ore
granular, directive com m unication. O nce we had our Series A funding and
scaled up our leadership team , our realm  of the possible expanded. In a push
for accountability, we set one big dedicated goal for each leader. W e created
com pany O KRs for people instead of m atching people to our O KRsð we had it
backward. Som e objectives were too narrow, others too nebulous. If an HR
m anager got stuck trying to connect to the high-level goals for product or
revenue, weôd add a top-line objective just for that person. Soon we had a
cornucopia of com pany O KRs, but what really m attered at M yFitnessPal? W eôd
lost the forest for the trees.

In 2013, as we jum ped from  ten to thirty people, I assum ed weôd becom e
200 percent m ore productive. Iôd underestim ated how m uch scaling slows you
down. New engineers need extensive training before they can be as proficient
as your holdovers. And with m ultiple engineers developing the sam e project, we
had to build new processes to keep them  from  overriding one another. In the
transition, productivity took a hit.

W hen you com e down to it, alignm ent is about helping people understand
what you want them  to do. M ost contributors will be m otivated to ladder up to
the top-line O KRsð assum ing they know where to set the ladder. As our team
got larger and m ore layered, we confronted new issues. O ne product m anager
was working on Prem ium , the enhanced subscription version of our app.
Another focused on our API platform , to enable third parties like Fitbit to
connect to M yFitnessPal and write data to it or applications on top of it. The
third addressed our core login experience. All three had individual O KRs for
what they hoped to accom plishð so far, so good.

The problem  was our shared engineering team , which got caught in the
m iddle. The engineers werenôt aligned with the product m anagersô objectives.
They had their own infrastructure O KRs, to keep the plum bing going and the
lights on. W e assum ed they could do it allð a big m istake. They got confused
about what they should be working on, which could change without notice.
(Som etim es it boiled down to which product m anager yelled loudest.) As the
engineers switched between projects from  week to week, their efficiency
dragged. W hen returning to a product after an interruption, theyôd have to ask
them selves: How does this go again? The Prem ium  work was especially urgent
for revenue, yet it went in fits and starts.



I felt super-frustrated. W eôd hired all these talented people and were
spending tons of m oney, but we werenôt going any faster. Things cam e to a
head over a top-priority m arketing O KR for personalized em ails with targeted
content. The objective was well constructed: W e wanted to drive a certain
m inim um  num ber of m onthly active users to our blog. O ne im portant key result
was to increase our click-through rate from  em ails. The catch was that no one in
m arketing had thought to inform  engineering, which had already set its own
priorities that quarter. W ithout buy-in from  the engineers, the O KR was doom ed
before it started. Even worse, Albert and I didnôt find out it was doom ed until our
quarterly postm ortem . (The project got done a quarter late.)

That was our wake-up call, when we saw the need for m ore alignm ent
between team s. O ur O KRs were well crafted, but im plem entation fell short.
W hen departm ents counted on one another for crucial support, we failed to
m ake the dependency explicit. Coordination was hit-and-m iss, with deadlines
blown on a regular basis. W e had no shortage of objectives, but our team s kept
wandering away from  one another.

The following year, we tried to fix the problem  with periodic integration
m eetings for the executive team . Each quarter our departm ent heads presented
their goals and identified dependencies. No one left the room  until weôd
answered som e basic questions: Are we m eeting everyoneôs needs for buy-in?
Is a team  overstretched? If so, how can we m ake their objectives m ore
realistic?

Alignm ent doesnôt m ean redundancy. At M yFitnessPal, every O KR has a
single owner, with other team s linking up as needed. As I see it, co-ownership
weakens accountability. If an O KR fails, I donôt want two people blam ing each
other. Even when two or m ore team s have parallel objectives, their key results
should be distinct.

Each tim e we went through the O KR process, we did a little better. O ur
objectives got m ore precise, our key results m ore m easurable, our achievem ent
rate higher. It took us two or three quarters to really get the hang of it,
particularly for product features keyed to a broad objective. Itôs not easy to
predict the m arket for the conceptually new; weôd wildly beat our m etric or wildly
m iss. So we switched it up. W e began pinning our key results to deadlines
instead of revenue or projected users. (Exam ple: ñLaunch M FP Prem ium  by
5/1/15.ò) After a feature launched and som e real data cam e back, weôd be in a
stronger position to assess its im pact and potential. Then our next round of
O KRs could be m ore realistically keyed (or stretched) to projected outputs.

At tim es weôd see our team  choosing lower-risk key results, like sending
em ails here or push notifications there. The m ore am bitious the stretch in the
objective, the m ore conservatively people m ade their KRsð a classic
unintended consequence. So we learned to design our goals to fit the context.
W here appropriate, we went for the increm ental. But there were tim es when we
told the team , ñDonôt worry about m onthly active user im pact on this one. Just
build the best feature you can. W e want you to swing for the fences.ò



Unacknow ledged Dependencies, W rit Larger

G oing with Under Arm our m eant adapting to a com pany with a whole different
m ode of goal setting. Suddenly I had a boss to align with and a newly form ed
division to run: UA Connected FitnessïNorth Am erica. O ur m andate was to
leverage em erging digital technologies to im prove fitness and perform ance. I
had three additional apps to coordinate, each with a different culture and
working style.

At scale, alignm ent grows exponentially m ore com plex. How would we show
four hundred people what we were trying to achieve, to help them  align with us
and with one another? How could we get everybody rowing in the sam e
direction? In the beginning, I found it really hard to do; I can hardly im agine how
Am azon or Apple m anages. W hen we introduced O KRs throughout our division,
it m ade a big difference.

A few weeks after our acquisition, m y boss called an off-site leadership
m eeting for twenty people, including Connected Fitness stakeholders across the
com pany. Since Under Arm our followed an annual cadence, departm ent heads
were to present what they aim ed to achieve that year. At M yFitnessPal, we
were accustom ed to investing the tim e to fram e our objectives correctly. O ur
group was ready.

As the m eeting unfolded, Albert and I were surprised to discover that the
ecom m erce team  was counting on us to drive significant traffic from  our apps.
The data team  assum ed weôd deliver a m ass of data. The m edia sales team
had m arked us down for a set dollar am ount in new ad revenues. All three had
preconceived notions of what they could expect from  us, with no visibility into
what other team s were asking. Nor could anyone see how their targets m ight
align with our own growth objectives, m uch less the bigger com pany picture.
There were unacknowledged dependencies wherever we looked. It was our old
problem  at M yFitnessPal, on steroids. There was sim ply no way we could get all
these things done.

It took eighteen m onths to straighten out our divisionôs alignm ent, and we
couldnôt have done it without O KRs. First, we had to define our capacity
constraints for developing new software. Then we had to clarify our core
priorities. By sharing our high-level O KRs for Connected Fitness, I could explain
why certain projects required the allocated tim e, and where we should be
doubling down on the com panyôs top goals. ñThis is the process we use,ò I said,
ñand Iôm  showing you our objectives and key results. You need to let m e know if
you see anything m issing, or if you think weôre working on the wrong things.ò

It was one-way transparency, and I felt a little nervous going in, but it
worked. People began to recognize our lim its and adjust their expectations
accordingly. For our part, we worked to align with them  by finding projects that
m et cross-departm ental objectives.

W hen Albert took hold of our M apM yFitness product team , first he exam ined
the road m ap and said, ñW e need to cut half of this, right? W e need to strip it
down to the things that really m atter.ò Now we evaluate product features the



M yFitnessPal way: ñIf we take this one off the road m ap this quarter, what
happens? W ould it really affect the user experience?ò M ore often than not, the
feature in question wouldnôt m ake a big difference. These calls are not
subjective; we have m etrics to m easure im pact. W eôre m aking tougher, sharper
choices about where to place our bets these days, and they all stem  from  the
O KR process.

Focus and alignm ent are binary stars. In M ay 2015, three m onths after
Under Arm our acquired us, our Prem ium  subscription version finally launched. It
couldnôt happen until we openly adm itted, ñLook, we canôt get all of these things
done. W e have to choose.ò W e had to m ake it clear to the com pany that
Prem ium  was our num ber-one objective, above all else.

W eôre still a work in progress. Shortly after the m erger, two of our four apps
sim ultaneously im plem ented m aps inside their run-tracking functions. Because
theyôd failed to collaborate in developm ent, they built their m aps in different
ways with different providers. Beyond the obvious inefficiency, our custom ersô
experience would be inconsistent. To their credit, the two team s devised a
m onthly check-in to avoid sim ilar problem s in the future. Shortly thereafter, we
im plem ented O KRs throughout the division. Now weôre all on the sam e page.
Everyone knows our groupôs top priorities, which gives them  freedom  to say no
to other things.

North Star Alignm ent

Though our start-up days are behind us, weôre still am bitious goal setters. W e
still stand by our O KR values of transparency and accountability. W e publish
our objectives on a wiki that anybody in the com pany can see. W e discuss them
at weekly all-hands m eetings. At a recent off-site retreat, I dem onstrated our
O KR process to the larger leadership groupð and they just ate it up. ñBest off-
site weôve ever had,ò one executive said. W ith O KRs entrenched as the
operational foundation for Connected Fitness, m y hope is to spread them  by
exam ple throughout Under Arm our. The larger the organization, the m ore value
the system  offers.

Beyond m aking objectives m ore consistent within a com pany, alignm ent
contains a deeper m eaning. Itôs about keeping your goals true to your North
Star values. Connected Fitness is deliberately aligned with Under Arm ourôs
m ission ñto m ake all athletes better.ò At the sam e tim e, we still live by the old
M yFitnessPal m antra: W hen our custom ers succeed at reaching their health
and fitness goals, we succeed as a com pany. As a team , weôre still posing the
question that Albert and I asked each other at the beginning: W ill this featureð
or this partnershipð help our custom ers succeed?

After all, itôs our users who do the hard work to change their lives. Like the
wom an who rose from  her chair without using her hands, for the first tim e in
twenty yearsð a poignant m om ent of clarity. To the extent weôve succeeded as



a com pany, itôs in helping to provide those m om ents. W henever possible, we
spell this out in our high-level objectives, as you can see in the following O KR
from  a few years back:

O BJECTIVE
Help m ore people around the w orld.

KEY RESULTS
1. Add 27M  new  users in 2014.
2. Reach 80M  total registered users.

Every decision we m ake needs to square with our vision. W hen we face a
trade-off between our custom ers and a business goal, we align with the
custom er. W hen an objective seem s out of line with our m antra, it gets extra
scrutiny. Before m oving forward, we m ake sure it lines up with our North Star.
Thatôs what keeps us walking the walk and connected with the people we serve.
Thatôs what m akes us who we are.
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Connect: The Intuit Story

Atticus Tysen
C h ief In fo rm a tio n  O fficer

ntuit has m ade F o rtu n eôs prestigious list of the ñW orldôs M ost
Adm ired Com paniesò for fourteen years running. The firm  m ade
its first splash in the 1980s with Quicken, which brought

personal finance to the desktop com puter and becam e a household
nam e. Then cam e tax preparation software (TurboTax) and a
desktop accounting program  (QuickBooks), which eventually m oved
online. Over its long history, by tech standards, Intuit has survived
one com petitive threat after the next by staying a step ahead. M ost
recently, it sold Quicken and reconstructed QuickBooks Online as
an open platform . Subscriptions soared by 49 percent. ñW henever
Intuit m akes a wrong turn,ò UBS analyst Brent Thill told T h e N ew
Y o rk  T im es, ñthey quickly get off the gravel and back onto the
blacktop. Thatôs why the com pany has done so well for such a long
tim e.ò
People canôt connect with what they cannot see; networks cannot

blossom  in silos. By definition, OKRs are open and visible to all
parts of an organization, to each level of every departm ent. As a
result, com panies that stick with them  becom e m ore coherent.



In tu it C IO  A tticu s T y sen  a t G o a l S u m m it, 2 0 17.

Adaptable organizations tend to be m ore openly connected ones.
Intuitôs culture of transparency was ingrained by cofounder Scott
Cook and strengthened by ñCoachò Bill Cam pbell, who served as
Intuitôs CEO and longtim e chairm an. ñBill was one of the m ost open
guys Iôve ever m et,ò says Atticus Tysen, Intuitôs senior vice president
and chief inform ation officer. ñHe could read people and he invested
in them . You always knew what he was thinking and that he was in
your corner.ò
The Coachôs legacy lives on. A few years ago, to help the IT

departm ent adapt as Intuit m oved to the cloud, Atticus introduced
OKRs to his direct reports. The following quarter, he rolled the
system  down to the director level; the quarter after that, to all six
hundred IT em ployees. He was determ ined not to force the new



process. ñW e didnôt want bureaucratic com pliance,ò Atticus says.
ñW e wanted enthusiastic com pliance. I wanted to see if the OKR
system  would succeed on its ownð and it really did.ò
Each quarter, Intuitôs IT group tackles about 2,500 active

objectives. As theyôve built their goal-setting m uscle with real-tim e,
autom ated data and routine check-ins, users align roughly half of
their OKRs with the goals of higher-ups or their departm ent.
Collectively, they view their m anagersô OKRs m ore than four
thousand tim es per quarter, or seven views per em ployeeð a strong
m arker of frontline engagem ent. After the Lasik surgery of OKRs,
contributors see clearer links between their own day-to-day work,
their colleaguesô priorities, their team ôs quarterly objectives, and the
com panyôs ñTrue Northò m ission.
Intuitôs story dem onstrates the benefits of an OKR pilot project

before (or even without) a full-com pany rollout. A few hundred
users m ay suffice for an OKR laboratory, to iron out any kinks
before deploym ent at scale. At Intuit, says CEO Brad Sm ith, who
posts his own goals in his office for anyone to see, connected goal
setting ñis critical to enabling em ployees to do the best work of their
lives.ò

ð
Atticus Tysen: Iôd been working at Intuit for eleven years on the product side
before m oving to the IT departm ent. Then, in 2013, I becam e CIO . I m ade the
switch because I loved the com pany, and I knew IT needed to evolve to help
Intuit on its new m ission. It was a stressful, exciting tim e. The organization was
pivoting in several directions at once: from  desktop software to cloud-based
software, from  a closed platform  to one that was open to thousands of third-
party apps, from  a North Am erican com pany to a global com pany. As we leaned
into our long-term  strategy to becom e an integrated ecosystem , we gradually
changed from  a house of brands (TurboTax, Q uicken, Q uickBooks) to the
branded house of Intuit.

In the storm  of any disruption, IT will bear the brunt of in-house frustrations.
Partly itôs because the operation tends to be opaque. Any thirty-plus-year-old
com pany accum ulates layers of com plex technologyð especially a technology
com pany. In IT, weôre always juggling the needs of internal partners with the
dem ands of our end users. W e bridge technology and business outcom es.
M aybe toughest of all, we m ust balance the task of m aking system s work
perfectly today (as our people expect) with our m andate to invest in the future.
For exam ple: Intuit used to have nine different billing system s to serve our array
of products, and each of them  had special challenges. W hen youôre putting out
fires every day, itôs hard to build a next-generation billing technology.



How could we signal to our workforce what m attered m ost while keeping
them  all up and running? And how could we assure all hands that we had their
concerns covered? In a conventionally siloed organization, activity is opaque.
People m ight try to look into whatôs going on outside their own departm ent, but
they often donôt know where to start or have the tim e to follow up.

At Intuit, change started at the top. To jum p-start our transform ation, our
chairm an and CEO , Brad Sm ith, installed a com pany-wide goal-setting system .
Brad is very conscious and intentional about this. O nce each m onth, m anagers
m eet with their reports to discuss individual goals. The system  has built-in, 360-
degree feedback, with both parties com paring notes on a regular basis.

O ur com pany has a long cultural history around learning and
experim entation. W e try a lot of things, keep the elem ents that work best, and
adapt them  to m ake them  our own. I agreed to partner with HR to try O KRs in
Enterprise Business Solutions, or EBS (our m oniker for IT). Back in 2014, I first
discovered objectives and key results while G oogling ñgoal setting.ò M y
research suggested that O KRs m ight help us change the way we operate, even
how we perceive ourselves.

M odern IT goes way beyond checking off boxes to process help tickets or
change requests. Itôs about adding value to the businessð shedding redundant
clone system s, creating new functionality, finding future-oriented solutions. To
becom e the team  Intuit needed, our EBS would need to change root and
branch. O ur leaders had to give people air cover to back-burner som e day-to-
day tasks and focus on m ore valuable, longer-term  initiatives.

Today, every em ployee in m y departm ent owns three to five business
objectives per quarter, along with one or two personal ones. The system  is
powerful precisely because it is so sim pleð and so transparent. For our O KRs
to be effective, I knew theyôd have to be visible through all of Intuit, even if no
one outside EBS used them . I wanted everyone in the com pany to know exactly
what we were doing, and how, and why. W hen people understand your
priorities and constraints, theyôre m ore apt to trust you when som ething goes
sideways.

Early on, I found it challenging to separate m y individual goals from  the
departm entôs O KRs. As ITôs leader, I thought they should logically coincide. But
it wasnôt a good optic. M ost of our top-level objectives endured from  quarter to
quarter, typically for eighteen m onths. Down the line, team s and individuals
would m odify their own O KRs as the environm ent shifted and we kept m aking
progress. And they were asking, quite reasonably, ñW hat is the CIO  doing if his
goals never change?ò I got the m essage. Now I have m y own objectives, and I
ladder up to our top-level O KRs like everyone else.

Beyond our base in the Bay Area, we m ade it a point to im plem ent the
system  worldwide. EBS has form al team s in four U.S. regions and in Bangalore,
the high-tech center of southern India, plus support team s in every Intuit
location around the globe. W hen people work outside the center, theyôre left to
wonder what gets done at headquarters. (And headquarters m ay wonder about
them , too.) O KRs ended the m ystery. They m ade us m ore cohesive; they
brought us together.



O ne of our top-level EBS objectives is to ñrationalize, m odernize, and secure
all technology used to run Intuit.ò (See here.) Lately, whenever I travel to see a
team  in Texas or Arizona, I hear our people saying, ñThis project is rationalizing
our portfolio.ò O r: ñHow can we m odernize that system ?ò No m atter where they
happen to be stationed, theyôre using the sam e three verbs. W hen a new
project com es up for discussion, theyôll ask one another how it fits into our O KR
tem plate. If it doesnôt, theyôll rightly raise a red flag: ñW hy are we doing this?ò

O BJECTIVE
M odernize, rationalize, and secure the technology used to

run the business of Intuit.

KEY RESULTS
1. Com plete m igration of O racle eBusiness Suite to R12

and retire 11.5.9 this quarter.
2. Deliver w holesale billing as a platform  capability by end

FY16.
3. Com plete onboarding of agents in sm all business unit

to Salesforce.
4. Create a retirem ent plan for all legacy technology.
5. Draft and get alignm ent on new  W orkforce Technology

strategies, road m aps, and principles.

ð

Live Data from  the Cloud

Intuit views itself as a thirty-four-year-old start-up. Beginning with the personal
com puter in the 1980s, our history reflects a series of tech disruptions, with
each new platform  upending its predecessor. O ur first product was on DO S.
Then we m oved to W indows and M acintosh on the desktop, then to m obile
devices, and m ost recently to the cloud.

O KRs can be deployed to even greater effect in the cloud era. Horizontal
alignm ent com es naturally. W ith open, public goal setting, the data and
analytics team  could see from  the start what our financial system s team  had in
m ind. It was im m ediately obvious that they should be working together, in
parallel. The team s linked up their objectives in real tim e, rather than after the
factð a sea change from  our historical way of doing things.

At a desktop software com pany, leaders look at operations through a
twentieth-century retail lens. They postm ortem  sales reports and channel flow.



W hile they do their best to predict where the business m ight be headed, their
line of sight is largely lim ited to the rearview m irror. By contrast, a cloud-based
business wants to know what is happening now. How m any subscriptions cam e
in this week? How m any trials are ongoing? W hatôs our conversion rate? A
custom er can G oogle an online product, skim  the m arketing page, take it for a
spin, and m ake a purchaseð all in ten m inutes or less. For leaders to keep
pace, they should be checking their funnel on a daily basis. At EBS, we need to
be thinking about real-tim e reporting, data, and analytics, even as we build out
features like wholesale billing. W eôve captured this necessity in a top-level
objective:

O BJECTIVE
Enable every Intuit w orker to m ake decisions based on

ñliveò data.

KEY RESULTS
1. Deliver functional data m arts for HR and Sales.
2. Com plete m igration to new  Enterprise Data W arehouse

built for real-tim e access.
3. Create single team  operating all data visualization tools

across Intuit to drive a unified strategy.
4. Create teaching m odule to help people in other team s

use data visualization tools.

A Tool for Global Collaboration

As Intuit becom es m ore global, asynchronous collaboration is increasingly a
way of life. W hen weôre working from  headquarters with our team  in Bangalore,
live video has lim ited utility. G iven the thirteen-hour tim e difference, our
associates in India will be sleeping when weôre working, and vice versa. Three
years ago, there were few practical options. Intuit invested in the latest
workplace tools, but we lacked solutions for persistent chat, collaborative
authoring, and videoconferencing. People were forced to im provise, with
uneven results. Productivity slipped.

To attack the problem  in a m ore connected way, we upgraded a key result
for workforce technology to its own top-level O KR. In the space of six m onths,
our new strategic em phasis led us to add several new tools, all integrated into a
single authentication system : Slack for persistent chat, G oogle Docs for
collaborative editing, Box for content m anagem ent, BlueJeans for next-wave
video technology. O ur open O KR platform  helped team s across EBS to m ake



the transition and align with our new top-line objective. Now our people can
focus on their work instead of wasting tim e to figure out which tool to use.

Thereôs an art to goal setting, and m ore than a few judgm ent calls. If you
choose to tem porarily elevate a key result, it helps to be candid about it.
Leaders need to explain, ñYes, I want us to focus on that one right now as a top-
level objective. W hen it no longer needs the extra attention, weôll let it drift back
down into a KR.ò Itôs a dynam ic system . Youôre always adjusting the altitude.

ð

O BJECTIVE
Deliver aw esom e end-to-end w orkforce technology

solutions and strategies.

KEY RESULTS
1. Im plem ent Box pilot for first 100 users by m id-quarter.
2. Com plete BlueJeans rollout to final users by end of the

quarter.
3. Transfer first 50 individual account G oogle users to

enterprise account by end of the quarter.
4. Finalize Slack contract by end of m onth 1 and com plete

rollout play by end of the quarter.

ð
Studies have told us forever that frontline em ployees thrive when they can

see how their work aligns to the com panyôs overall goals. Iôve found this
especially true at our rem ote sites. Iôve heard it from  people in Bangalore: ñM y
objective is directly a key result of m y m anagerôs O KR, which ties directly to the
top-level EBS objective, which ties to the com panyôs shift to the cloud. Now I
understand how what Iôm  doing in India connects to the com pany m ission.ò
Thatôs a powerful realization. O KRs have consolidated our far-flung departm ent.
Thanks to structured, visible goal setting, our boundaries have m elted away.

H orizontal Connections

Intuit was a flat organization from  the start, with just a handful of tiers between
the CEO  and frontline em ployees. O ur founder, Scott Cook, believed the best
idea should win, not the biggest title, and that still holds true today. From  the
day I cam e in as a group m anager, I was im pressed by the collaborative culture.
Even when we ran things in silos, we were vertically open. You could always



speak freely to your m anager, or your m anagerôs m anager, and get a respectful
hearing.

O KRs have opened our departm ent horizontally, across team s. At first it was
awkward. Everybody in IT instinctively wanted to align with their m anagersô
goalsð or with m ine. I went into the platform  one day and found literally
hundreds of key results linked to one of m y top-level objectives. I told people,
ñYour m anager is still your m anager. Youôll continue to collaborateð none of
thatôs going to change. But you need to disconnect from  us and connect to each
other.ò

O ur ecom m erce and billing team s work under separate vice presidents who
roll up to m e. If ecom m erce is building a shopping cart, billing needs to bring
related features to m arket. In the old way, the two engineering team s ran
independently and reported to their respective program  m anagers, who tried
(with variable success) to connect from  above. The people doing the actual
work had no direct contact.

Now, with horizontally transparent O KRs, our engineers intentionally connect
as they link to each otherôs objectives. Q uarter by quarter, they iterate against
the departm entôs objectives while devising how best to coordinate with their
peers. W eôre trending away from  senior com m ittee m andates and toward real
autonom y. O ur EBS leaders still set the context, ask the big questions, and
furnish relevant data. But itôs our interconnected groups whose insights are
propelling us forwardð together.
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Superpow er #3: Track for
Accountability

In God we trust; all others m ust bring data.
ð W . E dw ards D em in g

ne underrated virtue of OKRs is that they can be tra ck edð
and then revised or a d a p ted as circum stances dictate.
Unlike traditional, frozen, ñset them  and forget them ò

business goals, OKRs are living, breathing organism s. Their life
cycle unfolds in three phases, which Iôll consider in turn.

The Setup

W hile general-purpose software can get an OKR process up and
running, thereôs a catch: It doesnôt scale. W hen one Fortune 500
com pany recently tried to ram p up its goal-setting cadence, it hit a
wall. All of its 82,000 contributors had dutifully recorded their
annual objectives in M icrosoft W ord files! A m ove to quarterly
OKRs would have generated 328,000 files per year. Theyôd all be
public, in theory, but who would have the patience to search out
connections or alignm ent? If you share a goal that nobody sees, is
the system  truly transparent?
In 2014, when Bill Pence cam e to AOL as global chief technology

officer, top-line com pany and division goals were presented on a
spreadsheet and rolled down from  there. ñBut they never really had
a hom e, where they connected on a daily basis with people,ò Pence
says. W ithout frequent status updates, goals slide into irrelevance;



the gap between plan and reality widens by the day. At quarterôs end
(or worse, yearôs end), weôre left with zom bie OKRs, on-paper w h a ts
and h o w s devoid of life or m eaning.
Contributors are m ost engaged when they can actually see how

their work contributes to the com panyôs success. Quarter to quarter,
day to day, they look for tangible m easures of their achievem ent.
Extrinsic rewardsð the year-end bonus checkð m erely validate what
they already know. OKRs speak to som ething m ore powerful, the
intrinsic value of the work itself.
As the bar for structured goal setting rises, m ore organizations

are adopting robust, dedicated, cloud-based OKR m anagem ent
software. The best-in-class platform s feature m obile apps,
autom atic updating, analytics reporting tools, real-tim e alerts, and
integration with Salesforce, JIRA, and Zendesk. W ith three or four
clicks, users can navigate a digital dashboard to create, track, edit,
and score their OKRs. These platform s deliver transform ative OKR
values:

T h ey  m a k e ev ery o n eôs g o a ls m o re v isib le. Users gain
seam less access to OKRs for their boss, their direct reports,
and the organization at large.

T h ey  d riv e en g a g em en t. W hen you know youôre working
on the right things, itôs easier to stay m otivated.

T h ey  p ro m o te in tern a l n etw o rk in g . A transparent platform
steers individuals to colleagues with shared professional
interests.

T h ey  sa v e tim e, m o n ey , a n d  fru stra tio n . In conventional
goal setting, hours are wasted digging for docum entation in
m eeting notes, em ails, W ord docum ents, and PowerPoint
slides. W ith an OKR m anagem ent platform , all relevant
inform ation is ready when you are.

At AOL, CEO Tim  Arm strong felt the com panyôs goals were ñtoo
disconnected,ò Bill Pence recalls. ñThey werenôt linked together;
they didnôt cascade up and down. They just didnôt stay tethered to
the em ployees and the work they were doing through the year.ò In
2016, Arm strong brought in a dedicated platform  and rolled out
OKRs. The upshot, Pence says, was radical transparency, real-tim e



connection, and a com pany that coordinated operations as a m atter
of course.

OKR Shepherd

For an OKR system  to function effectively, the team  deploying itð
whether a group of top executives or an entire organizationð m ust
adopt it universally. No exceptions, no opt-outs. Yes, there will be
late adopters, resisters, and garden-variety procrastinators. To prod
them  to join the flock, a best practice is to designate one or m ore
OKR shepherds. For years, that role in Googleôs products
departm ent was filled by senior vice president Jonathan Rosenberg.
Here is one of Jonathanôs classic com m uniqu®s, with the laggardsô
nam es deleted to protect the guilty:

From : Jonathan Rosenberg

Date: Thu, Aug 5, 2010 at 2:59 PM
Subject: Am idst boundless opportunities, 13 PM s whiff on O KRs (nam es
included)

Product G ang,

As m ost of you know, I strongly believe that having a good set of quarterly
O KRs is an im portant part of being successful at G oogle. Thatôs why I
regularly send you notes rem inding you to get them  done on tim e, and why I
ask m anagers to review them  to m ake sure all of our O KRs are good. Iôve
tried notes that are nice and notes that are m ean. Personal favorites include
threatening you with Jonathanôs Pit of Despair in O ctober 07 and celebrating
near perfection in July 08. O ver tim e I iterated this carrot/stick approach until
we reached near 100%  com pliance. Yay!
So then I stopped sending notes, and look what happened: this quarter,
SEVERAL of you didnôt get your O KRs done on tim e, and several others
didnôt grade your Q 2 O KRs. It turns out itôs not the type of note I send that
m atters, but the fact that I send anything at all! Nam es of the fallen are duly
noted below (with a pass given to several AdM ob em ployees who are new to
the ways of G oogle, and to m any of you who m issed the deadline but still got
them  done in July).

W e have so m any great opportunities before us (search, ads, display,
YouTube, Android, enterprise, local, com m erce, Chrom e, TV, m obile,
social . . .) that if you canôt com e up with O KRs that get you excited about
com ing to work every day, then som ething m ust be wrong. In fact, if thatôs
really the case, com e see m e.
In the m eantim e, please do your O KRs on tim e, grade your previous quarterôs
O KRs, do a good job at it, and post them  so that the O KR link from  your



m om a [intranet] page works. This is not adm inistrative busywork, itôs an
im portant way to set your priorities for the quarter and ensure that weôre all
working together.

Jonathan

M idlife Tracking

As the Fitbit craze attests, people crave to know how theyôre
progressing and see it visually represented, down to the percentage
point. Research suggests that m aking m easured headway can be
m ore incentivizing than public recognition, m onetary inducem ents,
or even achieving the goal itself. Daniel Pink, the author of D riv e,
agrees: ñThe single greatest m otivator is óm aking progress in oneôs
work.ô The days that people m ake progress are the days they feel
m ost m otivated and engaged.ò
M ost goal m anagem ent platform s use visual aids to show

progress toward objectives and key results. Unlike steps on Fitbit,
OKRs donôt require daily tracking. But regular check-insð
preferably weeklyð are essential to prevent slippage. As Peter
Drucker observed, ñW ithout an action plan, the executive becom es a
prisoner of events. And without check-ins to reexam ine the plan as
events unfold, the executive has no way of knowing which events
really m atter and which are only noise.ò
As noted in chapter 4, the sim ple act of writing down a goal

increases your chances of reaching it. Your odds are better still if
you m onitor progress while sharing the goal with colleaguesð two
integral OKR features. In one California study, people who recorded
their goals a n d  sent weekly progress reports to a friend attained 43
percent m ore of their objectives than those who m erely thought
about goals without sharing them .

ð

OKRs are adaptable by nature. Theyôre m eant to be guardrails, not
chains or blinders. As we track and audit our OKRs, we have four
options at any point in the cycle:

C o n tin u e: If a green zone (ñon trackò) goal isnôt broken,
donôt fix it.



U p d a te: M odify a yellow zone (ñneeds attentionò) key result
or objective to respond to changes in the workflow or
external environm ent. W hat could be done differently to
get the goal on track? Does it need a revised tim e line? Do
we back-burner other initiatives to free up resources for
this one?

S ta rt: Launch a new OKR m id-cycle, whenever the need
arises.

S to p: W hen a red zone (ñat riskò) goal has outlived its
usefulness, the best solution m ay be to drop it.*

The point of a real-tim e dashboard is to quantify progress against
a target and flag what needs attention. W hile OKRs are prim arily a
positive force for m o re, they also stop us from  persisting in the
wrong direction. As Stephen Covey noted, ñIf the ladder is not
leaning against the right wall, every step we take just gets us to the
wrong place faster.ò Late-in-gam e surprises are less likely when you
track your OKRs for continuous feedback. Good news or bad, reality
intrudes. In the process, ñpeople can learn from  failure and m ove
on, perhaps turning som e aspect of the setback into the seedling of a
new success.ò
W hen Rem indôs school-m essaging platform  prototyped the

com panyôs first revenue-yielding service, a peer-to-peer paym ent
system , it was a total flop. ñNo one used it,ò says Brett Kopf. ñIt
didnôt solve a clear problem . W e im m ediately altered the goal to
build an event-driven system , where the teacher could say, óIôve got
a field trip next week. Are you com ing, yes or no? And do you want
to pay?ô That changed everything. It started driving and growing like
crazy.ò
W henever a key result or objective becom es obsolete or

im practical, feel free to end it m idstream . Thereôs no need to hold
stubbornly to an outdated projectionð strike it from  your list and
m ove on. Our goals are servants to our purpose, not the other way
around.
One proviso: W hen an objective gets dropped before the end of

the OKR interval, itôs im portant to notify everyone depending on it.
Then com es reflection: W h a t d id  I lea rn  th a t I d id n ôt fo resee a t th e
b eg in n in g  o f th e q u a rter? And: H o w  w ill I a p p ly  th is lesso n  in  th e
fu tu re?



For best results, OKRs are scrutinized several tim es per quarter
by contributors and their m anagers. Progress is reported, obstacles
identified, key results refined. On top of these one-on-ones, team s
and departm ents hold regular m eetings to evaluate progress toward
shared objectives. W henever a com m itted OKR is failing, a rescue
plan is devised. At Google, the frequency of team  check-ins varies
with the business needs of the m om ent, the gap between predicted
outcom es and execution, the quality of intragroup com m unication,
and the groupôs size and location(s). The m ore dispersed the team ôs
m em bers, the m ore frequently they touch base. Googleôs benchm ark
check-in cycle is m onthly, at a m inim um , though goal discussions
there are so pervasive that form al m eetings som etim es go by the
boards.

W rap-up: Rinse and Repeat

OKRs do not expire with com pletion of the work. As in any data-
driven system , trem endous value can be gained from  post hoc
evaluation and analysis. In both one-on-ones and team  m eetings,
these wrap-ups consist of three parts: objective scoring, subjective
self-assessm ent, and reflection.

S co rin g

In scoring our OKRs, we m ark what weôve achieved and address
how we m ight do it differently next tim e. A low score forces
reassessm ent: Is the objective still worth pursuing? If so, what can
we change to achieve it?
On state-of-the-art goal m anagem ent platform s, OKR scores are

system -generated; the num bers are objective, untouched by hum an
hands. (W ith less autom ated, hom egrown platform s, users m ay
need to perform  their own calculations.) The sim plest, cleanest way
to score an objective is by averaging the percentage com pletion
rates of its associated key results. Google uses a scale of 0 to 1.0:

0.7 to 1.0 = green.* (W e delivered.)



0.4 to 0.6 = yellow. (W e m ade progress, but fell short of
com pletion.)

0.0 to 0.3 = red. (W e failed to m ake real progress.)

Intel followed a sim ilar form ula. You m ay recall the OKR for
Operation Crush, the com panyôs push to reclaim  the m icroprocessor
m arket. Here are Andy Groveôs actual m arching orders from  Q2
1980, as endorsed by his executive team  (with end-of-quarter
grades in brackets):

CO RPO RATE O BJECTIVE
Establish the 8086 as the highest-perform ance 16-bit m icroprocessor fam ily, as

m easured by:

KEY RESULTS (Q 2 1980)
1. Develop and publish five benchm arks show ing superior

8086 fam ily perform ance [0.6].
2. Repackage the entire 8086 fam ily of products [1.0].
3. G et the 8M Hz part into production [0].
4. Sam ple the arithm etic coprocessor no later than June

15 [0.9].

And here is how these scores were determ ined:

W e com pleted three of five benchm arks for an 0.6, a
borderline green.

W e did indeed repackage the 8086 fam ily, under a new
product line called iAPX. So thatôs a perfect 1.0.

Production of the 8M Hz part, set for early M ay, was a
fiasco.* Because of problem s with the polysilicon, the target
had to be pushed to October. Thatôs a zero.

As for the arithm etic coprocessor, the goal was to ship 500
parts by June 15. W e wound up shipping 470ð which
com putes to 0.9, another green.

Altogether, we averaged 62.5 percent (or a raw score of 0.625) on
our KRs for this objective, a respectable grade. The Intel board
judged it below expectations but not too far below, because they



knew how aggressively m anagem ent set our goals. As a rule, weôd
enter a quarter knowing we wouldnôt achieve all of them . If a
departm ent so m uch as approached 100 percent, it was presum ed to
be setting its sights too lowð and there would be hell to pay.

S elf-a ssessm en t

In evaluating OKR perform ance, objective data is enhanced by the
goal setterôs thoughtful, subjective judgm ent. For any given goal in a
given quarter, there m ay be extenuating circum stances. A weak
showing by the num bers m ight hide a strong effort; a strong one
could be artificially inflated.
Say the team ôs objective is to recruit new custom ers, and your

individual key result is fifty phone calls. You wind up calling thirty-
five prospects, for a raw goal score of 70 percent. Did you succeed or
fail? By itself, the data doesnôt afford us m uch insight. But if a dozen
of your calls lasted several hours apiece and resulted in eight new
custom ers, you m ight give yourself a perfect 1.0. Conversely: If you
procrastinated, rushed through all fifty calls, and signed only one
new custom er, you m ight assess your perform ance at 0.25ð because
you could have pushed harder. (And on reflection: Should the key
result have prioritized new custom ers, rather than calls?)
Or say youôre a public relations m anager, and your team ôs key

result is to place three national articles about your com pany.
Though you get only two pieces published, one is a cover story in
T h e W a ll S treet J o u rn a l. Your raw score is 67 percent, but you say,
ñIôm  giving us a 9 out of 10, because we hit that one out of the park.ò
Googlers are encouraged to use their OKRs in self-assessm entsð

as guides, not as grades. As Shona Brown, form er SVP of business
operations, explained it to m e, ñIt wasnôt that they got a red or
yellow or green, but here was a list of what theyôd delivered on that
was above business as usual and connected to the overall goals of
the com pany.ò The point of objectives and key results, after all, is to
get everyone working on the right things.

Table 10.1: Scoring and Assessm ent Variations

O KR Progress Score Self-assessm ent



Bring in ten new
custom ers.

70% 0.9 Due to a slum p in the m arket, the O KR was
significantly tougher to achieve than Iôd thought.
O ur seven new custom ers represented an
exceptionally good effort and outcom e.

Bring in ten new
custom ers.

100% 0.7 W hen I reached the objective only eight weeks
into the quarter, I realized Iôd set the O KR too low.

Bring in ten new
custom ers.

80% 0.6 W hile I signed eight new custom ers, it was m ore
luck than hard work. O ne custom er brought in five
others behind her.

Bring in ten new
custom ers.

90% 0.5 Though I m anaged to land nine new custom ers, I
discovered that seven would bring in little
revenue.

Invariably, som e people will grade them selves too harshly; others
m ay need to be challenged. In either case, an alert facilitator or
team  leader will jum p in and help recalibrate. In the end, the
num bers are probably less im portant than contextual feedback and
a broader discussion within the team .
W here OKR scores pinpoint what went right or wrong in the

work, and how the team  m ight im prove, self-assessm ents drive a
superior goal-setting p ro cess for the next quarter. There are no
judgm ents, only learnings.

R eflectio n

OKRs are inherently action oriented. But when action is relentless
and unceasing, it can be a ham ster wheel of grim  striving. In m y
view, the key to satisfaction is to set aggressive goals, achieve m ost
of them , pause to reflect on the achievem ent, and th en  repeat the
cycle. Learning ñfrom  direct experience,ò a Harvard Business School
study found, ñcan be m ore effective if coupled with reflectionð that
is, the intentional attem pt to synthesize, abstract, and articulate the
key lessons taught by experience.ò The philosopher and educator
John Dewey went a step further: ñW e do not learn from
experience . . . we learn from  reflecting on experience.ò
Here are som e reflections for closing out an OKR cycle:

Did I accom plish all of m y objectives? If so, what
contributed to m y success?



If not, what obstacles did I encounter?

If I were to rewrite a goal achieved in full, what would I
change?

W hat have I learned that m ight alter m y approach to the
next cycleôs OKRs?

OKR wrap-ups are retrospective and forward-looking at the sam e
tim e. An unfinished objective m ight be rolled over to the next
quarter, with a fresh set of key resultsð or perhaps its m om ent has
passed, and it is appropriately dropped. Either way, sound
m anagem ent judgm ent com es first.
And one m ore thing. After thoroughly appraising your work and

owning up to any shortfalls, take a breath to savor your progress.
Throw a party with the team  to celebrate your growing OKR
superpowers. Youôve earned it.



I

11

Track: The Gates Foundation Story

Bill G ates
C o ch a irm a n

Patty Stonesifer
F o rm er C E O

n 2000, the newly hatched Bill & M elinda Gates Foundation
becam e som ething the world had never seen: a $20 billion start-
up. Though Bill Gates had recently stepped down as CEO of

M icrosoft, he was still the com panyôs chairm an and chief product
strategist. He had to find a way to channel the foundationôs vast
am bition, adapt to fluid conditions in the field, and allow him selfð
the extrem ely busy, fam ously fast-m oving founderð to m ake the
best possible choices. The higher the stakes, the m ore im portant it is
to track progressð to flag loom ing problem s, double back from  dead
ends, and m odify goals on the run.
The newborn institution had signed on for the m ost audacious

m ission im aginable: ñEveryone deserves a healthy and productive
life.ò So its leaders enlisted scores of brilliant people whoôd devoted
their lives to global health and told them , ñQuit thinking about
increm ental progress. W hat would you do if you had unlim ited
resources?ò
By 2002, the foundation had scaled to the point where it urgently

required a m ore structured form  of goal setting. After CEO Patty
Stonesifer heard m y OKR pitch at an Am azon board m eeting, she
asked m e to present it to the foundation. The rest is OKR history.

ð



Patty Stonesifer: W e had the beautiful gift of a blank sheet of paper: ñHow do
you want to change the world?ò But the gift also had a huge weight to it.
Because when you have that big of a goal, how can you know youôre m aking
progress?

M elin d a  G a tes, P a tty  S to n esifer, a n d  B ill G a tes rev iew in g  O K R s, 2 0 0 5 .

W e felt driven to be responsible with the capital. Bill and M elinda wanted to
know that a disciplined system  was in place to direct our hard choices. W e
borrowed from  Jim  Collins: ñW hat can you be the best at in the world?ò O nce we
figured that out, we laid the O KR system  on top of it. W e believed that everyone
should have a healthy and productive life, and Bill and M elinda were passionate
about the role of technology in creating change. That was in our DNA.

For a tim e we used a global health m etric called Disability-Adjusted Life
Years, or DALY. It gave us a data-driven fram ework for key resultsð say, to
m easure the im pact of an investm ent in m icronutrients against one to fight river
blindness. DALY led us to focus on vaccines, which m ake such an enorm ous
difference in productive life years. Now we had a credible m etric, reinforced by
our key results. O KRs m ade it all so clear.

ð
Bill G ates: Am bitious, directional goals were always super-im portant at
M icrosoft. It was natural, in a way, because from  a very young age I thought
software was m agic. In those early days, the exponential increase in transistors



actually m apped to the perform ance of the device. W e understood what the
chips people were going to give us and that there was no end in sight, and that
the storage and com m unication people likewise were writing exponential code.
The screen people werenôt quite as exponential, but the graphical user interface
would be fast enough. There was only one m issing elem ent: the m agic software
to m ake the device do som ething interesting. I gave up on being a lawyer or a
scientist, surefire things, because the idea of what would happen with all that
intelligenceð what I called ñinform ation at your fingertipsòð was just so
fascinating. It was m ind-blowing to m e.

Even before Paul Allen and I started the partnership, we were saying: A
com puter on every desk and in every hom e. IBM  and other peopleð with
resources and skill sets way beyond oursð werenôt aim ing for that goal. They
didnôt see it as a possibility, so they werenôt pushing as hard to m ake it a reality.
But we could see that it would happen. M ooreôs law would m ake things cheaper
and get the software industry to critical m ass. Those were big, big goals, and
they started early for us.

That was our biggest advantage: W e aim ed higher.

M aking Goals Concrete

In the year 2000, M elinda and I put $20 billion into the G ates Foundation.
Suddenly itôs both a start-up and the biggest foundation in the world. And the
way the payout rules work, it has to spend a m inim um  of a billion dollars a year.

B ill G a tes a d m in isterin g  a n  o ra l p o lio  v a ccin e to  a  ch ild  in  M u m b a i, In d ia ,



B ill G a tes a d m in isterin g  a n  o ra l p o lio  v a ccin e to  a  ch ild  in  M u m b a i, In d ia ,
2 0 0 0 .

Iôd watched Andy G rove m anage people on subgoals [key results], and I
watched the Japanese, and I learned how you deal with things when people fall
short. I donôt think I invented anything there, but I did watch and learn. Then
Patty Stonesifer brought in O KRs, the green-yellow-red approach, and it
worked. W hen we used O KRs with our grant reviews, I felt good about what we
were going after. I was still running M icrosoft, and m y tim e was lim ited, and
Patty had to m ake things very efficient between us, to m ake sure we agreed.
The goals process was a big part of that. There were two cases where I turned
down a grant in the end because the goals werenôt clear enough. The O KR
system  m ade m e confident I was m aking the right call.

Iôm  a huge fan of goals, but they need to be handled correctly. At one point,
the m alaria team  thought weôd eradicate the disease by 2015, which wasnôt
realistic. W hen a goal is too aspirational, itôs bad for credibility. In philanthropy, I
see people confusing objectives with m issions all the tim e. A m ission is
directional. An objective has a set of concrete steps that youôre intentionally
engaged in and actually trying to go for. Itôs fine to have an am bitious objective,
but how do you scale it? How do you m easure it?

I think itôs getting better, though. Philanthropy is bringing in m ore people from
high-perform ance business environm ents, and theyôre tilting the culture. Having
a good m ission is not enough. You need a concrete objective, and you need to
know how youôre going to get there.

ð
Patti Stonesifer: O KRs allowed us to be am bitious and disciplined at the sam e
tim e. W hen m easurable key results revealed a lack of progress or showed that
an objective was unachievable, we reallocated the capital. If the goal was to
elim inate G uinea worm  disease, a very am bitious top-line goal, it was im portant
to know whether the dollars and resources were m aking progress against it.
W ith O KRs, we could set both quarterly and annual beats for substantial key
results against such a huge objective.*

Until you set a really big goal, like vaccinating every child everywhere, you
canôt find out which lever or m ix of levers is m ost im portant. O ur annual strategy
reviews began with: ñW hat is the objective here? Is it eradication or is it
expanding the reach of vaccines?ò Then we could get m ore practical with our
key resultsð like the 80/90 rule at the G lobal Alliance for Vaccines and
Im m unization, where 80 percent of districts would have 90 percent or m ore
coverage. You need those key results to align your everyday activities, and over
tim e you keep m oving them  to be even m ore am bitious against that really big
goal.

Som etim es, to be honest, we were probably m easuring the wrong thing. But
the effort was always there to hold ourselves accountable. At private
foundations, where you lack a m arket effect to gauge im pact, you have to pay
close attention to whether your data is getting you to the ultim ate goal. W e were



learning so fast that som etim es we had to change data sets m idstream . Say
you had a seed that would double production of yam s, and you were focused on
that num ber. But then it turned out that nobody would use the seed because the
yam s took four tim es longer to cook at night. . . .

Setting the big goals wasnôt as hard as breaking them  down: W hat rocks
need to be m oved to achieve them ? Thatôs one of the beauties of working with
Bill and M elinda. They want to see progress, but bold goals donôt faze them .

ð

Case in point: the ongoing fight against the m ost lethal anim al on
the planet, the m osquito.* In 2016, the Gates Foundation team ed
with the British governm ent in a five-year, $4.3 billion cam paign to
eradicate m alaria, the deadliest of all tropical diseases. Driven by
em pirical data, they have broadened their focus from  a
transm ission-blocking vaccine to a com prehensive eradication
strategy.

O BJECTIVE
G lobal eradication of m alaria by 2040.

KEY RESULTS
1. Prove to the w orld that a radical cure-based approach

can lead to regional elim ination.
2. Prepare for scale-up by creating the necessary toolsð

SERCAP (Single Exposure Radical Cure and
Prophylaxis) Diagnostic.

3. Sustain current global progress to ensure the
environm ent is conducive to eradication push.

The top-line objective is to elim inate the P la sm o d iu m  parasite
from  the hum an population, with a special em phasis on drug-
resistant strains. As Bill Gates him self has acknowledged, this effort
wonôt be easy. But it has a real chance to succeed because his team  is
tracking what m atters.
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Superpow er #4: Stretch for
Am azing

The biggest risk of all is not taking one.
ð M ellody H obson

KRs push us far beyond our com fort zones. They lead us to
achievem ents on the border between abilities and dream s.
They unearth fresh capacity, hatch m ore creative solutions,

revolutionize business m odels. For com panies seeking to live long
and prosper, stretching to new heights is com pulsory. As Bill
Cam pbell liked to say: If com panies ñdonôt continue to innovate,
theyôre going to dieð and I didnôt say itera te, I said in n o v a te.ò
Conservative goal setting stym ies innovation. And innovation is like
oxygen: You cannot win without it.
W hen stretch goals are chosen wisely, the payoff m erits the risk

and then som e. ñBig Hairy Audacious Goalsòð Jim  Collinsôs
m em orable phrase in G o o d  to  G rea tð spark leaps to new levels:

A BHAG is a huge and daunting goalð like a big m ountain to clim b. It is
clear, com pelling, and people ñget itò right away. A BHAG serves as a
unifying focal point of effort, galvanizing people and creating team  spirit
as people strive toward a finish line. Like the 1960s NASA m oon m ission,
a BHAG captures the im agination and grabs people in the gut.

Edwin Locke, the patriarch of structured goal setting, m ined a
dozen studies for a quantitative correlation between goal difficulty
and achievem ent. The arenas ranged widely, but the results were
ñunequivocal,ò Locke wrote. ñ[T]he harder the goal the higher the
level of perform ance. . . . Although subjects with very hard goals



reached their goals far less often than subjects with very easy goals,
the form er consistently perform ed at a higher level than the latter.ò
The studies found that ñstretchedò workers were not only m ore
productive, but m ore m otivated and engaged: ñSetting specific
challenging goals is also a m eans of enhancing task interest and of
helping people to discover the pleasurable aspects of an activity.ò
In 2007, the National Academ y of Engineering asked a panel of

leading thinkersð including Larry Page, futurist Ray Kurzweil, and
geneticist J. Craig Venterð to choose fourteen ñGrand Engineering
Challengesò for the twenty-first century. After a year of debate, the
panel settled on an array of quintessential stretch goals: Generate
energy from  fusion. Reverse-engineer the brain. Prevent nuclear
terror. Secure cyberspace. (You get the picture.)
Not all stretch goals are so rarefied. Som etim es they represent

ñordinaryò work at an extraordinary level. But regardless of scope or
scale, they fit m y favorite definition of entrepreneurs:

T h o se w h o  d o  m o re th a n  a n y o n e th in k s p o ssib le . . . w ith  less
th a n  a n y o n e th in k s p o ssib le.*
At fledgling start-ups and m arket leaders alike, stretch goals can

sharpen an entrepreneurial culture. By pushing people past old
lim its, they are forces for operating excellence. As Philip Potloff,
chief digital officer at Edm unds.com , noted, ñW eôre trying to change
the way autom otive retailing is conducted, and thatôs a m assive
challenge and a m assive opportunity. The only way for us to boil
down our crazy, big, óchange-the-industryô goals is through OKRs.
Itôs why OKRs continue to be at the center of what we do.ò
Aspirational goals draw on every OKR superpower. F o cu s and

co m m itm en t are a m ust for targeting goals that m ake a real
difference. Only a transparent, collaborative, a lig n ed, and
co n n ected  organization can achieve so far beyond the norm . And
without quantifiable tra ck in g, how can you know when youôve
reached that am azing stretch  objective?

Tw o O KR Baskets
G oogle divides its O KRs into two categories, com m itted goals and aspirational
(or ñstretchò) goals. Itôs a distinction with a real difference.

Com m itted objectives are tied to G oogleôs m etrics: product releases,
bookings, hiring, custom ers. M anagem ent sets them  at the com pany level,
em ployees at the departm ental level. In general, these com m itted objectivesð



such as sales and revenue goalsð are to be achieved in full (100 percent)
within a set tim e fram e.

Aspirational objectives reflect bigger-picture, higher-risk, m ore future-tilting
ideas. They originate from  any tier and aim  to m obilize the entire organization.
By definition, they are challenging to achieve. Failuresð at an average rate of
40 percentð are part of G oogleôs territory.

The relative weighting of these two baskets is a cultural question. It will
vary from  one organization to the next, and from  quarter to quarter. Leaders
m ust ask them selves: W hat type of com pany do we need to be in the com ing
year? Agile and daring, to crack a new m arketð or m ore conservative and
operational, to firm  up our existing position? Are we in survival m ode, or is
there cash on hand to bet big for a big reward? W hat does our business
require, right now?

Our Need to Stretch

Andy Grove was a fan of Abraham  M aslow, the m id-twentieth-
century psychologist best known for his ñhierarchy of needs.ò
According to M aslow, only after we satisfy m ore basic concernsð
starting with food and shelter, then safety, then ñloveò and
ñbelongingnessòð can we m ove to higher-level m otivations. At the
top of M aslowôs pyram id stands the need for ñself-actualizationò:

M a slo w ôs h iera rch y  o f n eed s rep resen ted  a s a  p y ra m id , w ith  m o re b a sic n eed s
a t th e b a se.

Grove was fascinated to find that som e people, with no
prom pting, were consistently driven to ñtry to test the outer lim its of
their abilitiesò and achieve their ñpersonal best.ò These em ployees



were a m anagerôs dream ; they were never self-satisfied. But Grove
also understood that not everyone was a natural-born achiever. For
the rest, ñstretchedò goals could elicit m axim um  output: ñSuch goal-
setting is extrem ely im portant if you want peak perform ance from
yourself and your subordinates.ò
Intel treasured calculated risk takers. It was the place I learned to

stretch and to dare to fail. In Operation Crush, the do-or-die
cam paign to dom inate the 16-bit chip m icroprocessor m arket, the
com panyôs salespeople were m easured by design wins, the num ber
of products designed around our 8086 m icroprocessor. Led by Bill
Davidow, the Crush task force set one of the bolder goals Iôve ever
seen: one thousand design wins in a single calendar year, 50 percent
m ore than sales had logged the year before. Here is what happened
next, as recalled by Dave House, general m anager for
m icroprocessors:

This is Intel; youôve got to m easure it. And I think it was [Jim ] Lally who
said, we need 1,000 design wins. It was a num ber; it was either Bill or
Jim . . . . And it seem ed like an enorm ous num ber. And then as we were
developing our plans, som ehow that num ber got changed to 2,000. And
that wound up being the num ber we would take to field sales.

Two thousand design wins equated to one win per salesperson
per m onth. M anagem ent was asking our field reps to trip le their
num bers for a chip so unpopular that longtim e custom ers were
hanging up on them . The sales force was beaten down and defeated,
and now it stared up at M ount Everest. W hen I recently asked Bill
Davidow about setting such a steep objective, he replied, ñI picked
the two thousand because I thought we needed a rallying point. And
that was a rallying point.ò
The com pany incentivized the reps with a trip for two to Tahiti

for all who reached the m ark. Then Jim  Lally added an ingenious
stipulation: If a single individual failed to m ake the quota, the
stragglerôs entire district office would lose out on the trip. Early on,
the num bers badly trailed the target, until the task force began to
think about relaxing the design win criterion. But that sum m er, full-
color Tahiti brochures m ysteriously found their way into every
salespersonôs hom e m ailbox. By the third quarter, peer pressure on
the laggards was enorm ous.
At yearôs end, the design win tally exceeded 2,300. The 8086

reigned suprem e in the m arketplace; Intelôs future was assured.



Virtually the entire sales force went to Tahiti. And a stretch goal had
m ade all the difference.

The Gospel of 10x

If Andy Grove is the patron saint of aspirational OKRs, Larry Page is
their latter-day high priest. In technology, Google stands for
boundless innovation and relentless growth. In the world of
objectives and key results, the com pany is synonym ous with
exponentially aggressive goals, or what author Steven Levy calls
ñthe gospel of 10x.ò
Consider Gm ail. The m ain problem  with earlier web-based em ail

system s was m eager storage, typically 2 to 4 m egabytes. Users were
forced to delete old em ails to m ake room  for new ones. Archives
were a pipe dream . During Gm ailôs developm ent, Googleôs leaders
considered offering 100M B of storageð an enorm ous upgrade. But
by 2004, when the product was released to the public, the 100M B
goal was dead and forgotten. Instead, Gm ail provided a full
g ig a b y te of storage, up to five hundred tim es m ore than the
com petition. Users could keep em ails in perpetuity. Digital
com m unication changed forever.

T h a t, m y friends, is a Big Hairy Audacious Goal. Gm ail didnôt
m erely im prove on existing system s. It reinvented the category and
forced com petitors to raise their gam e by orders of m agnitude. Such
10x thinking is rare in any sector, on any stage. M ost people, Larry
Page observes, ñtend to assum e that things are im possible, rather
than starting from  real-world physics and figuring out whatôs
actually possible.ò
In W ired, Steven Levy elaborated:

The way Page sees it, a ten percent im provem ent m eans that
youôre doing the sam e thing as everybody else. You probably
wonôt fail spectacularly, but you are guaranteed not to succeed
wildly.

Thatôs why Page expects Googlers to create products and
services that are ten tim es better than the com petition. That
m eans he isnôt satisfied with discovering a couple of hidden
efficiencies or tweaking code to achieve m odest gains.
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