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We've never seen a family as much fun together as when they're competing for $20,000 together on a family feud. This game show has been weekly invited by a guest in American living rooms since 1976, and there are no signs of it slowing down any time soon. People love watching contestants guess popular answers
to poll questions, especially when a contestant gives a stupid answer and gets it wrong. Writers of Family Feud should have gotten more and more creative when coming up with survey questions over the years, but you wouldn't believe how easy the first-ever issue of family feud was. It was so simple that literally
everyone could get it right! Byron Cohen's Family Feud/Getty Images How Does Family Feud Work? The rules of family feud are really pretty simple: teams of 5 family members compete with each other for a $20,000 prize or car. Family members take turns guessing popular public responses to survey questions. For
example, the question might be: Something you do during the holidays, and some popular public answers may be shopping, putting up a Christmas tree, and the like. If the answer the contestant guesses is one of the most popular responses given by the public, then their family is gaining points! However, if they are
wrong, then they met with Giant Red X. The popular game show has been around for quite some time and has gone through a number of changes to the host. For now, it's hosted by comedian Steve Harvey, who has become a popular host for openly mocking some of the contestants' dumb answers. Originally, when the
show first aired in 1976, it was hosted by Richard Dawson, who drew attention by kissing contestants right in the mouth. Let's talk about a sexual harassment lawsuit! Along the way, The Family Feud was organized by John O'Hurley, Richard Carne, and Louis Anderson. Some past dumb 'Family Feud' answers
RELATED: Family Feud: Some fans think the questions got dirtier over the years, since the show has been so long, the creators have had to get more and more creative with their questions, meaning that the game is a little more complicated than it was back in the day. However, it's not Jeopardy, and the questions are
designed to be easy enough for a 15-year-old to answer, which is a lower age limit to be on the show. Even if you don't need to be a genius to answer questions of family feud, some past contestants have given hilariously dumb answers to questions. For example, to the question: Name a word or phrase that starts with
pork, the contestant replied: -cup! It got genuine laughter from host Steve Harvey, who of course mercilessly ridiculed the poor contestant. Later he went late at night to laugh at the situation again, declaring: not a cursed word! Contestant definitely gets some some For creativity! The first question Family Feud ever asked
was super easy to be honest, maybe - the cup is not that dumb answer: this question was pretty hard! As we said, the creators had to come up with new and more creative issues as the show continues. But when Richard Dawson hosted the show, it wasn't so hard to come up with poll questions. The creators can ask
any question they like and be sure that it was never asked before because the show was brand new! The first-ever issue of family feud was: Name the famous George, according to Southern Living. Can you guess the most popular answer? Right, George Washington. Spirit. Especially given that George Clooney and
George Lopez were not known back then, this seems all too obvious. Family feud is much more challenging for contestants now, but still fun! Family feud is one of the most famous and fun reality shows of all time. The show has been on the air since 1976, and has many devoted fans. New episodes of Family Feud are
still being produced, as are the spin-off version of the show featuring celebrity families aptly named celebrity family feud. Episodes can be seen daily as the show is in a successful syndication run. This long-running success has led fans of the game show to ask who are the hosts of the show who helped the show run so
long, and what else is responsible for decades of family feud relevance? What is Family Feud? STEVE HARVIK, STEPHEN CONRAD MUR (RU) Byron Cohen via Getty Images Family Feud was developed by Mark Goodson, who was also responsible for the games of The Price Is Right and Match Game. On Family
Feud, two opposing families compete for the chance to win $20,000 by being the first to get 300 points. Points are earned by successfully guessing the same answers to questions that 100 random people also answered. Points can only be added to the family cleaning board, or by stealing as soon as another family gets
three kicks, guessing the answers that are not on board. According to the show's producers, having an over-the-top amount of energy is the best way to earn a chance for your family to be on the show. The show had many hosts over four decades on the air, all of whom contributed to the continued success of the game
show and relevance. Who are the masters of Family Feud? RELATED: Family Feud Fans Think They've Found the Worst Contestant Family Feud Is One of the Longest Game Shows in Television History. The first host of the family ending was Richard Dawson, who was the face of the show from 1976 to 1985, and
returned to host the show for one final season in 1994. Dawson was known for his strange habit of kissing female contestants on the show when he introduced them. He claimed to be doing it in Relax the women participants. Interestingly, the first presenter of the game show met his wife during the reception of her in one
of the episodes. Gretchen Johnson and her family competed on the show in 1981, and nine years later, Johnson and Dawson married. In 1985, Dawson was replaced by Ray Combs, and then Louis Anderson, Richard Carne, John O'Hurley and Steve Harvey rounded out the list of every presenter in the show's 44-year
history. The current host of Family Feud is Harvey, who started hosting in 2015. Harvey is also credited with guiding the show in a more risky direction, as he is very talented in comedy riffing and playing from more wild-response contestants. Thanks to Harvey's fun and effective hosting technique, Family Feud is as
popular as ever. What makes the game show so successful? While family feud is billed as a program for moms, dads, grandparents, and children of all ages to enjoy together, there are plenty of issues with an adult twist. Frequent topics on the show include questions about what people think or will change about their
romantic partner's bodies, questionable habits such as drinking and smoking, and many issues that are designed to lead to a classic double entendre about sex. Many of the questions on the show are quite difficult, so many of the show's contestants have also provided answers that don't make much sense. The show's
hosts handled more funny responses in different ways, as Harvey prepared to playfully mock the contestants, while Dawson was more gentle with the contestants. Harvey is likely to continue as host of family feuds, especially given the success of the game show on network television at a time when streaming and
binging are far more common. In an in-depth interview, we asked Collins about the implications of his research and ideas for the economy, the stock market and the very nature of executive leadership. Good for the great companies that you wrote about all the remarkable stock market results achieved over a 15-year
period. But today the stock market is falling. Does this mean we won't see any good for great companies today? First, I want to correct a big misconception. The stock market is not down. What does the stock market look like compared to 1985? The stock market is not down. What does it look like compared to 1990?
The stock market is not down. The market was irrationally out of order - we didn't have a stock market; we had a speculative casino. The technology bubble was not a new economy - there is a new economy that has been going on for years at a deeper level. But the cruel fact is that companies that were at the top of the
tech bubble have no results. You can't make zero profits and claim that you have results. In the case of companies that had great results before the bubble burst, are in a period down now, but so what? The point is in a company like there, we don't yet know the answer. It is possible that these companies are only in a
very difficult 6-12-month period. Let me use an analogy. Let's say you have a big basketball dynasty like the UCLA Bruins under John Wooden. This is a team that is going to win 10 NCAA championships in 12 years. They are a team that went from good to great. But in 1970, they lost three games. Does that mean we're
going to write them off and say they're not a great team? We need to look for a longer period of time. The same applies to companies, hitting a bubble. It was too short a period of time. It will take longer to say which companies that are in trouble are now just going through a short period and will have the resilience to
come back. But for many businessmen, the current slowdown is a sign of the collapse of the new economy. This is one of the most wonderful times in history. Two or three years ago, what was the main complaint we heard? It's so hard to get good people! Whining, whining, whining! Today we have the biggest
opportunity we will have in decades to catch a boatload - not a bus, but a boatload - of great people. And great companies always start with who, not what. We can finally get to the right side of Packard's law. Packard's law is like the law of physics for great companies. He says no company can become or stay great if it
allows its revenue growth rates to exceed their growth in getting the right people on a sustainable basis. This is one of those eternal truths that go beyond technology and economics. Now, instead of trying to accumulate capital, we can accumulate people. If I were to work for the company today, I would have one priority
above all others: acquire as many of the best people I could. I would put everything else if I could afford it - buildings, new projects, NIOCRO - to fill my bus. Because everything will come back. My flywheel will start to turn. And the biggest obstacle to the growth and success of my organization is not the markets, not the
technology, not the opportunity, not the stock market. If you want to be a big company, the biggest limitation on your ability to grow is the ability to get and hang on to enough people. It's also a great time to force yourself to look back. When you're breaking Packard's law, you'll probably let a lot of the wrong people on the
bus. It's a good time to get them. In fact, it's a little easier to do it now. We can blame the circumstances. What else would you do to benefit from this reassessment period? It's also a great time to ask yourself some really tough questions. At the time, the irrational when the market gives you money, regardless of whether
you delivered or not, many companies have not answered any of the questions three laps (What can we be the best in the world? They had no idea what they could do better than any other company in the world that was sustainable, they didn't have a profit denominator, and the only passion they had was flipping the
company. Now we can no longer live in this country of fantasy. We have to look at everything we do and put them all on three test laps. Any things that don't test we should stop doing - today. I see a lot of companies that ended up with a lot of capital. So they wandered into all kinds of acquisitions or new businesses or
new destinations, simply because they could. But they don't necessarily fit into three circles. Today they face the task of pruning. Those who will explain their three laps will come out of this just fine. Those that don't deserve to die. Managers today find themselves with little time to prove their worth. What advice would
you give to a CEO in a hot seat? If I were a CEO in a hot spot, taking on a company that I wanted to go from good to great, that's what I would do. I would take this good and big stock chart and I would put it in front of my directors. I would say: We are on the left side of this curve. We want to be on the right side of the
curve. Right? If that's what we all want, we know what it takes to get it. You can't keep reeling from CEO to CEO. If you do that, you'll find yourself in Doom Loop - and then we end up as one of the comparison companies, not one of the great companies. I don't think all directors are stupid. Most of them are smart, but
they act out of ignorance, not for lack of good intentions. We have to hit them on the head with empirical results. Our job is to beat the market in a sustainable way over time. We have to think about the share price within five years. And we have to start doing whatever it takes to get that flywheel turning. Finally, if I'm
CEO, I want the board to give me the following assurances: No matter how long or short my tenure as CEO may be, whoever you choose as my successor should pick that flywheel in the middle of the turn and continue to push in a consistent direction. I can only get a flywheel turning at 16 RPMs. But my successor has
to take him to 100 RPMs. His successor has to take him to 500 RPMs, and his successor is 1000 RPMs. It's not about me as CEO - it's about commitment to a consistent program. We are not going to do Doom Loop.The executives who have taken their companies from good to were largely anonymous - a far cry from
the celebrity executives we read about. Or is it cause and effect? I think it's more a cause-and-effect issue than an accident. Case. something directly has to do with the lack of celebrity and the availability of good and great results. Why? First, when you have a celebrity, the company turns into one genius with 1000
assistants. It creates the feeling that it's all really about the CEO. And this leads to all sorts of problems - if a person leaves or if a person turns out not to be a genius after all. On a deeper level, we found that for leaders to do something great, their ambitions should be for the greatness of the job and the company, not for
themselves. That doesn't mean they don't have an ego. That doesn't mean they don't have any needs for themselves. This means that at the time of decision-making after decision - at critical moments when choice will promote their ego and choice B will contribute to the company and its work - over and over again these
leaders choose Choice B. Celebrity executives, at the same decision points, are likely to favor themselves and ego over company and work. Like anonymous EXECUTIVEs, most companies that have made the transition from good to great do not work. What does that tell us? The truth is that most people don't work in the
most glamorous things in the world. They do a real job - that means most of the time they do a hell of a lot of hard work with just a few points of excitement. Some people are putting out baked bread. Some are building retail stores. The real work of the economy is done by people who make cars, who sell real estate, who
run grocery stores and banks. So one of the great findings of this study is that you can be in a big company and do it in steel, in pharmacies, in grocery stores. It's just not that if you're not in Silicon Valley, you're not cool. It doesn't matter where you are. So no one has the right to whine about their company, their industry,
or the kind of business they are in - ever again. Have the 11 companies that made the transformation have benefited from their anonymity? One of the great advantages that these companies had, no one cared! Kroger began his transition; Nucor began its transition; no one expected much. They could underpromise and
overdeliver. In fact, if I were to take over the company and try to make it go from good to great, I would tell my Vice President of Communications that his job is to make the whole world think we were constantly on the brink of doom. In the course of our research, we actually printed out transcripts of CEO presentations to
analysts from good to large companies and comparison companies. We read it all. And it's amazing. Good and great people always talk about the challenges they face, about the programs they build, about what they are worried about. you go to a comparison company, they fanning themselves, they sell sell - but they
never provide results. If I'm not a CEO, how good lessons apply to me? Good concepts apply to any situation - as long as you can choose the people around you. That's the most important thing. But fundamentally, we really do - we have a lot of discretion over the people in our lives, the people we choose to let on our
bus, whether in our department at work or in our personal lives. But the basic idea is to build your own flywheel. You can do it. You can start to build momentum in something for which you have responsibility. You can build a great department. You can build a large church community. You can take each of the good to
great ideas and apply them to your own work or your own life. What has your research on business changes in general taught you? Is this essentially a message to get back to basics? Very rarely do significant changes ever produce results on a sustainable basis. This is one of the book's really important findings. We
started with 1,435 companies. And 11 companies did it. Let's just look at this fact for a moment. The fact is that this does not happen very often. Why not? Because we don't know what the hell we're doing! And because we don't know what we're doing, we run into all kinds of things that don't work. We ended up as a
bunch of primitives dancing around the campfire chanting on the moon. What I feel strongly is that we need a bit of science to understand what it really takes to make a difference. Does it return to the present? No, it's forward to understanding. Why does it go back to the basics of saying that CEOs should be ambitious
for their companies and not for themselves? Why did he go back to basics to make who and people question first and what and where is the question second? Since when does it go back to the basics for a company to start with a question like, Why have we sucked for 100 years and what are the brutal facts that we need
to confront? Why go back to basics to say that stop lists are more important than to-do lists? And since when did he go back to basics to say that technology is only an accelerator, not a creator of something? I don't think those concepts are back to basics. Because if that's the case, we should be able to go back in time
and find that people have used these ideas. People haven't, so there are only 11 out of 1435. So, no, it's not back to basics. It's forward to understanding. How do you assess the new economy? We've seen a lot of change and we've seen a lot of backlash against change. How do you make sense of all this? The huge
changes taking place around us make this the most exciting time in history to be alive. It's really fun. All these - changes in technology, globalization - these are brutal facts that need to be integrated into the we do. People at Walgreens didn't ignore the Internet because they were focused only on the basics. They
encountered the brutal fact of the Internet and then asked how it fits into our three circles, and how can we use it to rotate our flywheel faster? You never ignore the change - you hit your head like cruel facts, or you come to them with a great sense of joy and excitement. This change, this new technology opens the way
for you to prevail, to be even better as a company. All the good to the great company have accepted the changes and used them to their advantage, often with great glee. When the new pianos appeared, Mozart did not hang up his music. He did not say: There are these new pianos! The harpsichord is out of the way, so
I washed up as a composer! I can do it loudly with the piano fort! It's really neat! He retained the discipline of writing great music and, at the same time, embraced with great glee and excitement the invention of the piano. With all the changes around us, we must be the same as Mozart. We maintain great discipline about

our music, but at the same time, we accept things that can allow us to make even more music. Alan M. Webber (awebber@fastcompany.com) is the founding editor of Fast Company. jimcollins@aol.com wrote an essay, Built for Flip, in the March 2000 issue of Fast Company. His new book, Good to Great: Why Some
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