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About the Characters in This Series

The characters in the six volumes of The Age of AI (Klaus, Lena, Frank, Patrick, Hendrik, Viktor, Giovanni, Elena, and others) are fictional and drawn independently in each volume. When a first name appears in more than one volume, it is not necessarily the same person. Each volume stands on its own. The characters are composites of real patterns, chosen so that they carry the relevant dimension of the system as clearly as possible. Italian first names such as Giovanni and Elena are common in my own family background and in coaching circles across the German-speaking region, and they are deliberately not stereotyped. One exception: Giovanni Bianchi is not a fictional character but a real person, my mentor. The numbers, studies, and mechanisms are real and referenced.






Before You Begin

This book is Volume 1 of The Age of AI. You do not need to have read any other book to understand what is written here. But position is the first of six phases, and it is the foundation. Without it, none of the five that follow can hold.

This book is not a guide to more followers. It is not a collection of hooks that go viral. It is an assessment: why most consultants, coaches, and service providers with five- and six-figure follower counts earn less than the legal minimum wage, and why a cleaner in Zurich with no website and no marketing has 22 regular clients and an eight-week waiting list.

The series builds across six phases, one on top of the next. Volume 1, this book, clarifies what you stand for. Volume 2, Reach Is a Lie., clarifies what you say. Volume 3, Forget Leads., builds the pipeline. Volume 4, Networking Hurts., nurtures the relationships. Volume 5, Trust Does Not Scale., integrates AI. Volume 6, Discipline Destroys., automates the whole. Without a clear position, every further step is noise.

The protagonists in this book are fictional. Their stories are based on real patterns, documented over 18 months. The numbers are real and referenced. The names are not. When a first name appears in more than one volume, it is not necessarily the same person. Each volume stands on its own.

Every volume of The Age of AI series is listed here:

https://books.massimiliano-salerno.com






PART I: The Diagnosis. Why Competence Is Not Enough




CHAPTER 1: The Expertise Trap | Klaus Petersen and the Expensive Standstill

Klaus Petersen hits “Publish.”

It is Tuesday evening, 9:47 p.m., and the light in his home office in Düsseldorf flickers, because the ceiling lamp has needed a new starter for weeks. Three empty coffee cups from the afternoon sit on his desk. Next to them, a ring binder titled “Content Strategy Q3,” in which he stopped writing six months ago. The page where he broke off shows a table: Monday LinkedIn, Tuesday Instagram, Wednesday TikTok, Thursday LinkedIn, Friday newsletter. Seven days. Five platforms. One man.

Klaus is 52 years old. He wears a black T-shirt that reads, in small white letters, “Build in Public,” a gift from a marketing conference in Hamburg where he spoke two years ago. Back then, two years ago, when his follower numbers still told a story you could mistake for success.

The post Klaus just published is his 1,847th on LinkedIn. One thousand eight hundred forty-seven. He has not been counting. LinkedIn counts for him. It is a post about the three most common mistakes coaches make in sales, illustrated with an infographic he built in Canva and a call to action that points to his free PDF: “The 7 Pillars of Digital Visibility.” Klaus wrote the PDF eighteen months ago. 1,247 people downloaded it. Three booked a discovery call afterward. None bought.

Klaus leans back and waits. Not consciously. It is a reflex. After every post, he spends the next ten minutes watching the numbers come in. One like. Then another. Then, after four minutes, a third. Three likes. Out of 251,000 followers.

251,000 people clicked “Follow” at some point. Some because Klaus wrote a post two years ago that generated a million impressions. “The Truth About LinkedIn That Nobody Says Out Loud,” the headline read. 3,400 likes. 890 comments. 4 podcast invitations. Then the badge: “LinkedIn Top Voice.” Klaus set the badge as a frame around his profile picture. It still glows golden, every day, with every post. Even with post number 1,847. Even with three likes.

Klaus does not close the laptop. Instead, he opens an Excel sheet he calls “Business Tracker,” even though the name is too big for what the sheet shows. Column A: date. Column B: revenue. Column C: source. The last four entries: May 14, 450 euros, webinar ticket. June 2, 1,200 euros, online course. June 19, 0 euros. July 3, 0 euros. Above that, if you scroll far enough, four years of business activity. The total in cell D1, highlighted in yellow, bold, as if it were proud of itself: 47,000 euros.

47,000 euros. In four years. For a man with 251,000 followers, four podcast appearances, a LinkedIn Top Voice badge, and three viral posts totaling more than a million impressions.

Klaus has never done the division. Not consciously. Perhaps because division sometimes reveals things you would rather not see. The math goes like this: 47,000 euros divided by 48 months comes to 979 euros a month. Klaus works 60 hours a week on his business. Creating content, building graphics, answering comments, preparing podcasts, writing newsletters, planning webinars, replying to DMs. 60 hours times 52 weeks divided by 12 months comes to 260 working hours a month. 979 euros divided by 260 hours comes to 3.77 euros.

3 euros and 77 cents an hour.

The statutory minimum wage in Germany was 12.82 euros in 2025, rising to 13.90 euros in 2026. Klaus earns less than a third of that. Not because he is lazy. Not because he is incompetent. Klaus has a business degree, 18 years of corporate experience, 7 of them as head of sales at a mid-market IT services company. He knows his field. He can build sales strategies that work. He proved it for 18 years.

But that is not the story LinkedIn tells. LinkedIn tells the story of a man with 251,000 followers. And followers are not customers.

The Machine That Produces Nothing

Klaus Petersen is not an isolated case. He is a pattern.

Over the past 18 months, I have documented 94 coaches, consultants, and service providers. Not as a mentor. Not as a coach. As a documentarian. I gathered numbers, logged trajectories, compared outcomes. 89 of 94 found their professional position and won customers afterward. 5 tried it the other way around: become visible first, then hope the position would reveal itself on its own. All five failed. Not for lack of talent. For getting the order wrong.

Klaus belongs to neither group. Klaus never dug for his position. Klaus posted.

This is not criticism. It is an inventory. Because Klaus did exactly what everyone advised him to do. Every marketing course, every social media expert, every podcast, every bestseller of the last ten years sold him the same message: Be visible. Post consistently. Build an audience. Show up. Deliver value. Then the customers will come.

Klaus delivered. 1,847 times. The customers did not come.

The problem is not Klaus. The problem is the equation Klaus believes in. The equation reads: visibility equals demand. More reach equals more customers. More content equals more revenue.

The equation is wrong.

Not a little wrong. Fundamentally wrong. The follower-to-revenue ratio I calculated across 94 cases runs between 0.05 and 0.18 euros per follower per year. For Klaus: 47,000 euros divided by 251,000 followers divided by 4 years comes to 0.047 euros per follower per year. Five cents. Each of his 251,000 followers is worth five cents to him. Per year.

For comparison: a positioned consultant in my documentation, who has 340 LinkedIn contacts, not followers, contacts, generates 148,000 euros in annual revenue. That is 435 euros per contact. Not five cents. 435 euros. The factor is not ten. The factor is over nine thousand.

Visibility without position is a machine that produces noise. A lot of noise. Impressive noise. Noise that generates likes and comments and followers and impressions and invitations and badges. Noise that produces everything except the one thing that matters: a customer who pays.

The Noise Asymmetry: Why More Output Produces Less Impact

Klaus’s 1,847 posts follow a math of their own, one no marketing course teaches. It is called noise asymmetry. It describes the phenomenon that every additional post lowers your market share per post not linearly, but disproportionately.

First observation: post number one statistically reaches the maximum attention per post, because no context exists yet. Readers have no prior expectation, no point of comparison. They read the post with full attention. Post number one hundred already competes against the memory of the same author’s previous ninety-nine posts. If those ninety-nine posts were thematically similar, attention per post drops to roughly seventy percent. If they were thematically diverse, it drops to forty percent, because the reader can no longer build a consistent schema.

Second observation: post number one thousand operates in a market where the reader has already filed the author under “that one guy again who posts about everything.” Attention per post falls below twenty percent. For Klaus, at post 1,847, attention per post is statistically below nine percent. That means Klaus would have to post each piece ten times to achieve the same impact as the first post.

Third observation: the asymmetry is amplified by algorithm logic. Platforms throttle the distribution of accounts whose engagement rate per post falls below a threshold. In April 2026, Klaus was soft-banned by the LinkedIn algorithm: his posts were served to only seventeen percent of his followers. Past a certain point, the reach increase from more output reverses into a reach reduction from algorithmic throttling.

The operational lesson for any provider without a position: increasing output does not solve the position problem. It magnifies it. Someone who writes 1,847 posts without a position has statistically less impact than someone who writes forty-seven posts with one. The math punishes noise.

“Dad, why are you filming again?”

One Sunday morning in September, Klaus stands in his kitchen and points his iPhone at a cup of coffee. Next to the cup lies an open notebook on which he has written in marker: “3 mistakes that are killing your business.” It is meant to be a reel. 30 seconds. Cut. Zoom on the coffee. Zoom on the writing. Zoom on Klaus, who looks into the camera and says, “Mistake number one…”

His daughter walks into the kitchen. Lena, 14 years old, a sleepy face, hair in a bun, barefoot on the tiles. She wants to make cereal. She sees the iPhone on the tripod. The coffee that has been arranged, not to drink, but to film. The notebook with the perfect handwriting Klaus practiced three times before he was satisfied.

Lena stops. She looks at her father. Then she says, “Dad, why are you filming again?”

Five words. No accusation. No rebellion. An honest question from a 14-year-old who does not understand why her father is filming a cup of coffee on a Sunday morning instead of making breakfast with her.

Klaus says, “It’s for work, sweetheart.”

Lena nods. She takes the cereal from the cupboard, pours milk over it, and sits down at the kitchen table. Three meters from her father, who is still talking into his iPhone.

In that moment, Klaus sees himself for the first time through his daughter’s eyes. Not the man with 251,000 followers. Not the LinkedIn Top Voice. Not the sales expert who knows the three most common mistakes in the coaching business. She sees a man who looks at his phone more often than at his family. A man who films a coffee cup on a Sunday morning. A man who works without any work coming out of it.

Lena says nothing more. She eats her cereal. Klaus finishes the reel. It will get 2,400 views. Zero comments. Zero customers. But Klaus does not know that yet, in this moment. What he knows, or what he allows himself to know for the first time, is something else: that the equation does not add up. That 1,847 posts and 251,000 followers and 60 hours a week are not the formula they were supposed to be.

Klaus is not a stupid man. Klaus is not a lazy man. Klaus is a man who did what everyone told him to do. Be visible. Post consistently. Build an audience. He did it. More thoroughly than most. More disciplined than most. And it did not work. Not because the discipline was wrong. Because the direction was wrong.

Visibility is not a goal. Visibility is a tool. And a tool without a goal is busywork.

42 euros an hour

Now the other side of the equation.

Maria is 54 years old. She lives in Zurich. She is a cleaner. Self-employed. For 19 years. Her last name is not given in this book, at her request, and out of respect for a woman who protects her private life the way she protects everything else in her life: with clarity and without compromise.

Maria has no LinkedIn account. No Instagram account. No TikTok. No website. No business card. No logo. No branding. No newsletter. No podcast. No YouTube channel. No PDF with seven pillars of anything.

Maria has 22 regular clients. Some for 3 years. Some for 15 years. She charges 42 euros an hour. Her calendar is booked eight weeks out. Not because she is cheap. In Zurich you can find cleaners for 28 euros an hour. Maria charges 42. And has a waiting list. Because the people who book Maria are not looking for a cleaner. They are looking for Maria.

Maria’s acquisition costs are zero euros a month. Zero. She has never run an ad, never handed out a flyer, never written an email asking for a job. 100 percent of her clients come through referrals. Mrs. Meier tells Mrs. Huber. Mr. Brunner tells his neighbor. The referral does not sound like “I know a good cleaner.” The referral sounds like “You have to call Maria. She’s different.”

Different.

Not better. Not cheaper. Not faster. Different. And “different” is the everyday word for “positioned.”

Maria does not know what positioning means. She has never read a book about it. She has never attended a seminar. She could not define the term if you asked her. But Maria has done something that most consultants, coaches, and service providers, with five years of study and three certifications, never manage: she decided who she is. Not what she does. Who she is.

Maria does not clean. Maria creates order. That sounds like wordplay. It is not. Maria’s clients do not describe her as a cleaner who cleans well. They describe her as someone who walks into a chaotic apartment and, after three hours, leaves behind a structure that was not there before. Not cleanliness. Structure. Order. The feeling that someone took care, not of the dust, but of the space.

The difference is invisible to anyone who has never tried to find a cleaner who charges 14 euros more than average and still has a waiting list.

The math nobody shows

Let’s put the two side by side. Not to shame Klaus. Not to romanticize Maria. But because numbers are more honest than narratives.

Klaus Petersen. 52 years old. Business degree. 18 years of corporate experience. Sales expert. 251,000 LinkedIn followers. 1,847 posts in 4 years. Top Voice badge. 3 viral pieces. 4 podcast appearances. Effective hourly rate: 3.77 euros.

Maria. 54 years old. Cleaner. 0 followers. 0 posts. 0 social media accounts. No website. 22 regular clients. 8-week waiting list. Acquisition costs: 0 euros. Hourly rate: 42 euros.

Maria earns eleven times more per hour than Klaus. Eleven times. With zero marketing effort. With zero content production. With zero hours spent filming a coffee cup.

I am not making this calculation because it is provocative. I am making it because it forces a question that cannot be answered with “post more”: What does Maria have that Klaus does not?

It is not talent. Klaus is talented. It is not diligence. Klaus works 60 hours a week. It is not experience. Klaus has 18 years of corporate experience. It is not charisma. Klaus has stood on stages, in front of cameras, on podcasts.

What Maria has and Klaus does not is a single word. Position.

Maria knows who she is. Her 22 clients know who she is. Everyone who refers Maria knows who she is. There is no confusion. No comparability. No “let me check what other cleaners charge.” Whoever wants Maria wants Maria. Period.

Klaus knows what he can do. But the market does not know what Klaus stands for. 251,000 people follow him, and if you asked them what exactly Klaus Petersen does and why they should book him, most of them could not give an answer. Not because Klaus communicates incompetently. Because he communicates everything. Sales, marketing, coaching, personal development, productivity, LinkedIn tips, leadership, communication. Everything. And everything is the opposite of a position. Everything is noise.

The wrong question

Across 94 documented cases, I made an observation that never once turned out to be false: the people who fail ask the wrong question. They ask, “How do I become visible?” Instead of, “What am I sought out for?”

The difference between these two questions is not semantic. It is existential. “How do I become visible?” leads to content. To followers. To likes. To impressions. To metrics that feel good and mean nothing. “What am I sought out for?” leads to position. To clarity. To demand. To customers who call because they know what you do and why you are the right one.

Klaus answered the first question. Thirteen hundred times on LinkedIn, five hundred times on Instagram, fifty times on TikTok. He is visible. Spectacularly visible. 251,000 people have seen his name. And almost none of them booked his offer.

Maria answered the second question. Not consciously. Not with strategy. Through decision. Through 19 years of consistent being. Through refusing to offer anything other than what she is.

83 percent of all B2B purchasing decisions are made before the prospect contacts the provider for the first time. 6sense documented this in the Buyer Experience Report 2024. 83 percent. That means: when someone calls you, they have already decided. Not for your portfolio. Not for your follower count. Not for your Top Voice badge. But for what they believe you stand for.

Maria’s clients know what Maria stands for before they call. Because the referral carries the position. “Call Maria. She’s different.” Two sentences. One position.

Klaus’s prospects do not know what Klaus stands for. They see 1,847 posts about sales, marketing, coaching, productivity, leadership, and LinkedIn strategies. They see a man who can do everything. And “can do everything” is not a buying signal. It is noise. Noise that drowns in the 6,000 to 10,000 advertising messages a day that hit every prospect. Lunio and Digital Silk measured this in 2025. In that noise, anyone without a position disappears. Not because they are bad. But because they sound like everyone else.

The Expertise Trap

There is a reason this chapter is not called “The Visibility Trap.” Because Klaus’s problem is not visibility. Visibility is the symptom. Klaus’s problem is expertise.

Not too little expertise. Too much.

Klaus can do sales. Klaus can do marketing. Klaus can do coaching. Klaus can do leadership development. Klaus can do communication training. Klaus can do all of it, because he spent 18 years in a corporation that rotated him through six departments. He is competent. Deeply competent. Broadly competent.

And that is exactly the trap.

Expertise without position is a gold mine without a map. You know the gold is there. You have seen it. You have mined it. But nobody else knows where the mine is. So they do not come. Not because they do not want gold. Because they cannot find the mine.

Klaus has gold. By the stack. But he has spread it across 47 different shafts, and none of them has a sign on the door. So the market walks past. Not out of disinterest. Out of disorientation.

Maria has a sign. It does not hang on a door. It does not sit on a website. It sits in the minds of 22 people who have known for years: when you need order, call Maria. That is a position. Not because Maria knows the term. But because she lives the reality.

Of the 94 cases I documented, 89 showed this pattern: the position came before the customers. Not the other way around. First know what you stand for. Then find the right people who need exactly that. The 5 who tried it the other way around, become visible first, then hope, failed. All five. That is 94.7 percent on one side and zero percent on the other.

94.7 percent. I do not use this number to impress. I use it because it points in a direction. And the direction does not point to more content, more followers, more visibility. The direction points inward. To the question Klaus never asked and Maria never had to ask, because she has been living the answer for 19 years.

Expertise Inflation: Why the Market Can No Longer Tell the Difference

Between 2018 and 2025, according to surveys by the German Federal Association of Management Consultants, the number of coaches, consultants, and service providers in the German-speaking region tripled. Three forces drove this inflation: the pandemic-driven wave of self-employment from 2020 to 2022, the AI-driven lowering of market-entry barriers from 2023, and the LinkedIn platform mechanics that lift every coach with a smartphone into global visibility. The result: every prospect sees, in their LinkedIn feed each day, between twelve and twenty-four coaches who describe themselves as enabling “transformative change.”

Expertise inflation is not a marketing problem. It is a structural market problem. When the number of providers triples and the number of paying customers stays constant, average per-provider revenue falls structurally. This math is not negotiable. It explains why Klaus has to write 1,847 posts to reach 47,000 euros in total revenue, while Maria holds 22 regular clients with zero posts. Maria is not in the inflationary market. She has a different market.

The decisive difference: Maria is perceived as distinguishable by her 22 regular clients. Klaus is perceived as interchangeable by 251,000 followers. The number of contacts is irrelevant. Distinguishability per contact is everything. Anyone who operates in an inflationary market without being distinguishable sinks with the market average. Anyone who is distinguishable decouples from the market pressure and establishes their own pricing logic. Maria’s hourly rate of 42 euros is not a market price. It is a reputation price. Klaus’s implied hourly rate of 3.77 euros is not self-inflicted failure. It is the mathematical consequence of the position gap in a triply flooded market.

Anyone who understands expertise inflation knows: visibility is not the solution. Visibility is the acceleration of the problem. Every additional post in a flooded market shrinks your own market share, not because the post is bad, but because it raises the noise you compete against. The only solution is position: a sign on the door that makes the other doors invisible.

Three questions that expose a lack of position

Before this book descends into the excavation layers of the next ten chapters, three questions. Not as a test with a solution. As a diagnosis without one. The solution lies in the layers that follow.

Question one. If a satisfied customer were to recommend you over lunch, in which seven words would the recommendation come? A real recommendation. Not what you wish for, but what would actually be said. If the seven words do not come, because your position allows no concrete description, you have expertise without position. If the words come but feel generic, “He’s good, he knows his stuff, he’s likeable,” you have likeability without position. Maria’s recommendation reads, “Call Maria, she’s different.” Seven words. One position.

Question two. If LinkedIn and Instagram and YouTube disappeared tomorrow, how many people would still find you? Not abstractly. Concretely. How many names in your contacts can you identify who would know what you stand for and who would carry your position in a recommendation? If the answer is “the platform,” you have reach without position. If the answer is a number somewhere between twenty and five hundred, you have the beginning of a position. If you hesitate, you have the ground this book is built on.

Question three. If someone asked you to describe your offer in one sentence, without “also” and without “actually,” how long would you need? If you need longer than three seconds, you have variety without position. If the sentence begins with “I help people,” you have a phrase without position. If the sentence begins with “I’m the one who…,” you have what the excavation is meant to uncover.

Three questions the market asks every day in the form of recommendations, searches, and booking decisions. Anyone who can answer them without hesitation can set this book aside. Anyone who stalls on one of the three has found the book they need.

The question

Klaus will appear once more in this book. In Chapter 9, when he begins using artificial intelligence for his content production. 50 posts a week, written by a machine, published by a man who believes more content is the answer. His reach will double. His bookings will stay at zero. Because AI does not solve the problem. AI amplifies it. More noise. Faster noise. More expensive noise. But still noise.

Maria will return too. In Chapter 11, when we dissect her system. When we understand why a woman with no website, no social media, no budget, and no strategy consulting has 22 regular clients who have stayed with her for years and refer her without her ever asking. When we uncover the mechanics behind her position and show that she ran through positional archaeology intuitively, without ever having heard of it.

But that comes later. Now comes the question.

The question this book asks is not: How do you become visible? There are enough books about that. Shelves full. Most of them recommend exactly what Klaus has been doing for four years. The question this book asks is: What do you stand for? And if you cannot answer that question in one sentence, without hesitating, without “actually” and without “also,” then this book was written for you.

There is a woman in Zurich, 54 years old, who cleans apartments and earns 42 euros an hour. She has never posted. Never built a website. Never crafted an elevator pitch. Never created a content calendar. Never attended a marketing course. And yet: 22 regular clients. 8-week waiting list. Zero acquisition costs.

Why?

Not because she is cheaper. She is more expensive. Not because she cleans better. Maybe she does. Maybe she doesn’t. It does not matter. Because the people who book Maria do not book her for what she does. They book her for what she is.

That is the difference between expertise and position. Expertise says: I can do that. Position says: I am that. Expertise lists abilities. Position generates demand. Expertise competes on price. Position eliminates comparison.

Klaus has expertise. Maria has position.

And position beats expertise. Every time. Not because expertise is worthless. But because expertise without position is invisible. A gold mine without a map. A diamond beneath layers of sediment that nobody finds, because nobody knows it is there.

Over the next eleven chapters, we will dig. Layer by layer. Five excavation layers that lie between you and your true professional position. With people who walked the path. With numbers that prove the path. And with a question only you can answer in the end.

But first: Maria. The woman with zero followers and 42 euros an hour. The woman who never read a word about positioning. The woman who refutes every theory and confirms every rule.

Why is Maria booked before she becomes visible?

The answer does not lie where Klaus looked for it.




CHAPTER 2: The Mathematics of Invisibility | Why 94.7 Percent Stay Invisible

94.7 percent.

That is the number this chapter begins with, and it is the number it ends with. 94.7 percent of the successfully positioned consultants, coaches, and service providers I documented over 18 months found their position before they won their first customer. Not afterward. Not at the same time. Before. The position came first. The customers came because the position was there.

89 of 94. 89 people who dug before they built. Who asked themselves what they stand for before they asked how to become visible. 89 people who can say in one sentence who they are, and who get booked for exactly that reason.

5 tried it differently. Become visible first. Then hope the position would show itself. That the market would eventually tell them what they stand for. That the followers would turn into customers if they only posted long enough. All five failed. Not for lack of effort. Not for lack of competence. For getting the order wrong.

This is not theory. This is not opinion. These are numbers. And numbers are patient. They wait until someone reads them.

The proof nobody wants to see

In the last chapter, I introduced two people. Klaus Petersen, 52 years old, business degree, 251,000 LinkedIn followers, 3.77 euros effective hourly rate. And Maria, 54 years old, cleaner in Zurich, zero followers, 42 euros an hour, 22 regular clients, eight-week waiting list.

The chapter ended with a question: Why is Maria booked before she becomes visible?

This chapter delivers the answer. Not as philosophy. As mathematics. Because mathematics has the advantage of not being negotiable.

Let’s start with what the market shows, once you are willing to look.

More than every second freelancer in Germany fails within the first five years. The Institute for Mittelstand Research in Bonn documented a survival rate of 38 percent. One in three. Not because they are incapable. Many of those who fail are the most competent in their field. They fail because the market does not find them. Or more precisely: because the market has no reason to seek out them in particular.

At the same time, positioned consultants charge daily rates two to three times higher than their unpositioned colleagues. The BDU Fee Study 2024 documents this with the sober precision of an industry that loves numbers and not illusions. Not a little more. Two to three times as much. For the same work. In the same industry. With comparable experience.

And the RAUEN Coaching Market Analysis 2025 supplies the context: the average coaching hourly rate in the German-speaking region runs between 150 and 250 euros. Positioned coaches, known for one specific problem, charge 500 euros and up. Not because they are smarter. Not because they studied longer. But because the market knows what they stand for. And because the market pays for clarity. Always.

The question is not whether these numbers are true. The question is why so few consultants draw the consequence from them. And the answer to that question is uncomfortable. It is this: because visibility feels better than positioning. Because a like comes faster than a booking. Because 10,000 followers tell a story you can mistake for success. And because nobody likes to admit that the story is a lie.

The numbers are one thing. The moment a consultant understands what they mean is another. It is usually not a dramatic moment. It is the Thursday evening when the CRM is open, the calendar for next week shows two appointments, and the stack of electricity bills on the desk has not gotten any smaller. It is the look at the LinkedIn profile that shows 8,300 contacts and the feeling that this number proves nothing, except that someone spent a lot of time. It is the quiet realization that the visibility you believed in for three years was a private affair. Nobody noticed. Nobody missed anything. And nobody will miss anything if you stop posting tomorrow.

37,000 contacts. Zero result.

I know this lie. I believed it myself.

Three years ago, I had 37,000 LinkedIn contacts. Not followers. Contacts. People I had added one by one, over months, with the methodical precision of a system architect who believes that quantity eventually turns into quality. 37,000 people in my network. Coaches, consultants, managing directors, agency heads, freelancers. An address book that felt like an asset.

37,000 contacts. And I did not know what I stand for.

I could do many things. Build systems. Develop strategies. Produce content. Write books. Optimize processes. Integrate AI. Everything. And “everything” was the problem. Not because the skills were wrong. But because nobody books someone who can do everything. People book someone who solves a specific problem. And “can do everything” is not a specific problem.

I posted. Not 1,847 times like Klaus. But enough. I wrote newsletters. Ran webinars. Produced content series. I built infographics that took three hours of work and got twelve likes. I started video series and abandoned them after four episodes, because the viewer numbers looked like January temperatures. I wrote freebie PDFs, created landing pages, set up email sequences. The full program. The full, useless program.

The impressions came. The likes came. The comments came. “Great post, Massimiliano!” Five words that not once led to a job. The customers did not come. And I did not understand why. Because I was asking the wrong question. I asked: How do I get more reach? Instead of: What am I sought out for?

And then, one Thursday afternoon in October, I exported my LinkedIn contact list. 37,000 rows in a CSV file. I started sorting. Which of these 37,000 people had ever bought from me? Who had ever sent an inquiry? Who even knows what I offer?

The answers: 14 had bought. 31 had sent an inquiry. And to the third question I found no answer. Because I myself did not know what I offer. Not because I had nothing to offer. But because I had too much to offer. And “too much” is the other side of “nothing.” Because both produce the same result: the market does not know what you stand for.

That Thursday, I started deleting contacts. That sounds like a small act. A few clicks. A cleanup of the contact list. It was not a small act. It was the hardest business decision I had made up to that point. Because every deleted contact felt like an admission: this person brought me nothing. And if 36,581 people brought you nothing, then the problem is not with the 36,581. Then the problem is with you.

Not all 37,000 at once. Over weeks. Systematically. Every contact I did not personally know, deleted. Every contact who was only a number in my statistics, deleted. Every contact who had never responded to a message from me, deleted.

In the end, 419 remained.

Not by chance. 419 is the number Robin Dunbar taught us, the limit of what a person can manage in real relationships. 150 inner circle, 269 extended circle. Together: 419. The number my uncle Giovanni documented in his black notebook, without ever having read Dunbar: 423 names.

From 37,000 to 419. That did not feel like liberation. That felt like failure. Like the admission that three years of networking had been a facade. That the number 37,000 was a lie. That I did not have 37,000 relationships, but 37,000 dead entries and a handful of people who knew who I am.

But the 419 who remained were real. And when I started writing to those 419 people, not with a newsletter, not with a post, but with personal messages, something happened that had never happened in three years of a 37,000-contact network: they replied. Not with likes. With jobs.

Within six weeks I had more inquiries than in the entire twelve months before. Not because I had suddenly gotten better. Not because I had a new offer. But because 419 people who knew me finally knew what I stand for. Because I had stopped being everything and started being something.

The 37,000 had seen my name. The 419 knew my position.

The difference between “seeing” and “knowing” is the difference between reach and demand. And it is a difference that can be measured in euros. The 37,000 had brought me 14 customers in three years. The 419 brought me more than double that in six weeks. Because demand does not arise through visibility. Demand arises when someone has a problem and knows exactly who solves it.

That was the moment I stopped believing and started documenting.

94 cases. 18 months. One pattern.

Over the following 18 months, I observed 94 coaches, consultants, and service providers. Not advised. Observed. Gathered numbers. Logged trajectories. Measured before and after. Who found a position? Who did not? And above all: What was the difference?

I say observed, not accompanied. Because a documentarian does not intervene. He measures. He asks. He compares. He does not try to influence the outcome. He tries to understand the outcome.

My self-understanding: documentarian, not mentor, not coach. I gather numbers, log trajectories, compare outcomes. My central theme: demand beats visibility. Positions beat posts.

What does that mean in practice? I do not intervene. I do not change. I observe. I ask after six months, after twelve, after eighteen. I note what people tell me and compare it with what their booking calendars and their referral sources show in parallel. Three data layers per case. Self-perception, market reality, account balance. Where the three layers agreed, the position was anchored. Where they diverged, the position was a hope.

This method is slow. It does not scale. It produces no viral posts and no bestseller lists. It produces only one thing: defensible statements about what works and what does not. Whoever sells position consulting has an interest in a positive outcome. A documentarian has no interest in the outcome. He has an interest in the truth.

The 94 came from different industries, different regions, different levels of experience. Coaches for executives, consultants for digitalization, copywriters, engineers, therapists, financial advisors, marketing managers. People between 28 and 61 years old. Monthly revenues between 1,200 and 18,000 euros. The only thing they had in common: they were competent. And they were not getting booked.

The pattern that emerged over 18 months was brutal in its clarity. And it was a pattern that could not be denied, no matter how hard you tried.

I documented every single case in a table. Row by row. Column A: name. Column B: industry. Column C: System Score at first measurement. Column D: first action. Column E: result after six months. Column F: result after twelve months. Column G: result after 18 months. The table has 94 rows and 23 columns. And if you read it from top to bottom, you see a pattern so consistent it would almost be boring, if it did not change so many lives.

89 of 94 found their position. 89 people who at some point stopped asking “How do I become visible?” and started asking “What am I sought out for?” These 89 won customers afterward. Not immediately. Not overnight. But within six to nine months after finding their position, 73 of them had a stable pipeline. 67 had a waiting list. 58 had raised their daily rates.

5 of 94 failed. 5 people who went the reverse way. Visibility first, position later. Content first, identity later. Reach first, clarity later. These 5 had, on average, more followers than the 89 who succeeded. More impressions. More likes. More of everything that can be measured, except the one thing that counts: revenue.

One of the five, a communications consultant from Berlin, had 48,000 LinkedIn followers. He posted five times a week. His engagement rate was above the industry average. His newsletter had 3,200 subscribers. On paper, he was successful. In his accounting, a different story stood: 1,900 euros monthly revenue. Less than a part-time cleaner. Not because he communicated poorly. But because nobody knew what problem he solves. He was visible. He was not positioned. And the market treated him accordingly: as entertainment, not as a solution.

The 94-case table: what the data beneath the data shows

The table of 94 cases is more than an observation log. It is a diagnostic instrument that reveals five further patterns hidden inside the summary statement “89 of 94 successful.”

First pattern: the success-time distribution. Of the 89 successful cases, 31 had their first significant inquiry within 60 days of anchoring layer 5. 42 between day 60 and day 180. 16 between day 180 and day 365. So the majority of successes came not in the first two months, but between month two and month six. Anyone who gives up in this phase will statistically never know whether their position would have worked. Most dropouts happen precisely in this gap.

Second pattern: the correlation between starting System Score and speed of success. Cases with a starting score above 60 reached their first inquiry on average after 82 days. Cases with a starting score between 40 and 60 after 137 days. Cases with a starting score below 40 after 218 days. Whoever starts deeper needs longer. That is not a punishment. It is mathematics. Deeper position deficits need more layer work before the market responds.

Third pattern: the industry distribution of those who failed. Four of the five who failed worked in industries with low specialization barriers: generic coaching, general consulting, lifestyle copywriting. An industry with a high specialization barrier produced zero failures. In industries where specialization is expected, finding a position is easier. In generic markets it is harder, and the risk of failure is greater.

Fourth pattern: the gender symmetry. 47 of the 94 were female, 47 male. Success rate among women: 95.7 percent. Among men: 93.6 percent. Not statistically significantly different. Position work functions regardless of gender. What differed was the kind of inhibition: women more often struggled with “What does this have to do with me?” Men more often with “Who am I to offer this?” Different inhibitions, same rate.

Fifth pattern: the referral multiplication. Over the 18 observation months, the
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