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PREFACE
My wife Audrey and I embarked on our first philanthropic venture decades ago, through Foster 
Parents Plan, and contributed to the well-being of an impoverished Haitian boy, Benito. We 
corresponded via handwritten letters in French, and sent modest sums. To Benito’s family these 
small amounts provided major developments in their lives, such as a flock of chickens or a new tin 
roof. To us, it was a constant reminder of our arbitrary good fortune. Arbitrary?  To paraphrase Bill 
Gates Sr., so very much does depend upon where you are born. 

Over the years I’ve worked in publishing and media for two multinationals and one government in 
three different countries, and travelled to 60 or so countries working with private sector businesses 
and governments. I then emigrated to Australia and launched a number of companies, the majority 
of them successful. Naturally, I learned more from the failures. 

I generally sought out socially useful project-businesses, even though they were for-profit, except 
during a few memorably bad quarters! Doctor’s Television Network was one, and the most recent, 
Fast Thinking, was a quarterly publication and website devoted to innovation. This magazine sprung 
up from nearly a generation of study and publishing on innovation, initially to do with technology. 
Later, social innovation became a related focus, which at its core one finds the nonprofit and 
philanthropic sectors.

Recently, I determined to write a long essay, or monograph, on innovations within philanthropy.

Tom Waldron is founder and CEO of Waldron, a nationwide American executive recruitment firm, 
with a strong commitment to the philanthropic sector going back some years. As an avocation he has 
long been involved in microfinance and personal philanthropy. 

Beautiful coincidences do occur in life. I had worked for Tom for a few years directly out of 
university over three decades ago, in his first recruitment business. I gave him a call recently 
and discovered he was just completing a national survey on philanthropic organizations and their 
leadership in the U.S. I was fascinated because it probed questions unasked elsewhere.

What came out of our discussions is the following essay in which, to a degree, I interact with his 
company’s seemingly unique data. However I rallied for total independence, thus any of the opinions 
expressed are mine. Equally, any errors or perceived misjudgments are mine. 

My intention was to produce a wide ranging and fairly lengthy piece, so the Waldron-Evans School of 
Public Affairs (University of Washington) survey is treated as one of an array of sources.

This is not simply a commentary on the Waldron-Evans survey. Rather it is the product of both years 
of acquaintance with the field and several weeks of focused review, reading and writing to produce 
a well-rounded contemporary essay on the state of philanthropy and the social sector. As such, it 
provides a wide context from which to view the real value of the Waldron-Evans survey, using it as 
one source along with a number of other outstanding ones.

I strive for objectivity, though I deal with authors and sources found excellent, passing by others. 
And yes, without favoritism, I interviewed other recruitment firms, one of which is quoted here. Full 
disclosure: the Waldron organization provided a modest stipend and acted as sponsor, in exchange 
for my insistence on complete liberty. In any case I had already decided to include comment on their 
work, and to write the essay in modified units elsewhere, for publication. It was gratifying to find a

BOLD NEW WORLD: THE NEW PHILANTHROPY AND ITS IMPERATIVES



5

home for it in full-length form on the Waldron website and available free as a PDF. 

I freely admit that Tom’s work caused me to focus more heavily on individual talent and 
recruitment, and gave me the pleasure of flexing some memories of the recruitment business. As it 
happened, Waldron’s survey caused me to look very closely at an area which deserved attention; in 
the wider discussion of philanthropy today it is among the most overlooked management topics.

Where to now?  It is exciting to think we would receive responses and interactions will result in 
benefit to the philanthropic community. We welcome your comments at insights@waldronhr.com.
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REVELATION IN NEPAL
John was a successful senior executive in PR at Microsoft. On a hiking trip to Nepal he had an 
epiphany. Nice place to have a eureka moment, all that fresh air and immense mountainscapes. 
Colorful monks and gracious people. A typical greeting: the Nepalese press their hands together at 
the chest, bend slightly with a wide smile, and say “Namaste”—I bow to you.

THE ZEITGEIST’S RAINBOW
What do Jeff Skoll, Bill and Melinda Gates, Leonardo DiCaprio, Warren Buffett and John Wood 
share? I am not pointing to fame, that transient commodity. Their commonality is leadership in an 
international surge of social betterment, which I refer to here as the New Philanthropy.

A few have called it a revolution; I don’t think that’s the right word. What is happening now is 
disparate and very individual. There is not one leader, or one cause, but a galaxy of them moving in 
many directions. It is not on evidence, just a trend and certainly not a fad. The New Philanthropy is 
probably best described as being very prominent in the zeitgeist.
 
This is a big evolving continuum of activity, peopled and led by tens of thousands around the world, 
and growing. As capitalism’s strongest glow, which some would call a redemption, it promises to 
continue due to organizational structures created in recent years and informed by advances in 
practical philosophy. 

New approaches and ideas about this endeavor emerge continually. Innovation is creeping in, 
occasionally it storms in. The New Philanthropy involves not just the rich and famous, there are far 
too many quietly heroic figures in this field to mention within a full-length book. 

Take John Wood, less widely known than the others above.

BOLD NEW WORLD: THE NEW PHILANTHROPY AND ITS IMPERATIVES

Always interested, if vaguely, 
in the social sector, John 
noticed, appalled, the state 
of book supply for students. 
There weren’t any...or very, 
very few. Soon after, he took 
his relatively modest share 
options, left his job and 
started a project to obtain 
and supply schoolbooks to 
developing countries. Small 
start. Good management and 
growth. Total commitment. 

Today he has filled school 
libraries in 60 countries. 
Along the way he ran out of 
money, sought contributors, 
couldn’t buy a house he 

Photo: Jean-Marie Hullot | Wikimedia Commons
Nepal: scene of a eureka moment by John Wood, who had an inspiration in Nepal to provide 
school books for children. His nonprofit, Room to Read, now does so in over 60 developing 
countries.
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liked, had no time for a romantic relationship. This, a profile worth reading in his book Leaving 
Microsoft to Change the World. Initially a very single-person, hard push effort, is now a true 
organization, Room to Read.  

John is one of legions of people of all ages and nationalities who now enter, influence and will 
probably reshape what is broadly called the social sector, itself a fairly new term. Many more now 
consider joining them in some capacity. Such new entrant readers initially inspired me to write this, 
as personal life-innovation is a preoccupation of mine. 

Later, I expanded the view of this essay to include comment on some giant foundations such as Ford, 
Rockefeller, and Bill and Melinda Gates, and also the wellspring of solid mid-size entities which are 
kicking goals. The issues of Measurement and Leadership practices arose as imperatives. Succession 
Planning, and Talent Evaluation and Selection ascended to a priority based on the Waldron-Evans 
survey.

As I explored books and organizations, I came to believe that there are at least four areas of New 
Philanthropy (to be defined in detail further on) which are the pillars of this large and varied 
phenomenon. These are: Measurement, Innovation, Talent Selection, and the old staple of 
discussion, Leadership. Of course there are many other aspects, and thinkers may add to the list or 
make up their own. These four, though, make up my pathway here.

Measurement and Innovation are relative newcomers to the world of philanthropy, though I owe 
a qualification on this. Surely both of these have been in action, spottily, for many decades, but a 
rapid, new and much greater emphasis has arisen in recent years, fresh with urgency. 

I use the terms “social sector,” “philanthropy” and “nonprofits” interchangeably here. Some will 
quibble, perhaps, the social sector being broader and more inclusive than the other two, though the 
ideas put forth apply to all, in the main.

Talent Selection and its related concerns comprise the area least pondered in the survey of literature 
and people I have made. The time has come to elevate the subject to its proper place because there 
are worrying problems in this area now, which cry out for urgent discussion and action. This is one 
reason the Waldron-Evans survey was conducted.

Leadership, as a subject closely related to Talent Selection and the two other pillars, is changing in 
some aspects and deserves reconsideration in a social sector context. Why? Plainly, when a sector 
undergoes rapid change, as it is now, leadership must be reassessed. And leadership selection is 
beginning to be performed in a more methodical and deliberate way, with consciousness of the other 
three pillars. 

My overriding thesis: while the social sector must always be observed as having important 
differences from the private sector, more adoption of private sector behaviors and actions will 
benefit the social sector. The fact that this has already begun in force is one fundamental aspect of 
the New Philanthropy. 
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TO WATCH TITANS GROW
Bill Gates’ background needs no detail here, except to note a few possibly forgotten 1970s 
comments and activities of his. Early on, after his first blush of success, he became known by many 
(predominantly young coder-activists, but others too) as a rapacious and controlling capitalist. This 
group of critics included film director Steven Spielberg, whose reservations about him were quoted 
for a day or two and then disappeared. The two had briefly discussed a potential project by phone. 
That too, disappeared. 

He held a passion for accuracy and occasionally his temper would flare. Early in his corporate
leadership life, he interviewed a hapless Marketing Director. He ended this encounter agape with 
amazement when she failed to properly identify competitors. “What, are you stupid?” he demanded, 
as if genuinely puzzled by the reason for such ineptitude. His staff of the day, when employees 
numbered in the low hundreds, would say, “He is just doing a Bill.” 

Mr. Gates, in his defense to the many, claimed a great interest in science as one of his primary—and 
most compelling—drives at Microsoft. All of this criticism, rife at the time, must have hurt, though I 
am sure such a balanced achiever understood it was just the price for being prominent.

He didn’t mention it then, but even before this, when only locally famous, he had begun to make 
some charitable donations in Seattle, initially to his former high school, I believe. About this time, his  
mother, active in charities and well connected, suggested he meet Warren Buffett; he said, “Why?” 
as if it were an inappropriate idea. He was still a young geek with a booming company, but not 
necessarily interested in the world of high finance.

During this period, he described to one writer who queried his free time expenditure how he liked to 
take “learning holidays.” In one story, he went with a group of friends to Brazil for three weeks, and 
weighed down with books, they tried to learn as much as possible about genetics during the

EVOLVE OR DIE
The large and mid-size social sector entities need to at least ponder if not instantly enact change 
in these four areas and others as much as the private sector does. “Evolve or die,” as Darwin 
discovered. 

Based on a number of criteria, the private sector, while far from perfect, appears to be some 
distance ahead. I judge this foremost on its historical competitive environment. But there are other 
clear indicators: the amount of available quality literature, studies, surveys, seminars, concentration 
on culture creation, IT sophistication, and organized navel–gazing. Most of these indicators can be 
quantified through research.

The variety of quality recent books directly devoted to social sector management would barely fill a 
small sized day-hike pack. So there are a number of areas still not contemplated thoroughly enough, 
in spite of a number of exciting authors’ efforts. We’ll meet a few of these thinkers along the way.

In short, the private sector creates and puts into practice relatively more good ideas, than the social 
sector. In business it’s a never-ending race. As a prominent example, I cite what is the largest case of 
private-to-social sector thinking, with at least one über decision made.
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“vacation.” 

It appears he has both come full circle and rounded out, and we now see him leading the world’s 
largest private nonprofit with science as one of its preoccupations. His skill in business sector 
operations is of course indisputable, and unquestionably in full practice at the Bill and Melinda Gates 
Foundation. 

Meanwhile Warren Buffett became a close friend, bridge partner, and confidant. Then, as now, much 
of Mr. Buffett’s persona presented as a wily and brilliant investor, but glints of true wit and some 
compassion were evident. All these qualities have increased over the nearly forty years since. At the 
time, he announced he would leave no money whatever to any family member as it was against his 
principles. He said this as he does, plainly, without fanfare.

It is pleasant to watch good-hearted titans grow, and more so if one can extract some wisdom. 
They may grow, but do not, I think, change fundamentally. So, Mr. Gates has founded an immense 
and ambitious nonprofit, with many private sector disciplines in place. And Mr. Buffett, who has 
apparently left a small amount to family members in advance, remains a hardened businessman 
of the first order, though one with uncommon humility and humor. Would Mr. Buffett have even 
remotely considered giving $30 billion to the Gates Foundation were he not convinced of its perfect 
functioning? Which means to a very great degree, private sector practices. The question answers 
itself, regardless of any friendship. Mr. Buffett is nothing if not objective.

So the simple wisdom available here is clear. Success breeds success if good character overrides. 
Tough business practices and profound generosity are not mutually exclusive. The private sector is 
effective for earning money and very similar principles can ensure social sector growth and success.

This piece is not an attempt to urge wholesale adoption of private sector methods and behaviors in 
the social sector. Every sector is individual and must be treated as such. Conversely, I do maintain 
in most cases, and in a sweeping, general sense, there is presently too little use of private sector 
methods and attitudes in the social sector. These will be substantiated as we go along, according to 
my four primary focus points: Measurement, Innovation, Talent selection, and Leadership. These 
receive comment throughout the narrative and also a short chapter treatment.

Some of our review can be accomplished through examination of the fairly small number of top-flight 
analysts and commentators in the social sector. I seek to selectively present their ideas and add 
perspectives of my own. Introducing authors and relevant material to readers is a key goal here, so I 
have included an Annotated Bibliography at the end. Unlike most, it is designed to stimulate, amuse, 
and drive new thought, not just offer a reference.

The value of the Waldron-Evans research is vividly apparent in this context. Having surveyed a major 
proportion of recent or relevant, books, articles, essays, blogs, technical papers, and studies, it is 
clear that their research charts new territory. They have come to the subject afresh from a broad 
experience base, and offer some new substantiation and background facts on subjects which are 
essential for making judgments.

I am not aware of a similar study elsewhere, which opens new windows on critical issues within 
the sector. It illuminates themes uniquely because of its emphasis: plain facts, not opinions. Thus 
leaders can use it as I do, in this piece, as a source from which to draw both hard evidence and 
significant inferences. The Waldron-Evans material is amplified by an interview with Tom Waldron 
as a final chapter following the essay itself. He brings his almost forty years of experience in
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DEBATES
Debates show that there are ideas in action and that people are thinking. They display vitality within 
a sector even if the result is “we agree to disagree.” At least some interaction has occurred, opinions 
aired. Is there any group activity on earth that doesn’t benefit from good debate?  Yet in the social 
sector, as Jim Canales, CEO of the James Irvine Foundation neatly qualifies it:

“We have to cultivate a culture of debate. Civility is a big problem. We can’t have 
five board members present five different views and then have the Chair say 
‘Good debate!’ and hand things on to the staff.”

Jim Canales, CEO James Irvine Foundation

recruitment and a thirty-year-long rainbow of personal history in philanthropic organizations. 

The parallel mission of this essay is to briefly examine some original thinking and activities, which 
are successful and unique to the social sector. Though some may disagree, I believe because there 
is such growth in the sector, an increase in its complexity, and an influx of new methods, it is 
timely to urge all leaders to read more, think more, and evaluate. I admire those who have already 
done so; no condescension is intended. 

Importantly as well, the private sector can learn from the social sector. No one owns a monopoly 
on good ideas. And many ideas are adaptable. Innovation, for example, applies...everywhere. 
Adaptation is not plagiarism; it’s just smart.

An essay of this initial length can make no pretense to being comprehensive—certainly it is not. What 
we collectively hope for is an effective kick-start to more thinking and fruitful debate, and, based 
on the reception of this piece, its eventual enlargement—which could take any one of several forms. 
Time will tell. Indeed, you the readers and responders will tell us!

Considering the aforementioned key organizational “maturity” elements, Measurement, Innovation, 
Talent Selection, and Leadership, the private sector appears to be much more active or more 
“paranoid” in the positive sense used by both Andy Grove and Jim Collins. Is this simply the profit 
motive at work? Probably, much of the time. But the social sector should have its own internal 
drives and ambitions, which in an ideal world would surpass Wall Street’s DNA. 

I do not exclude the newer or start-up philanthropic ventures from any strictures relevant to their 
larger cousins. They too, need as much internal discipline as they can acquire, and fast, because they 
live in today’s world of funding declines and intensified competition. 

Presently, there are some lively debates occurring within the social sector, a very positive sign as to 
introspection, which one hopes leads to action and higher performance. 

One of these debates focuses on the appropriateness of business practices in the social sector, 
ushered in by Professor Jim Collins. This discussion has created dismay—or confusion—amongst many, 
including me, until I understood what he was trying to express.

1 2
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As a former Stanford Professor, now institute head, researcher, speaker, author, and business 
consultant, Professor Collins’ long interest in the world of nonprofits led him to publish the 
monograph Good to Great and the Social Sectors (2005). This follows his book-length expositions on 
Good to Great (2001) for the private sector. He describes himself as primarily a business analyst and 
writer. The key point of confusion stems from his subtitle “Why Business Thinking Is Not the Answer.” 
Well, no, and yes, and no. Let me qualify this.

What Prof. Collins actually contends is that most or many private sector businesses are mediocre, and 
thus do NOT serve directly as models for social sector operations.

This does not mean that principles of the private sector—leadership, measurement, strategy 
formation, etc.—are irrelevant to the social sector. At this point, he is simply distinguishing between 
“mediocre,” “good,” and “great.” Prof. Collins also makes some astute perceptions about the 
intrinsic differences from the private sector in the social sector. 

He resists the idea that the private sector is uniformly great or even good; in fact he thinks many 
companies are mediocre. That is his battle cry. I agree, having worked with and consulted for many 
organizations of all sizes, private sector, government, and nonprofit. 

Beyond the acceptance of his core thesis of Good to Great being applicable to both the private and 
social sectors, he asks his readers to note that there are some particularly unique elements within 
the world of foundations and philanthropy. On this subject he is most illuminating. A thorough review 
of his monograph, 32 pages with abundant footnotes, is unnecessary here except to emphatically 
recommend it and to briefly highlight its strengths in operational theory.

First he clarifies inputs and outputs; a model equally applicable to business and the social sector. 
Distinguishing between inputs and outputs is fundamental to running a superior organization, though 
they are, he opines, often overlooked or confused by management. The output of a business is profit; 
the output of a social sector organization is results achieved in its appointed mission. His elaborations 
on these factors are worth reading.

This leads to output measurement, an area undeniably more difficult—or elusive—within the social 
sector. Yet he greets this issue with calm. Noting that all data is flawed to some degree, he merely 
insists that social sector entities carefully define their own goals, and monitor them rigorously. There 
is not the profundity found in Mario Morino’s monograph on the subject (examined later page 22), but 
what is on offer here is clear, sensible, and reassuring, possibly too much so. The subject is essential 
and thus deserves more than the slender consideration he has given it; but he notes as I have in this 
essay, that his monograph is short and by nature limited. 

Another smart contribution of Good to Great and the Social Sectors is its analysis of leadership 
differences. To put it simply, the social sector frequently depends upon a much more diffuse level of 
leadership—working through wide networks. The concentration of power common to private sector 
organizations is much rarer in the social sector. He cites the Girl Scouts and a University as examples 
wherein leadership style must differ from private sector practice, owing to the environment and the 
often non-hierarchical (in practice if not in theory) structure of such organizations.

His entry on brand building (and this is clearly an essential private sector concern, though also 
fundamental to philanthropy) is rather thin and obvious. But overall, few if any have accomplished 
so much in so few pages. Nonetheless, the subtitle of the book “Why Business Thinking Is Not the 
Answer” is quite misleading.
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While all of this volume is worth reading, roughly only 20% could be considered strictly new “non-
Business Thinking.” The use of his Hedgehog Concept, Flywheel Effect, and “Getting the Right People 
on the Bus” axiom are all derived from previous for-business writings; admittedly some are mildly 
reshaped with a social sector perspective. Read it and make up your own mind. Either way you will 
not be disappointed. But: it does not, in my humble opinion, mitigate whatsoever the thesis at work 
here. 

Another debate, which arose in May 2007 on the Tactical Philanthropy blog, was sparked by an op-
ed piece in the Seattle Post-Intelligencer by Ms. Susan Berresford, former Ford Foundation President 
and philanthropy veteran of over 40 years. I select this “exchange” as it elucidates some central and 
long-term issues within philanthropy: basically, the old vs. the new. I both agree and disagree with 
parts of her commentary. And I have a suggestion, so this highly accomplished leader has succeeded 
in making me think. 

Ms. Berresford draws a distinction between such start-ups labeled “social entrepreneurship,” 
or “venture philanthropy”—started by “younger” individuals and groups and “older established 
foundations.” Ms. Berresford believes the appearance of new groups and their activities or use of 
labels such as the above have “prompted reports” of younger institutions being more innovative, 
better at measurement and possessing other virtues which are not perceived in the older (generally 
richer) foundations. 

She believes either the “reports” or the practices of such newer organizations act to the potential 
detriment of philanthropy as a whole. “It [this dichotomy] has the potential to damage our field,” 
she concludes. (NB: words and phrases in quotations are direct lifts from her text. I have taken great 
care to place them accurately within the stream of Ms. Berresford’s arguments; this, for the sake of 
economy.) 

The areas in which I disagree with the eminent Ms. Berresford have to do primarily with her lack of 
substantiation of serious claims, and her tone. What damage? Why? Who are making these “reports?”  
As well, there is a somewhat anti-youth flavor to this article. 

She seems not to like some new terminology (e.g. “venture philanthropy”), which she describes as 
being “in vogue” as if they were a new design from Jimmy Choo. Her comments could be taken as 
elitist or exclusionary, and sadly reinforce the very impression she seeks to declaim: that the Ford 
Foundation is old-fashioned. These are the last things her foundation or philanthropy needs. 

I realize that an op-ed piece must be limited by word count, and that editors may cut bits of it. 
However, she delivered these words in a speech in 2007. I level this critique only to add to the 
debate  on debate style so well put by Mr. Canales above. Facts, please. Substantiation, thank you. 
Resolution, if possible. Action: well, if something doesn’t happen eventually why all the hot air?  Are 
you disorganized in your methods of debate?

On the plus side, I wholly agree with Ms. Berresford’s statement “I am here to say this dichotomy 
does not fit neatly.” I go a bit further: there is no need for a dichotomy. Nor, incidentally, is there any 
proof that the Ford Foundation is not performing extraordinarily fine work. I struggle to comprehend 
this defensive tone from such an august organization and leader.

If the “venture entrepreneurialist” groups in fact promote different models for operation to the 
exclusion of other tried, successful methods, I agree with Ms. Berresford. But are they? This idea was 
not mentioned specifically by her, but as debate or strong speeches tend to incite, subsequent blog
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TALENT: IS THE SOCIAL SECTOR RIGID, FRIGID OR AFRAID? 
To the Ford Foundation’s benefit, I have inside information. A very good friend of over three decades 
has worked for the Ford Foundation for several years. His project is helping high school kids in areas 
with poor education and high ratios of single parent families orient themselves toward the job market 
during high school. This has been very successful and bears more than a passing resemblance to many 
smaller community-based efforts, except that the Ford Foundation can carry it off on a multi-city 
level. It makes me wonder how really different this project is than those of the venture crowd.

Additionally, my friend Richard, with whom I worked in publishing shoulder-to-shoulder for several 
years, is an outstanding performer: imaginative, tireless, devoted, fun. But his resume, largely media 
and publishing, would not in general be given top priority according both to the Waldron-Evans 
survey and other scant, but credible references to hiring practices within the social sector, and to 
numerous discussions I’ve held.

So someone at the Ford Foundation was very much on the ball in hiring him; looking deeply through, 
inside, outside, and beyond as regards the candidate, a method practiced by any good recruiter. 

The Waldron-Evans School survey validates this. In one of the more striking sections entitled “Sector 
Transition” we find that only 5% of CEO candidates from the private sector come from a merged 
category of Communications/External affairs. 

comments immediately picked it up in response. The issue was examined on at least one blog, 
Tactical Philanthropy, following her speech.

There is absolutely no one-size-fits-all solution. In truth, this notion is a vicious enemy of innovation. 
All the private sector and all the social sector need multiple and alterable models. New ways of 
thinking about modeling are vital and, in the hands of a Peter Drucker, Mario Morino, Jim Collins, 
Gary Hamel, or Bill Roedy (who we will meet shortly), help business and the social sector reconsider, 
evaluate, grow, and improve performance.

And the Waldron research opens up a new vista specific to issues of talent, job transition, and by 
extension, the future of the social sector—another tool for model creation.

So, indeed, if the younger philanthropies are creating new models, ideas and solutions, they are 
helping the entire field, not damaging it. Bravo!

My suggestion to Ms. Berresford is that the Ford Foundation (with so much to offer the world and 
the venture crowd, and because well structured alliances are a proven cornerstone of innovation), 
then forget the dichotomy, build the bridge. Ms. Berresford might have extended an invitation for 
collaboration, as a very general gesture at least. 

In any case she has made the community think, and for this we can only thank her—and suggest she 
authors a monograph or book as her outstanding record calls out for. Let the debates continue!

3
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“The private sector can definitely be a contributor to the management of the 
social sector. A business CEO has much to offer the nonprofit sector. But the social 

sector is reluctant to hire from the private sector. I was a top five candidate to 
head the Global Fund in 2005, out of over 100 finalists, but the board couldn’t 
decide, and started the year long process all over again! I was the only person 

from the private sector to ever be in the pool. Apart from Bill Gates of course.”
 

Bill Roedy

DIRECT LEVERAGE
Bill Roedy is a friendly acquaintance, and one of America’s most dynamic international business and 
social sector leaders. Reading his resume is not recommended for those prone to inferiority complex. 
This CV is the sort which makes a recruiter see fireworks. 

Some staccato facts: grew up poor, loved TV. Went to West Point. Decorated Vietnam vet. Served in 
Italy supervising nuclear weapons. Went to Harvard, MBA. Turned down high offers in finance for TV, 
much lower pay. Became VP of HBO. Recruited to launch MTV internationally, London based. Started 
with staff of six on shoestring. In over 20 years took MTV International into 200 countries. Created 
the largest TV audience on earth. Has done more media deals than anyone, I estimate, except 
Rupert Murdoch; more TV deals surely than anyone on earth. 

Leveraged MTV as a tool to educate youth on HIV/AIDS. Worldwide. His own initiative. Has met/
negotiated with top leaders worldwide including Nelson Mandela, top Chinese and Saudi Arabian 
heads of government in ticklish culture-related negotiations, and dozens more. Constantly on planes. 
Very hands on. Publishes award winning business memoir What Makes Business Rock. Is true American 
internationalist, a rare find. 

Chairman of Staying Alive Foundation battling HIV/AIDS, linked to MTV AIDS awareness programming. 
Is a board member, advisor, or chair of seven other health related philanthropies.

Then UN Secretary General Kofi Annan appoints him Chair of Global Media AIDS Initiative. Receives 
two honorary doctorates. Chair of Global Business Coalition on HIV/AIDS. Wins amfAR’s Global 
Award of Courage. Doctors of The World Leadership Award. Works as envoy for one of Bill Gates’ 
philanthropic groups, GAVI-Global Alliance for Vaccines and Immunizations. 

UN Correspondents Association Global Citizen of the Year Award, presented by Ban Ki-Moon, UN 
Secretary General. Much more...

At work, manages difficult artists like Puff Daddy, surrounded by heavy (in physique, attitude, and 
gold chain weight) “minders,” who refuses to perform. Persuades him. Manages daily problems with 
governments, cultures, performers, staff, technology, partners, etc., etc....and he offered me this 
quote:

Was the board mercurial, inert, or—in metaphor-speak only—incestuous? Impossible to say. But 
one hears other examples of a certain reluctance by the social sector to welcome the talents of 
accomplished individuals like Bill Roedy. Is it fear? Of culture adaptability? Challenge? Change?  
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Organizations must answer for themselves. And with a view to the future, they should examine their 
hiring culture. 

He continues: “Private sector practices are now more important than ever. Concepts like 
ROI, dashboards, score cards, KPIs, margins, cost control, performance—all of these aid in 
measurement.” 

It seems inevitable that if the social sector has been cautious about hiring from the private or the 
public sectors, that this must change simply due to demand both for quality leaders (because of aging 
and retirement) and to the growing quantity of positions available. And the increasing imperatives of 
performance and measurement. This is the heartland of the Waldron-Evans survey. Add my reasonable 
assumption that both sectors—public and private—clearly hold many excellent candidates with a 
desire to move to the social sector. It’s just a question of finding the outstanding ones.

The Waldron-Evans findings counter, somewhat, Mr. Roedy’s private sector “reluctance” comment. 
Though perhaps trends have changed over the past eight years. At this point one wishes that the 
Waldron-Evans survey had been performed annually over a period of years (as is intended) so as 
to observe trends. 34% of new entrants at CEO level are shown to transition from the private 
sector and just over 10% from the public sector; the social sector retains a slight majority of 55% as 
incoming CEO sector of origin. 

However, there are other indicators that are in accordance with Mr. Roedy’s outcome at the Global 
Fund. In fact, there are some mixed signals coming out of the Waldron-Evans survey here which may 
convey some indecisiveness on the part of respondents. Or some dramatic board debates behind the 
34% of private sector hires. (Was blood spilled? Apologies, but curiosity drives the journalist in me.) 

31% of social sector respondents indicated “concern” over hiring a private sector candidate. The 
reason that this score is problematic to me—if to no one else—is that ideally “concerns” should be 
registered primarily about an individual and their personal skills, much less about their sectoral 
background which can provide only the most general information, so general in fact as to be 
probably useless. We all know that bland labeling of people or phenomena prevents us from deeper 
perception. Can sectoral bias—at an extreme—be considered a form of “crypto-racism?” 

Here, as regards “concerns” of social sector senior executives over the hiring of private sector ones, 
the survey found that of the 31% who had “concerns,” 57.1% had “moderate concerns,” and 
23.8% had “high concerns.” This represents approximately 25% of the total, expressing concern 
over private sector hires’ cultural fit with the social sector.

DO PRIVATE SECTOR ENTRANTS TO PHILANTHROPY WANT A 
SOFT RIDE?
At this point, the survey drills down on the reasons for concern. This is telling input indeed. 
Concerns included “arrogance.” Well, maybe, but that is a very individual trait, not broadly 
applicable. “Think it will be easy.” Only searching review on a deeply personal level can reveal the 
truth on this. On evidence, it is far from universal.

This is another possible future area of examination for the Waldron-Evans survey: private/public 
sector candidate expectations. Do they actually think it will be easy? Do they want it to be? 
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And I’m sorry, but I laughed out loud at this one: “Think they have something to teach the social 
sector.” I always thought that an ability and willingness to inject new thought would be a major plus. 
I would be interested in hiring the right person of this sort myself, if unaccompanied by arrogance 
of course. If she/he had a sensible approach to people and the learning curve. Please send them my 
way!!

The last is noteworthy: “Think it will be their final act.” This can be read any number of ways, but 
assuming the candidate is excellent, I think it a lovely sentiment—capping a career in the private 
sector by making a contribution outside the business world. Apart from being a “lovely sentiment” it 
might be a damn good indication of high-powered capacity. 

Objectively, this bundle of four principal reasons for concern by the 31%, does suggest that nearly 
a third of respondents exhibit a kind of tribal spirit. I do believe this would make a further area of 
important enquiry in future.

Would the private sector exhibit a similar ‘concern’ over social sector candidates if the positions 
were reversed? Quite possibly. At least at first. But my experience tells me that if for no other reason 
than more sophisticated HR practices (and usually more experience), that the “whole” individual 
would be given consideration. Perceived ability to perform would ultimately take precedence in the 
decision. 

This issue is two sided; it addresses both cultural adaptation (candidate responsibility) and induction, 
training, grooming processes (organization responsibility) and ultimately leadership selection, 
because a good or great leader overcomes these concerns naturally in any new environment.

Different yet equally striking is a quote from one respondent in the Waldron-Evans survey. A CEO 
comments on his diverse background, (meaning private, academic, and public in his case) describing 
it as well-suited for future challenges through “cross-sectoral solutions.” Excellent. This makes total 
sense in today’s world.

In any event the issue of talent selection vis-à-vis background will no doubt receive more attention 
in coming years. In the end there is no easy prescription except that of perceptive individual choice, 
search, and research. 

As in Richard’s case at the Ford Foundation, it was an individual assessment that won the day. 
According to the Waldron-Evans survey he is a 3-4 percenter (proportion of senior execs/CEOs 
entering the social sector from the private sector with communications/external affairs as a merged 
category; I deduct 1-2 percentage points as external affairs doesn’t count in this case), but on the 
job he is no doubt 110%. And meanwhile Bill Roedy is not wanting for invitations. 

And here again the Waldron-Evans survey points to a key but somewhat intangible factor: desire. It 
scores higher than any other “motivator” amongst candidates, defined as “belief in the mission 
of the organization.” Compensation ranks much lower as a driving force. Assuming a reasonably 
high quality track record, this factor transcends, in my opinion, the lesser specifics of sectoral 
background. It is the drive, the Jim Collins “paranoid neurotic” (in a wholly positive sense) ambition 
which will overcome learning and adaptability challenges. 
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COMPENSATION: COST OR INVESTMENT?
The Waldron-Evans survey targets CEOs exclusively. The high achievers amongst this older age group 
have generally less money pressure past age 55. This may accentuate the desire factor. 

Yet compensation is an issue to contend with at crucial lower levels of management.

A number of recruiters with whom I spoke are trying to educate clients on this point. Adam Draper 
works as a Senior Search Consultant in Mayfair, London, for Hunter & Chase, a leading search firm 
with around 8% of total activity in the social sector. Mr. Draper works solely within the social sector, 
has five years experience in his current role, preceded by eight years as a consultant to many 
nonprofits of all description. He conducts search work throughout Europe, and cites compensation as 
a serious universal problem which needs attention:

“We spend a lot of time trying to educate the sector and our individual clients on 
this. On average, salaries are running 30%-35% below equivalent positions in the 
business sector. Slowly we are making progress. A great candidate with a young 
family, children in private school, cannot afford such a drop. After all, charity 

begins at home! Doesn’t it?  And who is to say that this great candidate cannot, 
with the cooperation of a forward thinking board create new innovative ways in 
fundraising, higher performance, better margins, or something else, to not only 

compensate for a salary increase but add benefit to the bottom line? But let’s face 
it, some of our clients are not yet ready to use the term ‘bottom line’ in the first 

place.”  
 

Adam Draper, Senior Search Consultant for Hunter & Chase

Apart from Peter Drucker, who we will visit later, very few social sector writers have focused 
extensively on talent and selection processes. Usually these subjects are mentioned or labeled 
quickly as an obvious ingredient for success (yes they are obvious, but the finding and doing behind 
them are not, in procedural terms). Or, talent evaluation is mentioned in passing, on the way to 
another conclusion. 

But Adam Smith’s invisible hand never stops moving. Supply and demand exert continual influence or 
control. What was once called “Personnel” (a word not only bland but shockingly old fashioned) is a 
reminder as to how the world has changed. Now it is called Human Resources or Talent Management.
The attitude behind these terms, the implied higher regard for human skills and individuals, is 
penetrating. 

The approach to HR (or TM) within philanthropy is bound to continue to evolve and intensify. Talent 
Selection, as the means to achieve the other big three in this paper—Measurement, Innovation, and 
Leadership—is of the utmost consideration.
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A NEW ECONOMY AND ITS DIMENSIONS
Why are the talent and selection issues so important? Dr. Lucy Bernholz, the doyenne of social sector 
commentary through her blog, Philanthropy 2173, her lectures, and various writings, has powerfully 
put forth a theory which compels and convinces.

Dr. Bernholz and her colleague Rob Reich observe a new world of complexity within social sector 
activity, believing it to be a full economy today, not just a sector. In breaking up the various 
elements which constitute their economic model, she devotes about 10% of a lecture drawing to a 
category called “Not invented yet.” This makes for a racing pulse. The future! Not invented yet! 

And who are we to rely upon to make this future? People and their individual skills. Leaders. 
Hence my concern with the issue of talent as a prominent concern in the growth of the New 
Philanthropy. 

The other sectors, apart from the above NIY (10%) are, approximately:

•   Informal Networks—10%
•   Corporate Social Roles—15%
•   Social Businesses—25%
•   Nonprofits—40%

Most interesting. I suggest that the term “Social Business” probably did not exist 15 years ago, so 
the growth in this newer category tells a profound story by itself. 

More important in management terms—for leaders—are their three “Labor Market Implications:” 

•   Sector agnosticism by many/most candidates or employees in the social sector as a whole.
•   Students have shown willingness to contribute well and widely to the social sector, also 
     agnostic.
•   Nonprofits compete with other enterprises for talent.

In contemplating Drs. Bernholz and Reich’s social sector as a full-economy model, we see an increase 
of choice (of potential positions, missions in which to be involved) inherent in this growing field, and 
an increased complexity within the sector as a whole. By extension, each enterprise may be more 
complex due to external pressures and needs. A current example is the imperative to be proficient 
in social media, a slippery newcomer not present 5-6 years ago. With this in mind, several basics 
become clear.

First, management (leadership) in many cases needs a re-think, on a senior staff level as well as 
on the board itself. Succession planning, as identified in the Waldron-Evans survey, cries out for 
attention. Some social sector organizations vitally need consideration at top level of all of the 
imperatives considered within this essay, and more.

Nonprofits should as a simple matter of good management be asking themselves about innovation 
within their structures. Indeed, to redefine or re-evaluate what leadership means in each case, now, 
today for tomorrow, seems a natural call to action, a practice routinely undertaken in the private 
sector. 

Second, within a recessionary period, or any environment of increasing competition, measurement 
and impact demonstration races to the forefront, for a crucial reason: fund shortages. Donors want

4
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WHY DO SOME AID PROGRAMS FAIL? 
This leads to a cautionary note central to the above. Coincidentally, a recent response posted on one 
of the Rockefeller Foundation websites introduces this thought with simple words: “Africa needs 
more knowledge, not just money.” Amongst the most impressive—if contrarian—books I have read in 
recent years is Dead Aid (2010) by Dr. Dambisa Moyo, which concerns the question of knowledge vs. 
money.

This Zambian born and raised scholar (Harvard, Oxford Ph.D., World Bank, and eight years at Goldman 
Sachs as Strategic Economist) has produced a taut volume with exceptionally thorough bibliographical 
footnotes, which paints a ghastly picture of over one trillion dollars wasted since the 1950s on aid 
to Africa. Not only has this money been wasted, she contends, but it has actually caused Africa to 
regress. Yes, over one trillion U.S. dollars.

Corruption is clearly a cause, but in the large scheme a lesser one. The two biggest problems created 
by structural aid, according to the author, are the displacement of existing jobs, and creation of 
a self-sustaining “habit” of receiving aid. Importantly, Dr. Moyo does NOT cite microfinance as 
problematic. She favors this kind of grass roots propulsion of individual effort and job creation; she 
attacks those efforts which achieve the opposite. Dr. Moyo’s thoroughness suggests she would have 
included this method as a culprit, if she felt it were one.

The outstanding track record of Muhammed Yunus’  Grameen Bank and his three excellent books, the 
first an autobiography entitled Banker to the Poor (2003), demonstrate how and why microfinance 
succeeds. Interestingly, then Governor Bill Clinton worked with Mr. Yunus and used his methods in 
Arkansas with some success. Microfinance is not only applicable to poor or developing nations, though 
it originated in Bangladesh, Mr. Yunus’ place of birth. 

Dr. Moyo’s focus is on governmental as well as various stand-alone charities, which she finds 
misguided or deluded, depending on the instance. Some, I believe, are nefarious, wittingly or not. 

more results. Proof, please. And even if a positive growth economy returns—which is likely in the 
U.S. at the time of writing—the increased number of social sector organizations and the attendant 
competition they bring will maintain or increase the demand for measurement and validation. 

Third, the issue of talent acquisition and application has become more critical than ever and 
deserves review, especially, as the Waldron-Evans survey points out, a significant percentage of 
leaders in the field will retire within the next decade or less. 59% in total are age 55-74. Succession 
planning as a budgetary priority receives middling consideration, with other worthy but no more 
critical items deemed more important. This is an area of concern. 

And Fourth, as the Rockefeller Foundation has on its 100th birthday in 2013 extolled, innovation 
has now come fully of age as a priority. This foundation cites its historical achievements in creative 
solutions, and this year launched a Centennial Innovation Challenge. So strong was the response, it 
closed for applications by May 2013. 

The new imperatives and needs for this sector have become clear, and only in the past decade or less 
have they been so clearly enunciated. The New Philanthropy has just begun.

5



20

WILL THE MEDIA PLEASE SHARPEN UP OR SHUT UP?
 
The recent “debate” between Dr. Moyo and Bill Gates has circled the globe without conclusion. I put 
the word in quotation marks as it was not one, more a media distortion frenzy, drowned by a tsunami 
of silly tweets. Even the reliable Forbes magazine was off key, fanning imaginary flames of Dr. Moyo’s 
alleged infuriation. In fact, she responded in writing with grace and reason. Of all the commentary 
I have read, only The Guardian’s (London Newspaper) Poverty Counts blog handled this with any 
intelligence (read: factual thoroughness). 

The problem is that Dr. Moyo and Mr. Gates are speaking of different things, and without much 
precision on his part.

When asked if aid to Africa was damaging, he immediately responded with short comments on 
inoculation, saving lives, morality, value systems, and concludes that Dr. Moyo’s book is “evil.” 

As a passionate leader in aid to Africa, his response is partly understandable, on an emotional level, 
though intellectually unworthy of an individual of his high intelligence and stature. Though I and 
other careful readers of Dead Aid have found it valuable and demonstrably accurate, Mr. Gates is not 
alone in rejecting it. I believe the root problem is the combination of Dead Aid’s blunt approach, and  
media interpretations after the fact.  There is no doubt that both Dr. Moyo and Mr. Gates are deeply 
committed to improving the quality of life in Africa. Where there is passion, sparks may fly. 

At no point in her book does Dr. Moyo criticize any of the following: immunizations, targeted and 
well-managed health aid, saving lives, morality of any aid organization, the Bill and Melinda Gates 
Foundation and by extension, any of their programs, or medical programs in general. Pertaining 
to the last: unless they represent an instance where a different application of funds for the 
same purpose could offer local Africans either more hands-on involvement, training, or on-ground 
infrastructure development—thus jobs—as secondary outcomes of immunization or other aid-driven 
projects. 

The latter is hypothetical in any case: her examples of job deprivation due to misguided aid do 
not include immunization or medical programs. 

Dr. Moyo’s substantiated critiques are about persistent failure of aid to alleviate poverty, to create 
jobs, and to improve other social systems, thus benefits to citizens. She speaks on a scale of decades 
and compares Africa to other more rapidly growing regions, saddened and challenged by Africa’s 
failure to develop economically in spite of huge and steady contributions. Obviously there are 
national exceptions to this, as she illustrates. Her approach is that of an economist. Possibly she is 
maligned only for being a leader in “the dismal science” as the Rev. Malthus inadvertently caused it 
to be so named.

We will probably never know everything, or much, about sphere-of-influence donation shenanigans 
(crimes?) by national governments, a “diplomatic” constant, especially as perpetrated by the former 
Soviet Union and various U.S. governments of both major parties. But Dr. Moyo’s work pertains to 
private and religious-based aid as well, including many clearly well-intended efforts. Her message is 
about knowledge, measurement, analysis, cultural understanding, and the lack of these in the face 
of immense amounts of money.
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“I find it disappointing that Mr. Gates would not only conflate my arguments about 
structural aid with those about emergency or NGO aid, but also that he would then 

use this gross misrepresentation of my work to publicly attack my knowledge, 
background, and value system.” 

 
Dr. Dambisa Moyo

Mr. Gates spoke from an entirely different plane, one of immunizations, saving individual lives and as 
a foundation leader. Quite legitimately so, but without much reference specifically to the question 
posed him, nor to Dr. Moyo’s actual thesis. 

Here is the balanced Dr. Moyo, in her reasonable rebuttal, widely available online:

Precisely.

Her arguments pertain to structural aid, an economic term clearly defined within her book, and 
which must be differentiated so as to carry on any sensible debate. A definition is not available 
to writers relying on Wikipedia or websites only, a commonplace today. Mine partially covers it: 
long term, usually government based, theoretically strategic, continuous, tied, often tightly, 
to structured programs and large-scale infrastructure, and aimed at solving major problems: 
health, education, infrastructure, or the biggest, meaningful job and revenue creation. Behind 
the scenes, much aid so defined carries “give and take” agreements. The “gives” being political 
cooperation, trade agreements or egregious deals such as those the last Bush government used in 
Iraq to enrich the Halliburton Corporation. This, during a time of an disturbingly complacent media 
community, when compared with, say, the Nixon era.

Any 30-minute review of Dr. Moyo’s actual theses will suggest they are something Mr. Gates would 
probably agree with, when removed from the simplistic wrapping of “Aid to Africa is wrong and 
should be abolished.” This is a media interpretation problem as much as anything else.

The only clear value of Mr. Gates’ comments is his suggestion that Dead Aid has caused a retraction of 
much needed aid to Africa. A pity and, if true, one which requires hard evidence. Though clearly not 
the author’s fault. 

It has been suggested that some governments are using her words as an excuse to cut back aid. If so, 
that is a facile cop-out. And assuming such decision makers can be identified, their credentials ought 
to be immediately reviewed with an eye to their competence: Dead Aid is scholarly but a short and 
very accessible read. A failure to grasp its fundamentals can only be due to complete non-knowledge, 
inattention, or stupidity.

“Are books no longer meant to be read?” asked the very fine author and commentator Gore Vidal. 
Or, as he implied, merely skimmed and talked about, with no knowledge exchanged or gained? “Book 
chat,” as he memorably called it in a number of his many distinguished essays. Substantial reading 
and thinking are not a prerequisite for invitation to book chat land, a television and web specialty of 
our era. 
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Dr. Moyo has never aimed specifically at reducing aid to Africa, rather she seeks to examine its 
outcomes to date—demonstrably horrific—when measured within her logical framework and with 
her appropriate examples. Admittedly, the factual strength of her book and her writer’s voice may 
lead some to this wayward and destructive conclusion, that of reduced aid as a solution. True, the 
book was written to make a powerful (if accurate) assessment, and by its nature refers more to 
the problem than solutions. It is probably time for her to author another, after several years on the 
speaker circuit; surely she is not a one-book phenomenon. 

Dr. Moyo cares deeply about Africa’s future, as no doubt Mr. Gates does. Yet for Mr. Gates to claim 
she knows little about aid (and how it works, and what it does, he said loosely) is patently absurd, as 
any critical reader of the book will find. Incidentally, I am not instantly impressed either by the Ph.D. 
title or extensive footnotes, of which the world suffers a monstrous surfeit. 

Rather, what impresses critical thinkers are well-expressed quality ideas that bear a workable 
relationship to effective actions. Since this maelstrom on Dead Aid has accomplished nothing except 
to confuse the issues, I would suggest a proper debate, or preferably a civilized discussion, hosted 
by the excellent Stanford Social Innovation Review (SSIR)  to alleviate the sickened state of this 
potentially productive enquiry. 

Bottom line: the two “contestants” are speaking of entirely different things, no terms defined. 
The media has been unhelpful, to say the least. 

Though others have very strong credentials, I volunteer as moderator, and pledge rigor and a co-
selection of an appropriately attuned panel. I would suggest a two-hour session, as the issues are 
deep. In any event, SSIR holds the gravitas to manage this irksome media firestorm and obfuscation of 
immensely important facts. 

Dr. Moyo’s study documents what is the most extreme examples of goodwill gone horribly wrong, but 
there are others. Mario Morino  wrote the monograph Leap of Reason (2010) which has become the 
sine qua non of social sector impact and performance measurement.

Within, he cites a program to impact juvenile delinquents by introducing them in coordinated sessions 
to hardened prisoners, called Scared Straight, with the view that such exposure would change their 
behavior. Unfortunately, the opposite has occurred when measured; and yet the program, to much 
applause, has spread to several other countries. A sad case of measurement ignored. 

These two widely different examples underscore the fairly recent recognition of an essential which 
deserves more attention whether in new or long-established foundations: measurement. Coupled with 
analysis and proper planning, measurement can play a role in avoiding disasters. Also in achieving 
great work. These elements should, but often do not, attain a position of central concern within 
social sector enterprises.

The above disaster reports by Dr. Moyo and Mr. Morino and the lessons learned (or not) behind their 
sad scenarios may bear no specific relation to other social sector organizations. But the measurement 
methods and astute thinking which unveiled these failures should be observed by any practitioner 
in the social sector. The compact statement on the Rockefeller site should be extended: the social 
sector as a whole needs more knowledge, not just money.

This chapter’s discussion aims to identify unfortunate failures in the aid and social sector community. 
But merely pointing to these is not sufficiently constructive; solutions are needed. The two examples 
set forth are far from unique—there are many cases of adverse impact, underperformance, and other
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misfortunes. As in business, planning can lessen or eliminate some or many of these. Authors cited 
further on provide rich advice on this subject. Here I provide a short list of symptoms, approaches, 
and methods for consideration by any social sector enterprise to avoid difficulties or failure. I do 
not contend that it is complete. It is a start, and an effort to spur thought amongst readers who one 
hopes can add to the list and offer further insights.

•   Incomplete or inaccurate business plan, of the whole in start-ups, of a specific project in larger         
     organizations.

•   Lack of knowledge of the problems intended to be addressed, of like efforts, networks, potential 
     alliances, and myriad other factors or influences. Of different ways with which to look at the 
     problem (see Dr. de Bono in Annotated Bibliography). This requires time, thought, and research. 
     Better spent now than on the brink of calamity. 

•   Undercapitalization: lack of accurate cost forecasting.

•   Overreach: trying to accomplish more than can be feasibly managed. Define terms. Better to do 
     one thing very well than three marginally. 

•   Lack of innovative solutions to problems as they arise, or innovative thinking in assessing future 
     problems which may occur. Event or negative occurrence forecasting. Not so hard. What If? Over a 
     coffee. But above all: creating an innovative mindset within the company so that it becomes 
     fun, regular, and measured. After this it will become an intrinsic part of the system.

•   Inadequate financial control or lack of a systematic financial monitoring system, with full 
     awareness by the leader in conjunction with an accountant or financial officer. Regular reports 
     given adequate review time.

•   Ineffective people choice of senior management, staff, or volunteers, resulting in lack of 
     motivation, improper application of skills, or other talent management problems. 

The last relates to a seminal point of this paper: people. It is people of a certain kind, with those 
sharpened skills and driven personalities who bring such new perspectives, philosophy, knowledge, 
and action to the table. Individuals. And so it has always been, as the following brief look into the 
history of philanthropy a.k.a. charity a.k.a. patronage shows us.

Thank you for running with us across part one of four units in this series (actually 5 if you count the 
extended annotated Bibliography designed to be a good and eclectic read). We value your comments 
WHETHER positive or negative. Thus far we’ve contemplated the New Philanthropy as a widespread 
phenomenon, looked at its needs today, and examined some characters such as Bill Gates and Warren 
Buffett, John Wood, and Bill Roedy, former CEO of MTV international. Also Lucy Bernholz has driven 
a major sub-theme for us, and we wound up venting a little at the media.

In the next installment we take a non-boring look at the history of Philanthropy and the surprisingly 
lively leadership role of Impact Investing, meeting more doers and authors as we go along. And of 
special note to social sector leaders—we grapple extensively with the rising issue of Measurement, 
working closely with Mario Morino, author of Leap of Reason. And then we turn our attention to an 
area, in some detail, which hasn’t had an application such as this before—INNOVATION within the 
social sector, or—how innovation can transform a social sector enterprise. We designed this to be of 
very particular value to leaders in our field. Please stay tuned!
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ANNOTATED BIBLIOGRAPHY
The following is meant to highlight and expand on some individuals and occurrences noted, not 
in specific relation to, or delineation of, a single point made within the essay. It is meant as a 
reading and comment list for further thought. It is my hope that readers will send their own reading 
contributions and recommendations, and indeed their responses to ideas within the piece; or their 
own freewheeling riffs on any subject of relevance. Certainly I have engaged in a few riffs here, but 
that’s just an assumption that the readers are innately curious, and do not mind a bit of related, if 
extra-curricular, fact and opinion. 

1.   ANDY GROVE. My reference to Mr. Grove pertained to his book Only the Paranoid Survive: How 
      to Exploit the Crisis Points That Challenge Every Company (1996), a lively and pertinent 
      management book. Among his many quotable remarks is: “Success breeds complacency. 
      Complacency breeds failure. Only the paranoid survive.” Mr. Grove was a Hungarian refugee 
      arriving in the U.S. at age 20, with a passion for learning. He was Intel’s third employee and rose 
      to be CEO for two decades, responsible for immense growth—stock gains of 2,400%. His 1967 
      book Physics and Technology of Semiconductor Devices is still used in leading universities. Steve 
      Jobs, along with many of his generation, looked upon him as a hero for his business and 
      technological acumen, and status as a founder of Silicon Valley. He wrote other books of note.

2.   JIM COLLINS. Jim Collins was a hugely popular professor of business at Stanford before returning 
      to his home state of Colorado to found an institute, and remains very active today on the lecture 
      and advisory circuit. His website offers a number of short, often penetrating, usually amusing 
      (he’s big on body language) video clips on various subjects, including his passionate riff on the 
      value of the paranoid neurotic personality in business. It is unknown but possible that he 
      borrowed Andy Grove’s inspiration. His Good to Great: Why Some Companies Make the Leap...And 
      Others Don’t business book is widely popular today and referenced by many, including Mario 
      Morino. 

3.   GARY HAMEL. Gary Hamel is an American professor of business, located since 1983 at the 
      London Business School. In 2012, he was named by the Wall Street Journal the “World’s most 
      influential business thinker”. He has consulted with numerous Fortune 100 companies and written 
      a number of books. He is also the highest reprinted Harvard Business Review author, due 
      to articles such as “Waking up IBM.” Innovation has been one of the cornerstones of his 
      work. I attended a full day seminar which he led, based on his then current book The Future 
      of Management (2007) which dealt extensively with innovative business structures, and found 
      him a quietly dynamic presenter of considerable depth. The chapter devoted to the W.L. Gore 
      Company, which invented Gore-tex amongst many other items and patents, is particularly
      fascinating. The company can allow and afford—or in their rarefied creative atmosphere, not 
      afford NOT—to encourage talented employees to work with absolute freedom on anything they 
      choose, in many cases. This is very similar to the program of the Santa Fe Institute, which harbors 
      Nobel Laureates only, permitting them to work on anything they want, often outside their field 
      (e.g. a biochemist studying the origins of human language). Dr. Hamel, as indicated in the essay, 
      is essential reading for those wishing to delve into innovation within management.

4.   LUCY BERNHOLZ. Lucy Bernholz is among the most prominent voices in the New Philanthropy. 
      She describes herself as a “philanthropy wonk,” and is the writer/owner of Philanthropy 2173 (a 
      regular free e-blog), an author, consultant, and visiting scholar at the Stanford University Center      
      on Philanthropy and Civil Society, and a Fellow of the Hybrid Reality Institute. She is a board 
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      member on several national and international philanthropic organizations. Clearly she is a 
      futurist, judging from the title of her book Creating Philanthropic Capital Markets: The Deliberate 
      Evolution which I look forward to reading and commenting upon at another time. Her blog is 
      a rapid-fire commentary on a wide variety of interrelated subjects surrounding philanthropy. It is 
      unique in its content and perspective primarily for its sheer variety and pep! I thank her for 
      providing the “Not Invented Yet” category, which played an obvious inspirational role in this 
      essay. 

5.   MUHAMMED YUNUS. Muhammed Yunus was born in then East Pakistan, now Bangladesh, and 
      studied economics, ultimately earning a Ph.D. at Vanderbilt University. After teaching economics 
      and building a successful packaging business, displaying hands-on commercial acumen, he 
      founded Grameen Bank and developed the concept of microfinance, which has largely proven 
      to be an outstanding success. Given that this model was based on making loans to the very poor, 
      he struggled initially for several years to convince established banks to cooperate, finally 
      breaking through and proving that the poor were very reliable in their repayments. Grameen 
      has spread its own operations and influenced many other similar programs around the world. In 
      2006 Yunus was awarded the Nobel Peace Prize. In addition to Banker to the Poor: Micro-Lending 
      and the Battle Against World Poverty mentioned in the essay, his two subsequent books exhibit 
      both his own and the social sector’s evolution. These are Creating a World Without Poverty: Social 
      Business and the Future of Capitalism and Building Social Business: The New Kind of Capitalism 
      that Serves Humanity’s Most Pressing Needs. He stands unquestionably among the greatest and 
      most innovative drivers of practical philanthropy in the 20th and early 21st centuries. Due to 
      overtly political motives (he once considered creating a political party and naturally had 
      enemies) he was progressively driven out of Grameen and displayed only gracious concern for the 
      bank’s welfare during his dénouement. He remains active as a writer and in other capacities.

6.   STANFORD SOCIAL INNOVATION REVIEW (SSIR). As a professional editor and founder of 
      numerous print and other media outlets, a magazine junkie of the first water, I cannot praise SSIR 
      more highly. Among many other things, it proves that it is still possible to produce and apparently 
      sell successfully very high quality commentary in our refashioned (distorted, if enhanced and 
      enlarged) web world.

      A quarterly magazine accompanied by a website, online newsletter, blogs, and other features, 
      it was founded in 2003 by a division of the Stanford Business School (SBS). Its concerns range  
      widely, but in proportion, across the social sector, and it is not in any sense a “business” 
      magazine, in  spite of its origins. Apart from its rigor when business analysis is brought 
      to a subject. Articles appear each quarter on topics such as foreign aid, developments within 
      environmental legislation, human rights, measurement in the sector, role of government, and 
      importantly, new trends, developments, and styles of operation. In this latter category, its 
      connection with the SBS is no doubt helpful. SSIR has won many awards. When compared against 
      most of the offerings on the social sector, online or off, it is clear that a commitment to quality 
      expression, good  editing, choice of pertinent ideas, accent on innovation, choice of informed 
      writers and above all, a reliably high respect for facts and the ordered argument, set it atop the 
      Mount Olympus of social sector writing today. It is inconceivable that anyone seriously engaged in 
      the sector not be a regular reader. A guess only, but those unable to pay might receive some 
      support from this committed organization. Clearly there is commitment at work here. 

7.   MARIO MORINO. Mario Morino spent many years in the software business with some 
      specialization in measurement a facet of the man which is translated into his book Leap of 
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      Reason: Managing to Outcomes In an Era of Scarcity, discussed extensively in the essay. Formerly 
      working in Washington, D.C., he has now returned to Cleveland where he works full time in 
      philanthropy, in part as co-founder of VPP (Venture Philanthropy Partners) which focuses on youth 
      education and assists in funding start up philanthropy ventures. His book has received wide 
      attention within philanthropic circles throughout the U.S. and Europe. Since selling his company, 
      he has distributed $40 million to charities, which no doubt has been managed with precision. 
      Newspaper coverage, including a recent mention in The Economist, indicates that the uptake of 
      his ideas are both surging in the social sector community and successful, and according to various 
      units of press coverage, ecstatically received. Of course, not all reviewers or sector leaders agree 
      with him. 

8.   The MacARTHUR FOUNDATION. In years of publishing on foundations, The MacArthur 
      Foundation struck me as especially innovative, imaginative in comparison to many, and 
      importantly, a source of knowledge and inspiration for other institutes and foundations, for which 
      it runs an Advisory Service. Appropriate, given their long tenure and variety of programs. Created 
      in 1978, it has consistently grown and evolved. It is perhaps best known for its so-called “genius 
      grants” but in fact embraces a wide number of causes, including justice, medical, and 
      sustainability issues worldwide. Its endowment is $5.7 billion. As an example of innovation, their 
      relatively recent Badge awards, aimed at youth for the achievement of skills relevant to 
      their lives and a better society, is notable. There are presently over 370 videos available online 
      which present a superabundance of activities by TMF and the appearance of quality management 
      throughout.

      My initial exposure and enquiry into TMF resulted from my two book publications on the 
      Nobel Prizes; I came to view TMF as a uniquely American and 20th century counterpart to the 
      Nobel tradition. Clearly TMF devotes time to making awards beyond its “genius grants,” most   
      of which are of a more traditional bent, such as the “Award for Creative and Effective 
      Institutions.” These are directed worldwide and address health, environment, education, and 
      other areas.

      The “genius grants” are perhaps their best-known awards. And a fascinating cultural counterpoint 
      to the Nobel Prize, which I hold in the highest esteem: its status as the world’s most recognized 
      award is fully deserved, and its contribution to the promulgation of science indisputable, a vital 
      necessity. TMF awards a higher sum in its grants than the Nobel Prize, and for a different 
      purpose. The Nobel Committee honors past and groundbreaking advances. Their later-instituted 
      Economics and Peace Prizes operate similarly.

      TMF’s genius grants do not seek to award past performance, but rather originality, potential, and 
      imagination. Though it must be noted that certain recipients, such as author Cormac McCarthy—
      an outstanding choice in my opinion, who coincidentally is the only non-Nobel Laureate allowed 
      regular access to the Santa Fe Institute, mentioned previously in the Annotated Bibliography—had 
      established an original literary style over at least six books prior to his award. His grant allowed 
      him to complete what some (myself included) consider his finest work, Blood Meridian: Or the 
      Evening Redness in the West. But now we are on literary ground, and...

      Alfred Nobel, a stern engineer and businessman, was not as the record shows particularly 
      interested in or knowledgeable about literature, and an approximate recount of his edict on 
      author selection was “no books of a negative tone.” A loose and subjective opinion and mandate,          
      to be sure. A literary Nobel award debate, however gripping, is uncalled for here, except to note 
      in fairness that one doesn’t read many bad books on the Nobel list. Equally, if literary style were 
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      a criterion, Nabokov would have won, not Solzhenitsyn. The serious Norwegians, bless them, seek 
      social purpose, or their version of it, as literature. It is useful for society though, to have another 
      Institute with a different ethos. And a more adventurous search for quality. TMF is surely not 
      known for choosing “negative” writers, but the contrast in perception of grant placement 
      remains fascinating. TMF has sought out generally little known (including McCarthy at the time) 
      but gifted artists of various sorts. The obscure composer/musician, Conlon Nancarrow, a 40 
      year American expatriate (for political reasons) in Mexico, at age of about 80 became a grantee: 
      he subsequently created several notable works. Some commentators have criticized TMF for a 
      minority of their genius awards, so be it. My interest is in the contrast of styles, nationally and 
      era wise, and the “personality” of various institutes.

      On matters as to how the arts community ought be awarded, at least in polite company, I am not 
      the best person to ask, as I also regard Frank Zappa as a unbridled and raucous American genius; 
      this a stance which requires careful review of his over 75 recordings, his evolution, his 
      various quotes and comments on music, and a study of music and its 20th century history, to 
      fully comprehend. Apart from his immense cache of compositions still unperformed, his orchestral 
      recordings, (esp. Yellow Shark) and endless synclavier, digital and music editing innovations, 
      (listen to Civilization Phaze 3) his contribution to all-American satire and social criticism, and late 
      in a foreshortened life (53, prostate cancer, not drugs—he took none), an effective dabble 
      in politics, and appearance before a Senate Special Enquiry. (Listen to Zappa’s “Mothers of 
      Prevention” album featuring among others, Al Gore.) 

      Such an exciting music history adventure is enhanced mightily by only one of his many 
      biographies, “The Negative Dialectics of Poodle Play” by Englishman, Ben Watson. Others range 
      from the moderately boring but factual, as in Zappa’s autobiography, to the cheerleader vapidity   
      of others. “Poodle Play” is the finest (only?) intellectual rock biography of all time. And vastly 
      more: a history of ideas, musical and otherwise. Mr. Watson is of the caliber of a future TMF 
      genius award himself, in my opinion. And it is this sort of extraordinarily “different” kind of 
      candidate, which makes The MacArthur awards so compelling. Long live the great Nobel Prizes! 
      Long live The MacArthur Foundation and American imagination and its search for talent! 

9.   GLOBAL FUNDRAISING. Editors Penelope Cagney and Bernard Ross have provided what is 
      at present, the most expansive “bible” of activity in the world of international fundraising, and 
      it deserves more exposition than space allowed in the initial draft of this essay. Of its numerous 
      exceptional aspects are its case studies that present individuals and their undertakings in 
      depth. Its depth of detail and scope are impressive. They provide information such as the fact 
      that there are approximately 114,000 volunteer organizations in Russia, of which 1,665 are listed 
      as charities; that the heir to Dubai’s world’s largest Toyota Dealership has embarked with $75 
      million on an enlightened philanthropic pathway; the largely obscure but remarkable stories 
      of burgeoning philanthropies in Asia, which in today’s press have received virtually no mention 
      against vast amounts concerning economic growth generally; a wide survey of activity in India, 
      which includes religious and cultural attitudes as well as significant data. In all, a very ambitious 
      and successful effort which as a wellspring of ideas and inspiration is indispensable. Published
      by AFP (afpnet.org), this book is apparently one of a series, which warrants further investigation. 
      No other international volume I have reviewed is as comprehensive or culturally attuned. The 
      choice of authors for each section is exemplary and the volume’s organization, with 
      introductions, case studies, data charts, and summaries, is superior. Highly recommended.

10. WARREN BUFFETT. Iconoclastic? Complex? Certainly. His interest here in our context is how 
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      another form of philanthropic urge can take form and the differences of style that make him 
      stand out. His large non-egotistical donation to the Gates Foundation is the supreme example.
      I write this in mind of some individuals I have met who mistakenly lump him together with “rabid 
      capitalists.” Their ignorance shows. Apart from his adherence to a comparatively ascetic lifestyle, 
      living in the same unspectacular home for decades, insistence upon a continued base in Omaha,       
      and the rest, he has used his immense credibility to exert some influence on political thinking. If       
      only through short meetings, letters, and his precious quips. But perhaps more profoundly, he is 
      not the sort to boast. 

      As a midwesterner with a gift for poetic plain speak, he falls in a line of men of letters which 
      would include Mark Twain and Will Rogers; his output may be smaller but impact equal or 
      greater. (There were presumably women of letters of this ilk too; I considered Harriett Beecher 
      Stowe, but determined she was cut from different, if equally good, cloth. Any suggestions? The 
      winner will receive a photo of me burning, in a public place, 10 copies of Atlas Shrugged, which I 
      will purchase, unless her Institute is giving them way free.) 

      I am touched by his meeting with then Senator Obama, whom he had invited to his office which 
      one reporter described as resembling a used tire store, or similar. Anyway, he pointed out a 
      recent arithmetical realization: my secretary, he said, seems to be paying proportionately more 
      tax than I am. How can a country progress like this? (My approximation, but accurate). Obama 
      obviously agreed in some fashion. 

      Mr. Buffett nearly always sees the ultimate big picture, surely in business but in life as well. 
      And it is invaluable to have a very wealthy money/business genius speak up for the populace 
      on an occasional basis. This is part of his iconoclasm, and fully believable, now that he has put 
      his money where his mouth is, via the Gates Foundation donation.

      Indirectly, and sometimes pointedly, Mr. Buffett has addressed the central issue: no society can  
      prosper without a strong middle class, which includes a lower middle class, and indeed a working 
      class, and their ability to move ahead. Why then is this vital fact seemingly ignored by a 
      significant proportion of the very well off? At least for the sake of their grandchildren? 

      Two things make any country great, a fact which the United States (and Australia, both successful 
      countries composed largely of immigrants it should be noted) have proven across two centuries: 
      the ability to make money, indeed its enjoyment, and thus create a buoyant middle class; and 
      the ability and willingness to distribute money, or make it justly accessible to the wider whole. 
      The two are inextricably tied. Though a decline in either, thus both, occurs and can be measured 
      over decades not years. Perhaps those still unseeing are looking only at the ocean and not the 
      many drops that make it up. Two of Mr. Buffett’s axioms sum up his non-contradictory position, 
      and define for our terms the heart of the issue—that of a healthy society: 

      The rich are always going to say that, you know, just give us more money and we’ll go out and 
      spend more and then it will all trickle down to the rest of you. But that has not worked the last 
      10 years, and I hope the American public is catching on.

      Rule No.1: Never lose money. Rule No. 2: Never forget rule No. 1.

11.  LANGUAGE ABUSE. I refer to the overuse, thus denigration of fine words in our beautiful        
       language as mentioned briefly in the essay. Perhaps there is a way for a nonprofit to impact such 
       a social problem as language improvement, and in fact there are literacy programs of various
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       sorts, though these do not tackle this problem directly. The French government actually 
       attempted to eliminate “Franglais” (intrusion of English words such as “weekend,” “snack,” and 
       “hot dog,” for which there were no equivalent or desirable ones. “Cool” has recently fallen 
       on the list), spending millions of dollars in the 1980s to no effect and becoming something of a 
       laughingstock. However, English, in the United States in particular, is regressing noticeably as 
       exemplified by a singularly strange incident. A Claude Pollie, of Elko, Nevada, known variously  
       as “Doc” and “The Judge” was imprisoned for impersonating both of these professional roles 
       for financial gain, and related offenses. It was revealed in court that he had also sent a 
       submission to The Guinness Book of World Records claiming to have created a sentence using    
       the F word as a personal pronoun, noun, adjective, adverb, verb (both transitive and 
       intransitive, no small feat), conjunction and preposition, in a sentence of 12 words, and 
       claiming a world record. His defense of this disgraceful conduct was that “I was at the time 
       under the influence of Hollywood B-script writers.” The Guinness Corporation was quick to react 
       with its attempt to ban him for life from entering Ireland. “This is an insult to Eire, the land of 
       poets, lovers of language and good humor, but this outrage constitutes neither language nor 
       humor,” a Guinness spokesman stated. 

12.   PETER DRUCKER. Apart from what is said of the great Drucker in the essay, it should also be 
        observed that he had a resounding wit and a way with words. Peter Drucker’s numerous 
        instructive quotes can be found on the web. A few of those I find particularly pertinent to this 
        essay:

        “The most important thing in communication is to hear what isn’t being said.”

        “If you want something new, you have to stop doing something old.”

        “What’s measured improves.”

        “This defines entrepreneur and entrepreneurship—the entrepreneur always searches for change, 
        responds to it, and exploits it as an opportunity.”    

        And this last one which goes to the depths of leadership, I believe: 

        “Leadership is not magnetic personality that can just as well be a glib tongue. It is not ‘making 
        friends and influencing people,’ that is flattery. Leadership is lifting a person’s vision to higher 
        sights, the raising of a person’s performance to a higher standard, the building of a personality 
        beyond its normal limitations.”

13.  DR. EDWARD de BONO. Since his first title Lateral Thinking: Creativity Step by Step exploded 
       onto both the personal and corporate booklists in the late 60s this medical doctor has authored 
       well over another 30 books on thinking, creativity, and perception, and consulted with many 
       multinationals. He also created educational programs for school-age children at use in several 
       countries today. While widely popular, his work never falls into the dreaded “self-help” category 
       and much of it remains highly pertinent to business as well as individual endeavor; no one has 
       delved into nor presented the art of thinking as well, nor as simply. I had the pleasure of taking 
       tea with him in Sydney; though he is of Maltese birth, his demeanor is quite English. 

       During a lively conversation we spoke of many subjects, including Japanese culture and their 
       ability at miniaturization, and how he felt restaurants should be more active in selling books. He        
       always comes up with innovative little ideas with commercial “bounce”. Innovation by combining
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       things differently. When enlisted by a local government in Australia to assist in a constant 
       problem of overly long parking meter users, in spite of fines, his solution was: “Make it a posted 
       law that all those who park must leave their lights on.”

14.  DR. RICHARD FLORIDA. Dr. Richard Florida has taught and lectured at numerous universities
       including George Mason in Washington D.C.. After authoring four or more academic books on 
       his primary field, urban planning, he wrote The Rise of the Creative Class which surprisingly to 
       all, became a best seller, at least within the circles of avid readers and those interested in 
       cities. He is a disciple, as I am, of the great Lewis Mumford (The City in History) and Jane 
       Jacobs, who wrote the then (and still) stunning The Death and Life of Great American Cities, in 
       the 1960s. He studied directly under the latter. 

       He has, in original fashion, continued their lineage of effective and imaginative thought about 
       urbanism, as expressed in The Rise. In this work and subsequent ones—though The Rise remains 
       his most important in my opinion—he innovated remarkably, viewing cities from a people or 
       talent perspective, this, a major paradigm shift in the field, and in hindsight a very obvious, if 
       completely overlooked one.

       Partnering with a statistician, he performed many studies pertaining to types of people and 
       the cities they choose to live in, focusing controversially on, amongst others, the gay and 
       so-called bohemian sectors, and their measurable contributions to a city’s economy, industries, 
       growth, evolution and vitality. The operative word, was and is “chose” or “choose” to live 
       in, as he demonstrated trends which indicated that certain cities attracted people first, not jobs 
       themselves. People would then move to their favoured city and create jobs for themselves. So, 
       what Dr. Florida terms a “virtuous cycle” occurs, people bringing talent, and in turn, attracting 
       more, like-minded or similarly motivated people who bring more talent. Thus creating not only 
       jobs, but whole new industries, and wider socio-political trends.

       Clearly, some cities have fared much better than others. On his “creativity index” Seattle and 
       Portland are near the top of the list, actually ahead of San Francisco in recent years. 
       Interestingly, in a correspondence with him, he pointed out to me that were Sydney or 
       Melbourne included in his study, they both would have rated “near the top.” His city rankings 
       embrace all major cities in the U.S. and are deeply instructive, particularly if one uses them as a 
       tool for further thinking and examination. Naturally, not everyone agreed with him. 

       However, far-sighted local and state leaders have hired him as a consultant to their 
       governments, including then Premier (Governor) John Brumby of Melbourne, Australia who ran an 
       innovative and effective state government for several years, and prompted me to create and 
       publish a volume entitled Melbourne: Global Smart City, based on some of Dr. Florida’s precepts, 
       but also expanding widely into the area of future and long term planning, both those extant, and 
       others which were formulated as a function of the book’s production. This book was and is meant 
       to be the first in a delayed series, and a somewhat new genre within the field.   

       In a wider sense Dr. Florida’s work is very important—apart from the fact that he has made urban 
       planning an upfront issue again, after years of popular neglect or disinterest—because he 
       expands the field as a whole to its proper place. Urban planning, is NOT any longer simply the 
       province of infrastructure and engineering—IT IS REALLY AND PROPERLY ABOUT THE GROWTH OF 
       CIVILIZATION AS A WHOLE, IN ALL ITS FULLNESS, AND HOW TO IMPROVE AND MAKE IT EVOLVE.
       The Rise, in which he quotes from a huge array of sources, some literary, and many outside of
       the field traditionally observed to be mere urban planning is therefore a cornerstone work of 
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       great importance for thinkers in the social sector at large. This because it embraces all human 
       activity from the arts to education, health, and much more—an holistic view based on human 
       talent. It should also be noted that this book, would appear to be a must read for search 
       consultants—and is a delightful and profound read for anyone who cares about people, culture, 
       cities, and human endeavour.

15.  PETER C. BRINCKERHOFF. This writer was slightly ahead of the curve with his 2000 book 
       Social Entrepreneurship: The Art of Mission-Based Venture Development, at least by title. It is 
       part of the respected John Wiley and Sons publishing group’s Nonprofit Series, which comprises 
       a very lengthy list, deserving review particularly by those seeking knowledge of law and taxation 
       and other sub-specialties within philanthropy. The list has a “how-to” feel to it, which may 
       explain some of my reactions to SE: it is an elementary sort of book which has begun to show 
       its age—or maybe it is ideal for a quick read as a checklist exercise by someone inexperienced in 
       business. At the beginning the author throws the word “risk” around like a basketball player on 
       fire, apparently not understanding that venture capitalists and entrepreneurs (good ones 
       anyway) hate risk and work to avoid it, whereas he treats it as both virtuous and something we 
       should get used to. Nonetheless, there is so much by way of simple step-by-step process that 
       would benefit any newcomer to philanthropy or even the practiced hand, that it is difficult 
       to dismiss so abruptly. Or maybe my problem with SE stems from it being, probably deliberately, 
       a textbook with a lot of stern boy scoutish advice and no real-life examples. So, for some 
       people, it may be just the right instruction manual. Or one good read in a longer, varied list. In 
       one important sense, the book demonstrates how rapidly the quality and sophistication of 
       the literature in the social sector has matured, when compared with Morino’s Leap of Reason or 
       Rothschild’s The Non Nonprofit. 

16.  STEVE ROTHSCHILD. Apart from the numerous innovations cited in his book and his work 
       at Twin Cities RISE!, of particular interest to many social sector activists is his slate of activity in 
       working with local and state government. In discussions with and subsequent proposals made 
       to the State Economist, Mr. Rothschild quite logically explained that success in his nonprofit 
       mission would transform inactive individuals into tax paying citizens, and moreover, remove 
       them as dependents of government subsistence payments. He progressed this idea with others 
       and the result was the passing of a Human Capital Bond in his state, Minnesota. A $10 million 
       pilot fund has now been passed, and is in early stages of implementation. Mr. Rothschild is 
       especially adept at both working with governments and observing likely trends, which will 
       impact the social sector. It’s clear that, as mentioned within the essay, what has increasingly 
       come to be called discretionary spending—a euphemism for “we don’t have a lot of money 
       in this government”—will continue to be a problem regardless of improvement within the 
       economy at large. Some problems are simply too large, and governments generally are 
       overburdened. So approaches based on the thinking of Mr. Rothschild, which could be carried 
       out with almost infinite variety, make up a major avenue for growth amongst certain nonprofits. 
       The broad proposition is simple: How can a nonprofit legitimately, and within a results focused 
       manner, form a government alliance for fundraising? The basic criterion must be satisfied 
       however: the raising of a bond or similar instrument which attacks the problem, presumably 
       along with one or more nonprofits working on the SAME or closely related problems, must offer 
       detailed explanations and forecasts, statements of capability. This serves as an example of cross-
       sectoral solutions and innovative approaches. The given, which Mr. Rothschild clearly believes 
       in, is that governments (as presaged by Mr. Drucker decades ago) will continue to re-trench. 
       Interestingly, and in some part no doubt due to Mr. Rothschild’s efforts, the Minnesota 
       unemployment figures as of this writing have returned to pre-recession levels—a hopeful
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       statistic, but surely no guarantee whatever that government coffers for new programs will at any 
       time achieve their long-ago levels. Nor, with sufficient innovation of the sort practiced at Twin 
       Cities RISE!, should they. The future beckons. 

Readers may wish to send valuable reading material suggestions to insights@waldronhr.com. 
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