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Preface

Forty years ago, when I first began to work with non-profit institutions, they were generally seen as marginal to an American society dominated by government and big business respectively. In fact, the non-profits themselves by and large shared this view. We then believed that government could and should discharge all major social tasks, and that the role of the non-profits, if any, was to supplement governmental programs or to add special flourishes to them.

Today, we know better. Today, we know that the non-profit institutions are central to American society and are indeed its most distinguishing feature.

We now know that the ability of government to perform social tasks is very limited indeed. But we also know that the non-profits discharge a much bigger job than taking care of specific needs. With every second American adult serving as a volunteer in the non-profit sector and spending at least three hours a week in non-profit work, the non-profits are America’s largest “employer.” But they also exemplify and fulfill the fundamental American commitment to responsible citizenship in the community. The non-profit sector still represents about the same proportion of America’s gross national product—2 to 3 percent—as it did forty years ago. But its meaning has changed profoundly. We now realize that it is central to the quality of life in America, central to citizenship, and indeed carries the values of American society and of the American tradition.

Forty years ago no one talked of “non-profit organizations” or of a “non-profit sector.” Hospitals saw themselves as hospitals, churches as churches, Boy Scouts and Girl Scouts as Scouts, and so on. Since then, we have come to use the term “non-profit” for all these institutions. It is a negative term and tells us only what these institutions are not. But at least it shows that we have come to realize that all these institutions, whatever their specific concerns, have something in common.

And we now begin to realize what that “something” is. It is not that these institutions are “non-profit,” that is, that they are not businesses. It is also not that they are “non-governmental.” It is that they do something very different from either business or government. Business supplies, either goods or services. Government controls. A business has discharged its task when the customer buys the product, pays for it, and is satisfied with it. Government has discharged its function when its policies are effective. The “non-profit” institution neither supplies goods or services nor controls. Its “product” is neither a pair of shoes nor an effective regulation. Its product is a changed human being. The non-profit institutions are human-change agents. Their “product” is a cured patient, a child that learns, a young man or woman grown into a self-respecting adult; a changed human life altogether.

Forty years ago, “management” was a very bad word in non-profit organizations. It meant “business” to them, and the one thing they were not was a business. Indeed, most of them then believed that they did not need anything that might be called “management.” After all, they did not have a “bottom line.”

For most Americans, the word “management” still means business management. Indeed, newspaper or television reporters who interview me are always amazed to learn that I am working with non-profit institutions. “What can you do for them?” they ask me, “Help them with fund-raising?” And when I answer, “No, we work together on their mission, their leadership, their management,” the reporter usually says, “But that’s business management, isn’t it?”

But the “non-profit” institutions themselves know that they need management all the more because they do not have a conventional “bottom line.” They know that they need to learn how to use management as their tool lest they be overwhelmed by it. They know they need management so that they can concentrate on their mission. Indeed, there is a “management boom” going on among the non-profit institutions, large and small.

Yet little that is so far available to the non-profit institutions to help them with their leadership and management has been specifically designed for them. Most of it was originally developed for the needs of business. Little of it pays any attention to the distinct characteristics of the non-profits or to their specific central needs: To their mission, which distinguishes them so sharply from business and government; to what are “results” in non-profit work; to the strategies required to market their services and obtain the money they need to do their job; or to the challenge of introducing innovation and change in institutions that depend on volunteers and therefore cannot command. Even less do the available materials focus on the specific human and organizational realities of non-profit institutions; on the very different role that the board plays in the non-profit institution; on the need to attract volunteers, to develop them, and to manage them for performance; on relationships with a diversity of constituencies; on fund-raising and fund development; or (a very different matter) on the problem of individual burnout, which is so acute in non-profits precisely because the individual commitment to them tends to be so intense.

There is thus a real need among the non-profits for materials that are specifically developed out of their experience and focused on their realities and concerns. It was this need that led a friend of mine, Robert Buford of Tyler, Texas—himself a highly successful business builder—to found Leadership Network, which works on leadership and management in non-profit institutions, and especially in the large pastoral churches, both Protestant and Catholic, that have grown so rapidly in this country in the last twenty years.

I have been privileged to work with Bob Buford from the beginning on this important task and it was out of this experience that the idea for this book emerged. Or rather, what emerged first was a project for a set of audio cassettes designed by me, directed by me, and largely spoken by me on Leadership and Management in the non-profit Institutions (“The non-profit Drucker”).

We chose audio cassettes as our first vehicle for two reasons. First, versatility; they can be listened to in one’s car driving to work, in one’s own home, or at a meeting. But also we thought it important to bring to the non-profit audience the experience and thinking of distinguished people who have built and led important non-profit institutions, both large and small. And this is better done by the spoken word than by a printed text. Accordingly, we produced, in the spring of 1988, a set of twenty-five one-hour audio cassettes. They are being used successfully across the spectrum of non-profit institutions, especially to train new staff people, new board members, and new volunteers.

From the beginning, we also thought of a book that would address itself to the non-profit audience, and a good many of the users of the “non-profit Drucker” have urged us to make available the same material in book form. “We want to read you,” these cassette users told us, “but in such a way as also to hear the person and especially you, Peter Drucker, as well as the people you interviewed on these tapes.”

This book starts out with the realization that the non-profit institution has been America’s resounding success in the last forty years. In many ways it is the “growth industry” of America, whether we talk of health-care institutions like the American Heart Association or the American Cancer Society which have given leadership in research on major diseases and in their prevention and treatment; of community services such as the Girl Scouts of the U.S.A. and the Boy Scouts of the U.S.A. which, respectively, are the world’s largest women’s and men’s organizations; of the fast-growing pastoral churches; of the hospital; or of the many other non-profit institutions that have emerged as the center of effective social action in a rapidly changing and turbulent America. The non-profit sector has become America’s “Civil Society.”

Today, however, the non-profits face very big and different challenges.

The first is to convert donors into contributors. In total amounts, the non-profit organizations in this country collect many times what they did forty years ago when I first worked with them. But it is still the same share of the gross national product (2–3 percent), and I consider it a national disgrace, indeed a real failure, that the affluent, well-educated young people give proportionately less than their so much poorer blue-collar parents used to give. If the health of a sector in the economy is judged by its share of the GNP, the non-profits do not look healthy at all. The share of GNP that goes to leisure has more than doubled in the last forty years; the share that goes to medical care has gone up from 2 percent of the GNP to 11 percent; the share that goes to education, especially to colleges and universities, has tripled. Yet the share that is being given by the American people to the non-profit, human-change agents has not increased at all. We know that we can no longer hope to get money from “donors”; they have to become “contributors.” This I consider to be the first task ahead for non-profit institutions.

It is much more than just getting extra money to do vital work. Giving is necessary above all so that the non-profits can discharge the one mission they all have in common: to satisfy the need of the American people for self-realization, for living out our ideals, our beliefs, our best opinion of ourselves. To make contributors out of donors means that the American people can see what they want to see—or should want to see—when each of us looks at himself or herself in the mirror in the morning: someone who as a citizen takes responsibility. Someone who as a neighbor cares.

Then there is the second major challenge for the non-profits: to give community and common purpose. Forty years ago, most Americans already no longer lived in small towns, but they had still grown up in one. They had grown up in a local community. It was a compulsory community and could be quite stifling. Still, it was a community.

Today, the great majority of Americans live in big cities and their suburbs. They have moved away from their moorings, but they still need a community. And it is working as unpaid staff for a non-profit institution that gives people a sense of community, gives purpose, gives direction—whether it is work with the local Girl Scout troop, as a volunteer in the hospital, or as the leader of a Bible circle in the local church. Again and again when I talk to volunteers in non-profits, I ask, “Why are you willing to give all this time when you are already working hard in your paid job?” And again and again I get the same answer, “Because here I know what I am doing. Here I contribute. Here I am a member of a community.”

The non-profits are the American community. They increasingly give the individual the ability to perform and to achieve. Precisely because volunteers do not have the satisfaction of a paycheck, they have to get more satisfaction out of their contribution. They have to be managed as unpaid staff. But most Non-profits still have to learn how to do this. And I hope to show them how—not by preaching, but by giving successful examples.

This book consists of five parts:


I. THE MISSION COMES FIRST

—and your role as a leader

II. FROM MISSION TO PERFORMANCE

—effective strategies for marketing, innovation, and fund development

III. MANAGING FOR PERFORMANCE

—how to define it; how to measure it

IV. PEOPLE AND RELATIONSHIPS

—your staff, your board, your volunteers, your community

V. DEVELOPING YOURSELF

—as a person, as an executive, as a leader



In each part I first address the topic. This is then followed by one or two interviews with a distinguished performer in the non-profit field. Each part then concludes with a short, action-focused summary.

I owe a heavy debt to many people. First, I wish to express my thanks to the contributors, the non-profit leaders who so generously gave of their experience and thereby made this book possible. Their achievement in their own institutions shows all of us what can be done and how it should be done.

Then I owe more than I can express in words to my friend Robert Buford, who throughout this entire project has been steadfast in his support, in his advice, in his commitment. His example, that of a successful business leader who is dedicating more and more of his great competence, his time, and his money to leadership in the non-profit, human-change institution, gives guidance to all of us.

Finally, this book owes a great deal to three editors: to Philip Henry, the producer and editor of the audio tapes; to my friend and editor at HarperCollins, Cass Canfield, Jr., who skillfully designed a structure that transforms the spoken into the written word and yet maintains the immediacy of oral communication; and to another old friend, Marion Buhagiar, who, as so often in the past, edited my text with respect both for the integrity of the work itself and for the integrity of the English language.

To all of them, my warmest thanks.

Claremont, California

July 4, 1990
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The Mission Comes First

and your role as a leader

1. The Commitment

2. Leadership Is a Foul-Weather Job

3. Setting New Goals—Interview with Frances Hesselbein

4. What the Leader Owes—Interview with Max De Pree

5. Summary: The Action Implications




1
The Commitment

The non-profit organization exists to bring about a change in individuals and in society. The first thing to talk about is what missions work and what missions don’t work, and how to define the mission. For the ultimate test is not the beauty of the mission statement. The ultimate test is right action.

The most common question asked me by non-profit executives is: What are the qualities of a leader? The question seems to assume that leadership is something you can learn in a charm school. But it also assumes that leadership by itself is enough, that it’s an end. And that’s misleadership. The leader who basically focuses on himself or herself is going to mislead. The three most charismatic leaders in this century inflicted more suffering on the human race than almost any trio in history: Hitler, Stalin, and Mao. What matters is not the leader’s charisma. What matters is the leader’s mission. Therefore, the first job of the leader is to think through and define the mission of the institution.

SETTING CONCRETE ACTION GOALS

Here is a simple and mundane example—the mission statement of a hospital emergency room: “It’s our mission to give assurance to the afflicted.” That’s simple and clear and direct. Or take the mission of the Girl Scouts of the U.S.A.: to help girls grow into proud, self-confident, and self-respecting young women. There is an Episcopal church on the East Coast which defines its mission as making Jesus the head of this church and its chief executive officer. Or the mission of the Salvation Army, which is to make citizens out of the rejected. Arnold of Rugby, the greatest English educator of the nineteenth century, who created the English public school, defined its mission as making gentlemen out of savages.

My favorite mission definition, however, is not that of a non-profit institution, but of a business. It’s a definition that changed Sears from a near-bankrupt, struggling mail-order house at the beginning of the century into the world’s leading retailer within less than ten years: It’s our mission to be the informed and responsible buyer—first for the American farmer, and later for the American family altogether.

Almost every hospital I know says, “Our mission is health care.” And that’s the wrong definition. The hospital does not take care of health; the hospital takes care of illness. You and I take care of health by not smoking, not drinking too much, going to bed early, watching our weight, and so on. The hospital comes in when health care breaks down. An even more serious failing of this mission is that nobody can tell you what action or behavior follows from saying: “Our mission is health care.”

A mission statement has to be operational, otherwise it’s just good intentions. A mission statement has to focus on what the institution really tries to do and then do it so that everybody in the organization can say, This is my contribution to the goal.

Many years ago, I sat down with the administrators of a major hospital to think through the mission statement of the emergency room. It took us a long time to come up with the very simple, and (most people thought) too obvious statement that the emergency room was there to give assurance to the afflicted. To do that well, you have to know what really goes on. And, much to the surprise of the physicians and nurses, it turned out that in a good emergency room, the function is to tell eight out of ten people there is nothing wrong that a good night’s sleep won’t take care of. You’ve been shaken up. Or the baby has the flu. All right, it’s got convulsions, but there is nothing seriously wrong with the child. The doctors and nurses give assurance.

We worked it out, but it sounded awfully obvious. Yet translating that mission statement into action meant that everybody who comes in is now seen by a qualified person in less than a minute. That is the mission; that is the goal. The rest is implementation. Some people are immediately rushed to intensive care, others get a lot of tests, and yet others are told: “Go back home, go to sleep, take an aspirin, and don’t worry. If these things persist, see a physician tomorrow.” But the first objective is to see everybody, almost immediately—because that is the only way to give assurance.

The task of the non-profit manager is to try to convert the organization’s mission statement into specifics. The mission may be forever—or at least as long as we can foresee. As long as the human race is around, we’ll be miserable sinners. As long as the human race is around, there will be sick people. And, as long as the human race is around, there will be alcoholics and drug addicts and the unfortunate. For hundreds of years we’ve had schools of one kind or another trying to get a little knowledge into seven-year-old boys and girls who would rather be out playing.

But the goal can be short-lived, or it might change drastically because a mission is accomplished. A hundred years ago, one of the great inventions of the late nineteenth century was the tuberculosis sanatorium. That mission has been accomplished, at least in developed countries. We know how to treat TB with antibiotics. And so managers of Non-profits also have to build in review, revision, and organized abandonment. The mission is forever and may be divinely ordained; the goals are temporary.

One of our most common mistakes is to make the mission statement into a kind of hero sandwich of good intentions. It has to be simple and clear. As you add new tasks, you deemphasize and get rid of old ones. You can only do so many things. Look at what we are trying to do in our colleges. The mission statement is confused—we are trying to do fifty different things. It won’t work, and that’s why the fundamentalist colleges attract so many young people. Their mission is very narrow. You and I may quarrel with it and say it’s too narrow, but it’s clear. It enables the students to understand. And it also enables the faculty to know. And it enables that administration to say, We aren’t going to teach accounting.

As you add on, you have to abandon. But you also have to think through which are the few things we can accomplish that will do the most for us, and which are the things that contribute either marginally or are no longer of great significance. A hundred years ago, about the greatest contribution the hospital could make was in obstetrics, though it took a long time before the population accepted that, because childbirth at home in the growing city was perceived to be, well, dangerous, what with infection and untrained people. Well, now I would say that not every hospital should do obstetrics, and a great many don’t. Partly because it’s become so much safer, so much more predictable. But also because if anything does go wrong, it’s so much more critical, so you need a concentration of resources. In a suburban community there just might not be enough volume to do a really good job. So perhaps you don’t abandon obstetrics, but you phase it out slowly. On the other hand, fifty or sixty years ago, before the psychotropic drugs, no hospital could do much for mental diseases. Today, almost a majority of people who are mentally sick or endangered can be taken care of in the community hospital, with short-term stays for depression and so on. You can make a major contribution there.

So you constantly look at the state-of-the-art. You look at the opportunities in the community. The hospital isn’t going to sell shoes and it’s not going into education on a big scale. It’s going to take care of the sick. But the specific objective may change. Things that were of primary importance may become secondary or even totally irrelevant. You must watch this constantly, or else very soon you will become a museum piece.

THE THREE “MUSTS” OF A SUCCESSFUL MISSION

Look at strength and performance. Do better what you already do well—if it’s the right thing to do. The belief that every institution can do everything is just not true. When you violate the values of an institution, you are likely to do a poor job. In the 1960s, all of us in academia rushed into the urban problem. We were totally incompetent: our values don’t fit what are political issues; academicians don’t understand power. At the same time, hospitals rushed into what they called health education. Here are the people who come in, such as the diabetic, and before they go home maybe we can teach them how to handle their diet and their stress and so on so that they don’t come back. It hasn’t worked. That’s not what hospitals are good at. Hospitals are not good at prevention; hospitals are good at taking care of damage that’s already been done.

Look outside at the opportunities, the needs. Where can we, with the limited resources we have—and I don’t just mean people and money, but also competence—really make a difference, really set a new standard? One sets the standard by doing something and doing it well. You create a new dimension of performance.

The next thing to look at is what we really believe in. A mission is not, in that sense, impersonal. I have never seen anything being done well unless people were committed.

All of us know the story of the Edsel automobile. Everybody thinks the Edsel failed because Ford didn’t do its homework. In fact, it was the best-engineered, the best-researched, the best-everything car. There was only one thing wrong with it: nobody in the Ford Motor Company believed in it. It was contrived. It was designed on the basis of research and not on the basis of commitment. And so when it got into a little trouble, nobody supported the child. I’m not saying it could have been a success. But without that personal commitment, it certainly never could be.

And so one asks first, what are the opportunities, the needs? Then, do they fit us? Are we likely to do a decent job? Are we competent? Do they match our strengths? Do we really believe in this? This is not just true of products, it’s true of services.

So, you need three things: opportunities; competence; and commitment. Every mission statement, believe me, has to reflect all three or it will fall down on what is its ultimate goal, its ultimate purpose and final test. It will not mobilize the human resources of the organization for getting the right things done.


2
Leadership Is a Foul-Weather Job

The most successful leader of this century was Winston Churchill. But for twelve years, from 1928 until Dunkirk in 1940, he was totally on the sidelines, almost discredited—because there was no need for a Churchill. Things were routine or, at any rate, looked routine. When the catastrophe came, thank goodness, he was available. Fortunately or unfortunately, the one predictable thing in any organization is the crisis. That always comes. That’s when you do depend on the leader.

The most important task of an organization’s leader is to anticipate crisis. Perhaps not to avert it, but to anticipate it. To wait until the crisis hits is already abdication. One has to make the organization capable of anticipating the storm, weathering it, and in fact, being ahead of it. That is called innovation, constant renewal. You cannot prevent a major catastrophe, but you can build an organization that is battle-ready, that has high morale, and also has been through a crisis, knows how to behave, trusts itself, and where people trust one another. In military training, the first rule is to instill soldiers with trust in their officers, because without trust they won’t fight.

THE PROBLEMS OF SUCCESS

Problems of success have ruined more organizations than has failure, partly because if things go wrong, everybody knows they have to go to work. Success creates its own euphoria. You outrun your resources. And you retire on the job, which may be the most difficult thing to fight. I’m now in California instead of New York University, where I was for twenty years, in part because the Graduate Business School at NYU decided to cut back rather than grow with the growing student demand. That’s why I left. When I started to build a management school at Claremont, I made sure that we did not overextend ourselves. I was very careful to ensure that we kept the faculty first rate but small, and that we used adjuncts, part-time people, then built a strong administration. And then we could run with success. If the market grows, you have to grow with it, or you become marginal.

I am arguing these days with our pastor, who wants to keep our church small. This is in a community where we have a lot of young people, students, and a lot of people in retirement homes who want to come to church. My very nice and able pastor likes to keep it small so that he knows everybody. I said to him, “Look, Father Michael, it won’t work.” Five years after he had come in, the church began to shrink. The lesson for the leaders of non-profits is that one has to grow with success. But one also has to make sure that one doesn’t become unable to adjust. Sooner or later, growth slows down and the institution plateaus. Then it has to be able to maintain its momentum, its flexibility, its vitality, and its vision. Otherwise, it becomes frozen.

HARD CHOICES

Non-profit organizations have no “bottom line.” They are prone to consider everything they do to be righteous and moral and to serve a cause, so they are not willing to say, if it doesn’t produce results then maybe we should direct our resources elsewhere. non-profit organizations need the discipline of organized abandonment perhaps even more than a business does. They need to face up to critical choices.

Some of these choices are very difficult. I have a friend, a Catholic priest, who is Vicar General of a large diocese. The bishop called him in to deal with the shortage of priests. Which services should they keep and which should they abandon? There is the terrible dilemma of Catholic schools in a big metropolitan archdiocese where 97 percent of the kids are not Catholics and aren’t going to be Catholics; they’re fleeing the misery of the public schools. I’ve been arguing with the diocese for years. Some of the priests say, “Our first task is to save souls; it’s not to educate people. Let’s put our few priests and nuns on our first priority.” And I say, “Look, it says in the Bible, ‘But the greatest of these is Charity,’ and that’s what you are doing. You cannot possibly leave those kids in the lurch. That’s a value choice, and it’s critical that it’s faced up to and not pushed under the rug, as we like to do.”

Once you acknowledge that, you can then innovate—provided you organize yourself to look for innovation. Non-profit institutions need innovation as much as businesses or governments. And we know how to do it.

The starting point is to recognize that change is not a threat. It’s an opportunity. We know where to look for changes.1 Here are a few examples:

Unexpected Success in Your Own Organization

Some institutions of higher education, for instance, have learned that continuing education of already highly educated adults is not a luxury, or something to bring in additional money, or good public relations. It is becoming the central thrust of our knowledge society. So, they have organized themselves and their faculties to attract the doctors, engineers, and executives who want and need to go back to school.

Population Changes

About twelve years ago, the Girl Scouts of the U.S.A. realized that demographic shifts in the United States, with the fast growth of minorities, were creating a new frontier for the organization— new needs and the opportunity to change. They now have a 15 percent enrollment of minority kids, which explains why they kept growing even though the total number of girls of scouting age fell quite steadily during that period.

Changes in Mind-Set and Mentality

Very few factors have so altered our view of society as the women’s movement of the last twenty years. What opportunities does it create? As you will see a little later on in the interview with Father Leo Bartel in Part Four, it created the opportunity in one diocese to expand dramatically despite a sharp drop in the number of priests and sisters. Another example: about fifteen years ago, one of our largest volunteer organizations, the American Heart Association, realized that, even though its original big job—research—was not yet accomplished, a new opportunity had opened to take advantage of the tremendous growth in health awareness by the American public. It decided to redirect its national forces.

The lesson is, Don’t wait. Organize yourself for systematic innovation. Build the search for opportunities, inside and outside, into your organization. Look for changes as indications of an opportunity for innovation. To build all this into your system, you, as the leader of the organization, have to set the example. How can we set up systems to release energy that will allow the proper innovative decisions to be made and implemented and, at the same time, encourage the operation to go on at the necessary level while it is being changed? Let me try to outline a simple series of steps.

First, organize yourself to see the opportunity. If you don’t look out the window, you won’t see it. What makes this particularly important is that most of our current reporting systems don’t reveal opportunities; they report problems. They report the past. Most answer questions we have already asked. So, we have to go beyond our reporting systems. And whenever you need a change, ask: If this were an opportunity for us, what would it be?

Then, to implement the innovation effectively, there are a few points you must be aware of. First, the most common mistake— the one that kills more innovations than anything else—is the attempt to build too much reinsurance into the change, to cover your flank, not to alienate yesterday. The Japanese made that mistake in the one area where their export drive failed significantly: telephones. They had the technology but tried to hedge their bets by selling switchboards that were both electromechanical (and therefore could be plugged into existing old systems) and electronic. The electronic switchboards force customers to tear out their old equipment, even though it may be perfectly good. But those who did go either into expansion or improvement of their existing system decided to pull out the old and go straight to the state-of-the-art.

The same sort of mistakes can be found in the pharmaceutical industry and in educational programs. Twenty years ago, a good many hospitals, seeing the trend toward taking care of patients outside the hospital, built outpatient clinics into the hospital. That didn’t work. The free-standing surgical clinic, however, did work because it was not in the hospital.

Next, you have the problem of organizing the new. It must be organized separately. Babies don’t belong in the living room, they belong in the nursery. If you put new ideas into operating units— whether it’s a theological seminary or an automobile plant—the solving of the daily crisis will always take precedence over introducing tomorrow. So, when you try to develop the new within an existing operation, you are always postponing tomorrow. It must be set up separately. And yet you have to make sure the existing operations don’t lose the excitement of the new entirely. Otherwise, they become not only hostile but paralyzed.

THE INNOVATIVE STRATEGY

Next, you need an innovative strategy: a way to bring the new to the marketplace. Successful innovation finds a target of opportunity. Somebody who is receptive, who welcomes the new, who wants to succeed and, at the same time, has enough stature, enough clout in the organization so that, if it works for him or her, the rest of the organization will say, Well, there must be something to it.

I am always being asked, “If you were running a metropolitan museum, or a major public library, or a relief or service agency in a community, would you have part of your organization set up some kind of small task force committed to R&D or to marketing? Some group working within the organization that would be weighing the possibilities of innovation for the organization?”

Well, the answer is yes and the answer is no. Yes, because you need a few people who do the work, who have the time to do it. It’s hard work. No, because if you isolate the planning, you’re going to end up overlooking perhaps the small but crucial things. Let me give you a very simple example. The executives of a big museum decided to move from the old-time museum, which kept the art works in and the people out, to the modern kind of museum, which is basically an educational community. They set up a separate planning group, which did a magnificent job planning exhibitions and publicity and so on. But being isolated from operations, the planners overlooked a few “housekeeping” details. They forgot, for instance, that you need a much bigger parking lot. Also, if you suddenly have three hundred fourth graders in, you need toilets. When they opened, you cannot imagine the pandemonium. And that’s typical.

If you first plan and then try to sell, you’re going to miss the important things. But you also waste years of time. Selling has to be built into planning, and that means involving the operating people. But don’t forget one thing: everything new requires hard work on the part of true believers—and true believers are not available part time.

The Churchills may be very rare. But another group is, fortunately, quite common. These are the people who can look at a situation and say: This is not what I was hired to do or what I expected to do, but this is what the job requires—and then roll up their sleeves and go to work. I know a college president who was conned into taking his job with the usual promises by the board that it would raise the money. He came out of tax-supported state universities. He arrived with a wonderful program of faculty recruitment and educational reform, took one good look, and came to me, very unhappy. Somebody has to raise money, he said, otherwise that institution won’t be there in five or ten years. And I said, You know, there is only one person who can raise money in a college—the president. And he said, I’m afraid you’re right. He found an exceedingly able man on his faculty who for five years ran the school, while the president concentrated on raising money, in which he proved himself incredibly able. He saved that institution.

Let me give you another example of a rural electric cooperative, one of the large ones, founded during the 1930s when the American farmer couldn’t get any power. Well, by now everybody has power, so the question is: What do we do now? There was strong sentiment on the board and in the membership for selling out to the nearest large power company. A new chief executive came in, took a look, and said: “Yes, as an electric cooperative we have fulfilled our mission, but as a community development organization, it has only begun. Here is a tremendous farm crisis [this was in the early eighties]. All kinds of basic social services need to be supplied to our farm members, and they can only be supplied by somebody with a distribution system.”

He made all the difference. Farm prices are still low and depressed, but this six-county system is one of the few farm areas
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