HANDS-ON LEADERSHIP DEVELOPMENT
HANDS-ON LEADERSHIP DEVELOPMENT #1
The Three Most Important Things for Every NPO to Know About Itself
1.  Why does our NPO exist?  A multitude of NPOs exist for a multitude of reasons.  Some engage in stop-gap crisis care. Others help people to help themselves.  Some have an educational mission.  Others build communities economically.
Does your NPO have a declared mission?  What difference is your NPO making in the lives of other people?  What will your legacy be?

2.  How does our NPO fit into the community?  What makes your NPO special?  Do you have certain “magnet” programs that pull in a steady stream of new clients?  Is your NPO overflowing with volunteers?  Are you reaching a unique group or subculture of people (the homeless, the incarcerated, unwed mothers, families in crisis, at-risk teens, etc.) overlooked or ignored by other community organizations?  Are you a multiple generation NPO?  

3.  What brings people to our NPO?  Is it your great facilities, vibrant programs, or your director’s networking?  Are clients attracted by the caring professionalism of your staff and clients, or maybe by their diversity in age, ethnicity, or socioeconomic status?   Do you know what your NPO is doing “right” to serve clients effectively?

HANDS-ON LEADERSHIP DEVELOPMENT #2
The Low-Relationship Leader
Some leaders are unusually good chess players because they can move the bishops, knights, rooks, pawns, and kings and queens around the board at will—no relationships are needed with inert chess pieces.  Unfortunately, leading flesh and blood, animate people is not quite so simple.  Relationship-building is the very heart and soul of NPO leadership.  People don’t like to be treated as abstractions devoid of personalities, feelings, and uniqueness.  As headstrong Captain Kirk of Star Trek was fond of reminding the rationalistic Vulcan, Mr. Spock:  “People are messy and emotional. They’re hard to understand and control!”

High-relationship and low-relationship leaders are as different as humans and Vulcans:

	The Low-Relationship Leader:
	The Relational Leader:

	Prefers working alone
	Enjoys working with others on teams

	Is uncomfortable in spontaneous social settings
	Is stimulated by socializing

	Lacks insight into the subtleties of human behavior
	Is perceptive about what makes people “tick”

	Makes decisions analytically with facts and figures
	Factors feelings and political realities into decision-making

	Is perfectionistic and perceives reality in “black and white” terms
	Takes a flexible, creative approach to managing

	Dislikes “wasting time” with small talk and fellowship
	Is patient and friendly with others

	Displays a “cool,” detached demeanor
	Conveys warmth and empathy

	Avoids conflict, hoping it will just go away
	Strives to resolve conflict in order to maintain healthy relationships

	Believes motivating and inspiring people is unnecessary
	Encourages and equips others




Low-relationship people can make a number of contributions in service organizations, but leadership is seldom their strong suit.  Since interacting with others tends to “drain their battery,” they are much better suited to perform valuable technical assignments (such as financial management, computer projects, writing, and problem-solving), NPOs shouldn’t expect their low-relationship members to carry a heavy leadership load.  
HANDS-ON LEADERSHIP DEVELOPMENT #3
Abusing Power to Get Your Way
Leaders can’t accomplish much without power, and organizations can’t accomplish much without powerful leaders.  Like any other tool, power can be used for constructive purposes or destructive—it all hinges on the leader’s character.  

Most organizations employ bureaucratic means (chain of command, rules, procedures, an oversight board, etc.) to check potential leadership power abuse.  But “where there’s a will, there’s a way,” even in service organizations. Unprincipled leaders sometimes resort to “power moves,” such as the following, when they really want something accomplished:
1.  Agenda control.  It’s easy to manipulate the meeting by manipulating the agenda.  Deft leaders know how to stack the agenda in their favor.  Controversial issues can be left off the agenda altogether or scheduled last when time is short and people are talked out.  Routine issues then soak up as much time as possible.  When it isn’t possible to completely sidestep a controversial issue, the manipulative leader can neutralize the ensuing discussion by posing strictly “safe” questions on the agenda.  For example, let’s say you want the committee you head up to approve an unpopular new health insurance plan that entails higher premiums for staff members.  Instead of engaging the potentially divisive issue head on, you can steer the discussion into safe waters with these three agenda questions:  (1) Does the staff want cheaper health insurance or better health insurance?  (Who’s going to argue against “better” health insurance?)   (2) How many of our staff members can’t really afford a slightly higher premium? (“You mean you wouldn’t spend just a little bit more to get a lot more insurance?”).  (3) If we don’t raise premiums, what other areas of our annual budget do you recommend we cut? (The coup de grace!)  By steering clear of negative issues, you made the proposed premium hike look positively desirable!  

2.  Committee desk-stacking.  This power play has been around as long as bureaucratic organizations, because it works (at least when the leader is sneaky).  Stock your committee with members who already see things your way, and you can probably get the outcomes you want in record time.   Only a real “true believer” would try to buck the proceedings of a “duly authorized” committee.

3.  Hatching change in isolation.  In this variation of the committee deck-stacking ploy, you and your hand-picked crew maneuver quietly behind the scenes orchestrating an organizational shake-up.  Because organization members remain unaware of your deliberations, they are in no position to oppose them once announced out of the blue.  Many organizational “revolutions” were thus launched by politically savvy leaders who felt that their (self-serving) ends justified their (devious) means.  
4.  PR and “spin.”  Charismatic leaders believe they can create reality with words, friendly persuasion, and carefully crafted scenarios.  Their ideas become “visions”; their plans “new paradigms.”  If clothes make the man, power-wielding leaders reason, then publicity makes the organization.  “We are what we say we are.”  The organization becomes the product of slogans and images garnered from “focus groups” and polls.  

5.  Telling people what they want to hear.  Politicians have always relied on this tactic to get elected.  It’s simple enough:  accentuate the positive in all you say.  This makes people feel good, and it’s always at least partially true.  
HANDS-ON LEADERSHIP DEVELOPMENT #4
Questioning Your Way to Better Decisions
1.  Why are you making this decision?

2.  Should you make this decision “solo” or involve others?  If so, who else should participate?
3.  Is this the right time to make the decision?

4.  What would happen if you don’t make the decision now?

5.  What would happen if the decision weren’t made at all?

6.  What different options do you have?
7.  Which of these options are others leaning toward?

8.  Would creative “brainstorming” help you identify more options for making this decision?

9.  Is this decision required because a previous decision didn’t work out?  If so, why didn’t it work?
10.  Is this a defensive (“have to”) decision or an offensive (“want to”) decision?

11.  What are the potential advantages and disadvantages of making the decision right away vs. waiting?

12.  Who will be directly affected by this decision?  Should they be included in the decision-making process?
13.  Who will be held accountable for this decision?  

14.  To what extent are you relying on facts to make the decision versus “feels” (opinions, assumptions, biases, etc.)?

15.  Who will benefit if the decision yields good results?  Who will pay the price if the decision goes “sour”?

16.  How accurately do you think you can predict the outcome of this decision?  How important is the outcome?

17.  How easily can this decision be reversed or modified if it fails to produce satisfactory results?

18.  Who will “lose face” (be embarrassed) if this decision fails?

19.  What will you do if this decision doesn’t work out?
20.  How long will it take to gauge the success of the decision?

21.  How will you know if the decision has been successful?

22.  How long will you have to live with the results of this decision?

23.  To what extent does the success of this decision hinge on how well it is implemented?

24.  What are the keys to its successful implementation?

25.  Do you wish someone else could make this decision for you?

HANDS-ON LEADERSHIP DEVELOPMENT #5
How NPO Leaders Get Neutralized
Every NPO has members who, intentionally or not, sure seem to know how to take the wind out of a leader’s sails.  Even the best-equipped, most enthusiastic leader can get “neutralized”:

Member #1:  Tells the leader what he or she hopes to hear, but feeble follow-up efforts assure that next-to-nothing is ever accomplished.

Member #2:  Fails to show up for important meetings and consequently spends a lot of time wondering around confused.

Member #3:  Follows through on some assignments, but not on others, delivering just enough to eternally frustrate leaders.

Member #4:  Is stuck in a rut, afraid to be challenged with new responsibilities or duties.  
Member #5:  Has to be micromanaged if anything is to be accomplished.  To “benefit” from this member’s “help,” the beleaguered leader must schedule a one-on-one meeting, round up the requisite supplies and equipment, answer umpteen questions, and pep talk the reluctant volunteer!

Member #6:  Is the proverbial bull in a china shop when it comes to working with other people—domineering, impatient, thin-skinned, uncommunicative, and grouchy.  No wonder NPO leaders wish he could be put in charge of mowing the NPO lawn all by himself!  
Member #7:  Wants to be a leader but makes a better follower.  Put in charge of a project, this member quickly “muddies the water” with poor organization, opaque communication, indecisive decision-making, and wasted time.  Then when a new project surfaces, the member is first in line to take charge.

Member #8:  Volunteers to do an important project but manages to turn it into a different project that nobody asked for.  The youth group asked our intrepid member to come up with a new fundraiser project, but she somehow got sidetracked and obligated the disconcerted teens to spend all day Saturday cleaning cages at the local animal center.

Member #9:  Bogs down meetings by monopolizing the discussion and derailing attempts at consensus.  One committee chair comments, “Every time we’re driving to score a touchdown on an important decision, Bob manages to fumble the football.”
HANDS-ON LEADERSHIP DEVELOPMENT #6
Tracking Key Planning Trends
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HANDS-ON LEADERSHIP DEVELOPMENT #7
Know Your Past to Plan Your Future

Sometimes service organizations are so zealously optimistic about the future, they step off a cliff.  As new leaders emerge and fresh visions take wing, the important lessons of the past are forgotten--- the strained budgets and shortages of volunteers; the premature expansion  program; the umpteen program launches that fizzled.  The past isn’t a fluke; it contains the genetic code to the NPO’s incipient future.

It’s easy to plot the future using commonplace historical data to identify three trend lines: 

1.  Green light (“go head”) trend lines forecast continued growth (or decline) in areas 
of the NPO based on long-standing, predictable historical patterns. 
2. Yellow-light (“proceed with caution”) trend lines reflect an erratic past and therefore 
project an “iffy” future.
3. Red light (“Stop!”) trend lines defy future prediction because of their non-routine occurrence over the past.  Since they lack a definitive trend line in either a positive or negative direction, the future must be approached via contingency (scenario) plans.
Examples of Green, Yellow and Red Light

3-5 Year Trends in NPOs
	Green Light Trends
Predict more of the same for the future:

	Yellow Light Trends
Predict some of the same for the future, but also some new patterns:
	Red Light Trends
Don’t count on this happening again:

	Continued expansion of the youth group based on a steady trend line of 23% average membership growth over the last 4 years
	Continuing growth in new clients, but not at a steady rate (based on 26 new members 3 years ago; 9 new members 2 years ago; and 16 new members last year)
	A 16.5% average financial growth rate over the past 3 years (4% stewardship growth 3 years ago; 42% increase 2 years ago due to a 1 time estate gift of $250,000; 3.5% rise in giving last year).

	Continued high turnover of volunteers (3 of 9 dropped out 3 years ago; 4 more 2 years ago, and 5 last year).
	Hit and miss success with youth group fundraisers (based on $2,345 raised 4 years ago; $1,430 3 years ago; $750 2 years ago; and $2,615 last year).
	High membership loses (based on a tumultuous 3 and a half year period of NPO conflict that culminated in a successful leadership transition) 

	Stable participation in established programs based on a 5 year average of 318 per week (year 1 = 286 per week; year 2 = 316; year 3 = 334; year 4 = 321; year 5 = 332)
	Moderate growth in the new programs based on a 4-year average of 14 clients (12 in year 1; 23 in year 2; 8 in year 3; 13 in year 4)
	An annual budget of approximately $360,000 based on the average of the past 4 annual budgets.  (In year 1, the NPO had 79 clients; year 2 = 183; year 3 = 236; year 4 = 412 clients).


HANDS-ON LEADERSHIP DEVELOPMENT #8
How Hard Do You Have to Work to Get Others to Work Hard:

How hard do you have to work to get others to:

1.  Do what clearly needs to be done?

2.  Understand your intentions?

3.  Put the mission ahead of a personal agenda?

4.  Maintain high standards?

5.  Cooperate as a team?

6.  Manage their own work?

7.  Plan ahead?

8.  Solve their own problems?

9.  Communicate with one another?

10.  Set priorities?

You’re not leading if you’re doing the work yourself, and you’re not leading effectively if it’s a backbreaking burden to get others to work.  This explains why so many leaders resort to autocratic/dictatorial practices, thinking that if they get tough, they will get results.  Goodwill inevitably erodes, and the short-term results steamrolled by the leader’s aggressive tactics fade fast.  Effective leaders learn how to work smarter rather than harder:

1.  Smart leaders listen as much as they talk.  The more you listen to others, the more you understand them—their motives, needs, attitudes, and competencies.

2, Smart leaders work one-on-one with others, coaching them to success

3.  Smart leaders base good professional relationships on good personal relationships.  
4.  Smart leaders promote job ownership by building the job around the person.  People who work with their best skills do their best work.

5.  Smart leaders always affirm people, even  in instances when it’s not possible to affirm their performance.  
LEAD ON!

Be A Transforming Leader

You can get work done through power or through people.  When the power approach is used, workers perform because they have to; with the people approach to leadership, workers perform because they want to.  Their motivation to work is transformed by their commitment to the mission and its ideals.  Transforming leaders form a relationship bond with those under their authority that results in a win-win partnership.  When several such working partnerships blossom, a team is born, with the potential for transforming people even more profoundly.  Teams give their members a purpose worth sacrificing for and a sense of personal uniqueness and self worth.   

Comparing and contrasting these two competing, mutually exclusive styles of leadership reveals polarized differences:

	Getting things Done
	The Power leader:
	The Transforming leader:

	1. Making assignments and giving instructions
	Micromanages.

(“My way or the highway.”)
	Promotes job ownership.  (“Complete the mission your way.”)

	2. Motivating others to work hard
	Pressures people to perform through fear of failure.
	Serves as a role model.

	3. Communicating
	“Do what I tell you.”
	“Do as I do.”

	4. Controlling the work of subordinates
	Strictly enforces rules and regulations
	Workers largely mange themselves because of their commitment to the mission.

	5. Rewarding people
	Buys people’s loyalty with money and promotions.
	Relies on job ownership and team membership to provide “psychological” income.

	6. Interacting with others
	Treats subordinates impersonally.
	Forms work partnerships through relationship bonds.

	7. Setting goals
	“This is what you must accomplish.”
	“This contribution will benefit those we serve.”

	8. Making decisions
	“Here’s what I have decided.”
	“What do you think of this idea?”

	9. Resolving conflict
	Implements win-lose outcomes.  (“Scott will be reassigned, and Miriam will take the project over.”)
	Miriam is the project manger; Scott will take head up the computer team. 
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