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            GOOD TO GREAT AND THE SOCIAL SECTORS

                Why Business Thinking Is Not the Answer

            We must reject the idea—well-intentioned, but dead
                wrong—that the primary path to greatness in the social sectors is to become
                “more like a business.” Most businesses—like most of anything
                else in life—fall somewhere between mediocre and good. Few are great. When
                you compare great companies with good ones, many widely practiced business norms
                turn out to correlate with mediocrity, not greatness. So, then, why would we want to
                import the practices of mediocrity into the social sectors?

            I shared this perspective with a gathering of business CEOs, and
                offended nearly everyone in the room. A hand shot up from David Weekley, one of the
                more thoughtful CEOs—a man who built a very successful company and who now
                spends nearly half his time working with the social sectors. “Do you have
                evidence to support your point?” he demanded. “In my work with
                nonprofits, I find that they’re in desperate need of greater
                discipline—disciplined planning, disciplined people, disciplined governance,
                disciplined allocation of resources.”

            “What makes you think that’s a business
                concept?” I replied. “Most businesses also have a desperate
                need for greater discipline. Mediocre companies rarely display the relentless
                culture of discipline—disciplined people who engage in disciplined thought
                and who take disciplined action—that we find in truly great companies. A
                culture of discipline is not a principle of business; it is a principle of
                greatness.”

            Later, at dinner, we continued our debate, and I asked Weekley:
                “If you had taken a different path in life and become, say, a church leader,
                    a university president, a nonprofit leader, a hospital CEO, or
                a school superintendent, would you have been any less disciplined in your approach?
                Would you have been less likely to practice enlightened leadership, or put less
                energy into getting the right people on the bus, or been less demanding of
                results?” Weekley considered the question for a long moment. “No, I
                suspect not.”

            
                That’s when it dawned on me: we need a new language. The
                    critical distinction is not between business and social, but between great and
                    good. We need to reject the naïve imposition of the “language of
                    business” on the social sectors, and instead jointly embrace a
                        language of greatness.

            

            That’s what our work is about: building a framework of
                greatness, articulating timeless principles that explain why some become great and
                others do not. We derived these principles from a rigorous matched-pair research
                method, comparing companies that became great with companies that did not. Our work
                is not fundamentally about business; it is about what separates great from good.

            THE GOOD-TO-GREAT MATCHED-PAIR RESEARCH METHOD

            [image: ]

            Social sector leaders have embraced this
                distinction—the principles of greatness, as distinct from the practices of
                business—with remarkable ease. If a nonbusiness reader is just as likely to
                email me as a business reader, then somewhere between 30% and 50% of those who have
                read Good to Great come from nonbusiness. We’ve received thousands
                of calls, letters, emails and invitations from education, healthcare, churches, the
                arts, social services, cause-driven nonprofits, police, government agencies, and
                even military units.

            Two messages leap out. First, the good-to-great principles do indeed
                apply to the social sectors, perhaps even better than we expected. Second,
                particular questions crop up repeatedly from social sector leaders facing realities
                they perceive to be quite different from the business sector. I’ve
                synthesized these questions into five issues that form the framework of this
                piece:

            
                1 - Defining “Great”—Calibrating Success
                    without Business Metrics

                2 - Level 5 Leadership—Getting Things Done within a
                    Diffuse Power Structure

                3 - First Who—Getting the Right People on the Bus within
                    Social Sector Constraints

                4 - The Hedgehog Concept—Rethinking the Economic Engine
                    without a Profit Motive

                5 - Turning the Flywheel—Building Momentum by Building the
                    Brand

            

            I’ve based this piece on critical feedback, structured
                interviews, and laboratory work with more than 100 social sector leaders. While I
                hope to eventually see the results of matched-pair research that uses nonbusiness
                entities as the data set, such research studies—done right—require up
                to a decade to complete. In the meantime, I feel a responsibility to respond to the
                questions raised by those who seek to apply the good-to-great principles today, and
                I offer this monograph as a small interim step.

            ISSUE ONE: DEFINING
                    “GREAT”—CALIBRATING SUCCESS WITHOUT BUSINESS
                    METRICS

            In 1995, officers at the New York City Police Department (NYPD)
                found an anonymous note posted on the bulletin board. “We’re not
                report takers,” the note proclaimed. “We’re the
                    police.”1 The note
                testified to the psychological shift when then Police Commissioner William J.
                Bratton inverted the focus from inputs to outputs. Prior to Bratton, the NYPD
                assessed itself primarily on input variables—such as arrests made, reports
                taken, cases closed, budgets met—rather than on the output variable of
                reducing crime. Bratton set audacious output goals, such as attaining double-digit
                annual declines in felony crime rates, and implemented a catalytic mechanism called
                Compstat (short for “computer comparison statistics”).

            A 1996 Time article describes a police captain sweating at a
                podium in the command center. He stands before an overhead map with a bunch of red
                dots, showing a significant increase in robberies in his precinct. In a Socratic
                grilling session reminiscent of Professor Kingfield in The Paper Chase, the
                questions come relentlessly. “What is the pattern here?” “What
                are you going to do to take these guys out?”2 According to CIO Insight magazine, 75% of commanders found themselves ejected from their positions for failing to reduce crime in their precincts.
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