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... and why that capability already exists within.
Resource industries are often built around scale, stability, and
control.

They farm.
They mine.
They refine.
They distribute.
They move essential materials and products that everyday life
and economic growth depend on.

That role naturally favors discipline, efficiency, and reliability. The
resources chapter describes the cluster as covering mining,
energy, and agricultural businesses, with dominant patterns
typical of traditionally organized, managed, operated, and led
companies. Most are large public organizations with corporate
management structures; privately held firms tend to be
somewhat smaller and more owner-led.

That industrial logic still works reasonably well.

But it is no longer enough.

Why resources companies often look
stronger than they really are
The Pattern of Mastery manuscript does not describe the sector
as weak.
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Quite the opposite.

Typical resource organizations are successful. They operate at an
average maturity index around the enablers level, with some at
the changers level, and they show a consistent pattern of
resilience and steady growth. The chapter says the average
resource organization is successful despite apparent barriers.

That matters because the leadership challenge in resources is not
dramatic failure.

It is a hidden ceiling inside operational success.

The assets work.
The strategy is clear.
The people are aligned.
The business keeps delivering.

But the organization is still not built for stronger agility or
stronger innovation.

The dominant pattern: reliable,
conventional, leader-dominated
The chapter is very clear about the core profile.

Resource organizations tend to function as programmed
machines. Their management focus is on standardization,
efficiency, quality, low cost, minimum asset utilization, and mass
production or mass distribution. Their dominant strategy
is product performance, and their dominant business model
is exploitation. Even the best performers in the cluster keep this
logic.
This creates a dependable operating model.

The manuscript even compares the Leadership Scorecard to
“driving an old-fashioned diesel — it runs and runs and runs.” All
five key behaviors sit in a stable mid-range, creating a highly
reliable delivery machine. 

That is a strength.

It is also a warning.

Because a machine that runs reliably is not necessarily a machine



that can adapt well when conditions shift.

Why stable industries still face a new
management problem
The resources cluster operates in a comparatively stable
environment, and the manuscript says traditional management
techniques supported by rules-based structures work fine when
change is slow and the environment is relatively stable.

That is true — up to a point.

The deeper issue is that even relatively stable industries now face
expectations that go beyond the traditional work contract. The
chapter’s expert reflection on the psychological contract argues
that the digital economy changes what people expect from work,
including development opportunities, team culture, and
leadership relationships. Even resource businesses need new
psychological contracts if they want favorable working
conditions. 

That is the shift many asset-heavy industries underestimate.

The market may still look comparatively stable.

But the human side of work is not standing still.

The human paradox in resource
companies
One of the most revealing parts of the chapter is the people
profile.

People in resource organizations show superior trust
(73) and choice (73), with high mid-tier focus (69) and awareness
(65). The manuscript interprets this as a sign that workers trust
their managers and have adequate freedom in how to do their
jobs, but may also feel bored or underutilized. It explicitly says
people often feel they could do more if management would allow
it.

That is a powerful observation.



The issue is not that people in resource industries are
disengaged.

It is that they may be underused.

Front-line workers often have strong purpose and relationships.
They know what they work for, why, and for whom. The work
environment fits their ambitions.

But the management system still limits how much of their
capability can become useful.

Why innovation stays weak even in
successful firms
The chapter is direct about the limiting organizational design.

Systems, leadership, and culture scores in the Performance
Triangle all indicate a design that prevents agility and innovation.
The manuscript says plainly: innovation is not what these
organizations are designed for. Traditional management and
operating systems created in the industrial 20th century do what
they were built to do — command and control people with tight
leadership.

This is the core limitation.

A resource company can be successful in its current business and
still be poorly equipped for rapid change.

It may have strong capabilities, aligned people, and a clear
strategy.
It may still fail all six criteria of competitive advantage.
It may still leave major potential untouched. 

That is exactly what the manuscript says.

Why dominant leaders become part
of the barrier
The chapter’s description of leadership is especially telling.

Leadership in resource organizations tends to be outbound with



multiple variations, characterized by little formal structuring and
heavy personal involvement by dominant managers who tell
people what they should do and how they should do it.
Conversations about strategy remain limited partly because
strategy is clear, but also because dominant leaders assume they
know best.

This creates a very particular kind of problem.

The organization is not leaderless.

It is overdependent on dominant leaders shaped by older
industrial assumptions.

That is why the manuscript names the main capability barriers so
clearly:

bureaucratic control systems that are essentially anti-change,
dominant leaders that stifle innovation,
and a weak operating system that interferes with performance
rather than enhancing it. 

Why success can hide vulnerability
This is one of the most important lessons in the chapter.

Because resource organizations are already successful, the gap
between current performance and better performance is easy to
ignore. The manuscript says the gap between failing and meeting
the six competitive-advantage criteria is minimal, yet the
organizations still fail them all. In other words, these firms are
close enough to adequacy that their deeper management barriers
remain easy to normalize. 

That is a dangerous place to be.

The company feels solid.
The operating model feels proven.
The strategy feels clear.

But if rapid change does arrive, the organization may discover too
late that conventional success did not build enough adaptability.



The life-cycle tension: the crisis of
autonomy
The manuscript locates most resource organizations in
the direction growth stage, with functional departments and a
resulting crisis of autonomy. Dominant leaders compete for
resources and prestige, and subordinate managers can become
too powerful, at times even undermining senior managers. 

This adds another crucial dimension.

The issue is not only market change.

It is also internal power.

As scale increases, functional departments harden.
Prestige and resource battles intensify.
Delegation remains weak.
Coordination suffers.

That is why asset-heavy industries need more adaptive
management than they think.

The challenge is not just to run the business.

It is to keep authority, coordination, and contribution aligned as
complexity grows.

What leaders should look for in
resource organizations
Leaders in the resources sector should ask harder questions than
whether operations are stable and strategy is clear.

Those questions matter.

But the deeper questions are these:

Where are people trusted, but still underused?
Where does the organization rely on dominant leaders instead of
stronger systems and delegation?
Where are anti-change control systems quietly preventing agility
and innovation?
Where does purpose remain strong at the front line, but the
operating system still flatten contribution?



Where is the business successful today while leaving too much
potential untouched for tomorrow?
Where are functional departments and prestige dynamics turning
autonomy into fragmentation?

These are the real design questions in resource businesses.

The development path: people-
centric shift plus delegation
The manuscript is very explicit about the path forward.

To improve outcomes, resource organizations have “huge
potential” through a people-centric shift program. The chapter
says these principles are about supporting people so they can
strengthen and apply their skills and knowledge more effectively,
improving both performance and organizational adaptability. It
also states that these firms can reach mastery through a
dedicated shift to people-centric principles and
stronger delegation capabilities.

That does not mean weakening operational discipline.

Resource businesses still need efficiency.
They still need quality.
They still need strong asset logic.
They still need dependable delivery.

But they also need management practices that allow more
contribution, less domination, better delegation, and stronger
capability use across the organization.

That is how stable strength becomes adaptive strength.

The first step: create your own
Organization Twin
The most practical first step is not another control layer.

It is to create your own Organization Twin.

Through a Structured Reflection — a standardized online
questionnaire that takes about 15 minutes — you create a first



evidence-based representation of how your organization currently
works.

This produces two practical views:

The Capability Profile, which makes visible the broader
organizational pattern: strategy, business model, organizational
form, management context, growth stage, operating capabilities,
and competitive barriers.

The Leadership Scorecard, which reveals how systems,
leadership, culture, and success interact, and whether the
organization supports understanding, thinking, delivery,
engagement, and meaningful boundaries.

Together, they help leaders see whether operational success is
being supported by a management pattern fit for the future — or
by a conventional system that still leaves far too much human
potential unused.

Not as a judgment.
Not as a ranking.
Not as criticism of individuals.

But as preparation for a Guided Clarity Session.

Resource industries reach mastery
when operational strength becomes
human strength
Resource industries do not mainly fail because they lack
discipline.

They struggle when discipline remains too tied to old command-
and-control logic.

That is why asset-heavy industries need more adaptive
management than they think.

Because the next advantage in resources will not come only from
scale, assets, or efficient extraction and distribution.

It will come from stronger delegation, better leadership, healthier
psychological contracts, and fuller use of the capability that is
already present inside the organization.



Version zum Drucken
Per E-Mail versenden
Newsletter abonnieren

Twittern

No comments yet.

Lukas Michel⎪Management Insights | management-insights.ch

https://management-insights.ch/it/news-details?newsid=385&pdfview=1&printview=1
https://management-insights.ch/index.php?section=Recommend
https://management-insights.ch/index.php?section=Newsletter
https://twitter.com/share

