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Result of the survey based on 12 returned answers from LCJE agency members re. age of their present staff  
Age_15-25
26-35
36-45
46-55
56+

No.    27
79
86
130
94

In other words: Number og staff under the age of 45:
182 
Number of staff ad the age 46 and above:224 

How long does your staff stay? 
Up to 4 years 
108
5-8 years 

  90

9-12 years

  64

13-16 years 

  55

16+

  80 

What can we see/learn? 
That fact that most CEOs are to be found the heavier end of the age-scale comes as no surprise.  Some would even argue that it has to be like that because you have to make your way up – or into the organization. Or one would expect CEOs to have more experience and therefore by definition also be older. 

Maybe we would have bought this argument had it not been for the fact that those who participate in the different LCJE conferences and meetings for the most part also represent the same age group. It is not only our CEO’s that are older.  

Looking at the ICC and the area coordinators a similar picture emerges: We have 11 names and without knowing the age of all of them I believe that there is not even one younger than 45 (and out of the 11 only 2 are women!). Had we included the age of our board members the picture wold have been smilar.  

This picture does not come as a surprise to most of us. The question is whether or not this is a problem for us and if it is what are we or could we be doing about it? 

Some of those who returned the survey sheet not only fill out the questionnaire but also answered the question,  “Do we need to recruit younger staff?” with a YES we do. 

Our own experience in DIM right now

We have just employed two younger families as missionaries to Israel – one moved to Tel Aviv in January and the next is moving to Jerusalem in August. One of the families made an open commitment (five years – but to be prolonged if possible) and they see themselves as staying on for a longer period. The other family committed themselves to 3 years, but is already now indicating that hopefully it will be longer. I can’t give the recipe for how to make this happen, but I am very glad and excited about it. It tells med that someone in the next generation is willing to take over – and we need to set them free to do so in their own way.     

Then last Sunday I met with two of your younger people who had volunteer for us for half a year ain Israel and had returned.  Both need to go back to school and are now asking what kind of studies to start. They have done a good job while there and the experience they had was very positive.  But to take them from there to a longer commitment was not possible – at this stage. They were not ready to see themselves as part of an organisation although they could identify wit hour mission and goals. Rather than being part of a more solid structure they would prefer to move from one project to another – as the wind would blows or the spirit leads. Is this a tendency of the next generation? 
Two things to suggest: 

We need to make it a priority – and be stubborn and stick to it – to include people beyond 45 in our staff, on our boards and committees.  

I sit on a board where we screen project proposals for different developments projects in Africa and the Middle East. There are certain test questions that are always asked for and they need the right answer in order for the projects to be approved. Among them are: Equal participation of men and women – or a demand that men and women are equal beneficiaries of the project. Otherwise the project will not get the support. The other question concerns age and only if it gear towards to next generation will it get the approval and the financial support be granted.  

What if our donor and investors/friends than fund our work – made the same requirements from us? That unless we get young people on our boards and among our staff they will cut back on their support. Would that work? And if it would then why not do it just because we ourselves realize that it is a way to secure the future of what we do? 

It does not come by itself. It needs to be something we aim at – make it a priority and hold on to it with stubborn determination 

Are we spiders where we should be starfish 
I came across the book The Starfish and the Spider – the unstoppable power of Leaderless organization. 

It talks about the difference between the spider and the starfish- if you cut the leg on a spider it is handicapped but if you cut the leg of the starfish it starts to grow on its own. Do we need to set our younger people lose and let them find the way the want to serve and be involved? Are we too much control freaks? And do we therefore not appeal to the next and younger generation who do not have the same commitment to an organisation – perhaps not even to a purpose, if they can’t see  “What’s in it for me?” 
The two families we have just employed – give me joy and hope. They were part of our youth work and served as volunteers and moved from there to be full time employed and even with a long term commitment 

But what do we do with the two others and their kind? There are more of them and I believe there will be even more in the future, people who serve for a while in one place and then move on. One thing I believe we need to do is to make sure that we engage them in the cause and not in our organizational structure. Set them lose to find their 
Issues to consider: 

· ”What´s in it for me?” 

· No long term commitment

· Attitudes to authorities  - loyalty to a cause rather than to an organization 

· There is no prestige in sitting on a board 

· ”Spiders or starfish” – how do we set people free to serve? 
