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What is Social About Social Entrepreneurship and Social Change Making?
	Social entrepreneurs and social change makers are goal oriented individuals: they want to make something happen, and will take the initiative and face the risks of doing so. This is true regardless of whether they are starting an initiative from scratch, or operating from an established platform. 
In this, they are similar to the more familiar business entrepreneurs and visionary business leaders.  An important question is whether there is anything different about the purposes, the methods, and the motivations of individuals who would identify themselves as social entrepreneurs or social change makers rather than business entrepreneurs and leaders.
	The Social Value of Private, For-Profit Entrepreneurs and Visionary Business Leaders 
After all, one can reasonably claim that successful private entrepreneurs working in industries such as technology, pharmaceuticals, publishing, transportation, or agriculture have produced valuable social changes. By definition, they have benefitted the customers who willingly plunked down their hard earned money for the products and services they offered. By definition, they have delivered financial returns to those who invested in the enterprise. By definition, they have provided employment opportunities for those seeking work.  In an important sense, these are all socially and publicly valuable as well as privately, economically valuable. 
But their social value sometimes goes beyond these economic, material benefits distributed to individuals as a result of their entrepreneurship and business leadership. By producing and delivering particular products, they have changed the ease with which individuals throughout the society can make connections and find common cause with one another. They have changed our health status and life expectancy. They have broadly distributed knowledge about the world, and rolled back the sea of ignorance. They have made it possible for us to see our loved ones as well as communicate with them over the internet. And they have made melons and oranges available to us 12 months a year. (Ok, they did also take all the taste out of tomatoes, but you can’t have everything!) And these effects on the quality of individual and collective life could, in principle, be captured and evaluated if one wanted to look beyond the revenues earned by a company through sales of products and services to see the full, non-monetized, measure of the individual and social value produced by the firm.  
So, if there is a difference between business entrepreneurs and leaders on one hand,  and social entrepreneurs and social change makers on the other, it does not lie in the fact that one produces effects on individual material well being, and the other produces effects on both economic well being and social relationships that accumulate to an overall collective experience in society. Both business entrepreneurkinds andof social change agents  will produce effects on material welfare as well as social relations, and both will produce effects at the individual and social level. The difference lies primarily in their pre-occupation with these different kinds of social effects, and their relationship to financial transactions – i.e. money.
The Different Social Purposes, Sources of Energy, and Individual Comments Characteristics of Social Entrepreneurs and Social Change Makers
The important difference between private entrepreneurs and visionary business leaders on one hand, and social entrepreneurs and social change makers on the other lies in four key characteristics:  
1) the degree to which they remain interested and concerned about the full individual and social consequences of their actions as they register in the quality of individual and collective life, and interested in pursuing these even when they do not generate a revenue stream from sales;  
2) a willingness to use non-financial measures to capture the size and character of the socially valued effects that are produced as well as the financial measures in accounting for the social value they are creating; 
3) a willingness to go beyond individual economic motivations and pure market processes to produce social results that are not being achieved through existing market mechanisms; and 
4) the willingness to use any surplus economic value generated by their efforts to further advance the cause they endorsed rather than to distribute that value to the creators or owners of the enterprise. 
	Each of these points is sufficiently important, complex, and subtle, that each is worth a bit more explanation.   
1) The Focus on Social Rather than Financial or Economic Value
:  By definition, the social entrepreneur and social change maker always want to look past the financial measures of success to identify the concrete changes in individual and social welfare that they have or could produce. Indeed, in some circumstances they may ignore revenues from sales almost entirely! It is nice to know that they satisfied individual fee paying customers, but they want to see how they have affected the individual conditions under which individuals are living in a richer and more complex way. They also want to know how they have affected the life of whole communities, not just individuals: what impact they have had on aggregate social characteristics, such as the distribution of income, and of power, the chances for upward mobility, and the degree to which an ideal of a good or just society is being approximated by existing conditions.
2) The Use of Non-Financial Measures Rather than Financial Statements
: Because social entrepreneurs and social change makers are focused on a wider set of social effects than are reliably captured and summarized in financial statements, they cannot rely only, or even principally, on these statements as a method for recognizing the value they are producing As suggested above, when looking at the effects they have on their clients, they have to look past the transaction in which an individual purchased a product or service from the firm. They have to be concerned about the impact of that transaction on the individual customer: not just whether it made the customer happier at the moment, but whether it enriched his life materially, socially, and politically. They also have to be concerned about the aggregate social impact of that same transaction repeated many times on the society’s economic, social and political welfare. It is these external social effects – the positive and negative effects of market transactions that are not captured in financial transactions – that have to be recognized conceptually and valued as an accurate reflection of the social or public value they create. To be taken seriously, and reliably protected and advanced, however, these effects must be named, conceptualized, illustrated, and measured – a philosophical, political, and technical challenge to social entrepreneurs and social change makers.
3) The Use of Non Economic Motivations and Non Market Processes  to Shape Social Outcomes
: By definition, social entrepreneurs and social change makers are often dissatisfied with social conditions that have been produced by the operations of a market economy in their particular economic, social, and political context. That means that, while they can often find some useful energy in economic motivations and helpful co-ordination of efforts through the market economy, they cannot work solely within the frame of the market economy. (If they could, we would describe them as successful business entrepreneurs and leaders, not social entrepreneurs and social change makers!)  If they are to succeed in changing social outcomes, social entrepreneurs and social change makers often work with different motivations and different social processes than business entrepreneurs and social change makers. 
Just as business entrepreneurs and business leaders have to work primarily with and through the nexus of desires for individual material gain, money and markets, social entrepreneurs and social change makers often have to look outside this particular nexus for energy, guidance as to value, and production.  They have to work through and with the desires of individuals to help others, to define and do their social duty, and to pursue a vision of a good and just society. And they have to work with social and political processes that shape social values and provide the fuel for civic as well as government action as well as market processes  
Social Entrepreneurship tied to Business Enterprises	Comment by Sarah Johnson: Can you provide an example?
In one version of social entrepreneurship tied closely to business enterprises, the focus on social and political values means that they can seek to produce valuable social results in at least three ways. First, they have to tap into the desires of business leaders to deviate from their strict commitment to a financial bottom line, and encourage them to act in accord with principles of corporate social responsibility – to encourage them to spend shareholder dollars to do the right thing for society at large, not just their shareholders.  Second, they can get commercial enterprises to be responsible for and pursue socially important values by tapping into the social values of customers and investors to bring pressure to bear on firms to advance social goals and avoid social harms through consumer or investor boycotts of companies that do not help to advance important social goals. Third, they can create enough political power to pass laws that would require firms to do what they should do if they were focused on creating social and public value rather than financial returns to shareholders.  In this way, social entrepreneurs and social change makers can find themselves acting to change rather than mimic the practices of business entrepreneurs and leaders, and alter market outcomes through the invocation and use of social and political values in the population.
Social Entrepreneurship in the Voluntary and Political/Government Sector
More commonly, social entrepreneurs and change makers working with and through the social motivations of individuals and collectives work within the voluntary sector, or the political/governmental sector rather than the private business sector. The reason is that the social value they seek to create will often require them to work with clients who do not have much money to spend on products and services, and for causes that cannot easily be converted in a revenue stream generated by sales to individual customers.  So, the revenue stream that is so central to business calculation, success and sustainability – the revenues earned by sales to individuals – cannot be relied on either as a normative justification for the enterprise (if they didn’t value the product, they wouldn’t buy it); or as a practical way of sustaining and scaling the enterprise (choices to produce poor products and services will be punished by consumer indifference). 
Yet, the social ventures created by social entrepreneurs and social change makers will need money and social support to launch, sustain, and scale their efforts to aid needy clients, or advance broad social and political causes. That means they will often have to turn to publicly spirited donors and volunteers to contribute money and labor without expecting a financial return. If there is a some “return” to the donors and volunteers, it will lie in the achievement of the economic, social, and political mission -- not in financial returns directly connected to their contributions.  
When the number of donors and volunteers for an enterprise is not sufficient to produce a valuable social result, or when the public spirit of donors and volunteers flags, it often becomes important for social entrepreneurs and social change markets to turn to the government for sufficient, sustainable, and scalable funding.  If for example, one develops an excellent curriculum with a charter school that can significantly enhance the learning of disadvantaged students, and one wants to see that idea spread across many charter and public schools, the only way that can happen is for the government – which finances most of the final demand for public education through tax dollars, and regulates all suppliers of education through certification processes – to support this expansion. It cannot be done through a pure private market in education. 	Comment by Sarah Johnson: Great example.
Private and Public Partnerships
Of course, it is not unheard of for business leaders and entrepreneurs to seek the help of government to reduce their market risk in launching ventures thatwhich offer future “public benefits” in the form of economic development, jobs, benefits to consumers, and a larger tax base. And, on occasion, government officials will see sufficient public benefit in such arrangements that they will support them with government expenditures, credit, or other uses of government authority (such as the use of eminent domain which allows them to take private property for public purposes as long as the owners receive fair compensation). But these efforts are typically launched from business platforms, and will ultimately depend onr ordinary market processes to do most of the public work. To no small degree, the promise of leveraging private dollars for public purposes is whatthat attracts government to such arrangements.  
But these “private/public partnerships” differ quite a bit from the kinds of social entrepreneurship and change making where the important leveraging will come not from market processes taking over, but from social and political processes, leading to changes in norms and values and public policies. And it is it these other kinds of public engagements with the part of the private sector that is called the voluntary sector (part of the private sector) that are more clearly social enterprise efforts – partly because the goals often include important non-economic goals, partly because they depend on charitable, civic, and patriotic contributions, and partly because they often depend heavily on government support as well as private but public spirited contributions.	Comment by Sarah Johnson: Can you give an example here? Some kind of community organizing example? Maybe even the grape boycott?
4) The Commitment to the Social Mission Rather Than Individual Financial Returns
: Finally, social entrepreneurs and change-makers, unlike business entrepreneurs and visionary leaders are most strongly motivated by their desire to see social conditions altered, rather than to reap the private financial returns that could come from a successful business venture.  This doesn’t mean that social entrepreneurs and social change makers have to take a vow of poverty to qualify as social entrepreneurs. Even social entrepreneurs have to take care of themselves and give their kids a chance to succeed in life by getting a good education. But it does mean that when a social entrepreneur is faced with a choice to distribute excess financial returns earned by the enterprise to the creators and owners of the enterprise, or to plow the returns back into larger, more sustained efforts to produce the desired social effects, the social entrepreneur will resist the temptation to pay him or herself, and put the returns back into the social mission. 
Qualifying Distinctions between Private and Social Entrepreneurs
Conclusion: The distinctions among private entrepreneurs and business visionaries on one hand, and social entrepreneurs and social change makers set out above may seem both arbitrary and rigid. And they may well be. But if we want to hold onto a distinction between ordinary economic entrepreneurship on one hand, and social entrepreneurship and social change making on the other, then we have to find some basis for making that distinction. The proposal here is to find that difference in four key elements:
· The focus on a broad set of social effects rather than simply the value captured by a revenue earned by the sale of products and services	Comment by Sarah Johnson: Why restate this here? I think these are clearer than the ones listed above. Why not replace the list above with these and then just keep the conclusion paragraph?

· An effort to measure these effects in non-financial terms

· Reliance on individual and collectively held social values to legitimate and fuel, and nonprofit and government agencies to achieve their goals

· A willingness to commit surplus economic value to the further of the advancement of the mission rather than individual material benefit.
	If one is unhappy with a categorical distinction, then one could say that an entrepreneurial or change method becomes more social the more it partakes of the characteristics described above, and then locate all social change makers on the continuum described above.	Comment by Sarah Johnson: At some point, maybe we can create a visual continuum and place examples on it?
The Concept of Social or Public Value: 
	Perhaps the most important defining characteristic of social entrepreneurs and social change makers is their focus on producing social or public value rather than financial returns to shareholders and material satisfaction to customers.  But the concept of social and public value remains somewhat elusive. What exactly do we mean by this, and how canould it possibly be measured.? 
 As we have already seen in this course, and will see in the future as we examine future cases, the efforts to make a valuable social change cover many different kinds of desirable changes in the world:. 
· Mohammad Yunus , for example, wanted to provide access to low cost credit to poor tradesmen in rural villages. He was motivated both by the idea that this would improve the economic condition of those given credit, and that the improved access to credit for the poor would create a more just society, and liberate them from their slavery to usurious money lenders.  	Comment by Sarah Johnson: I don’t know if you need all of these examples or if they are in line with your main point

· Jean Ekins was interested in providing educational services to teen mothers  partly because she thought that would make each individual client better off, but also because she thought that the students had a right to be educated, and providing that service to them would make the society more just as well as happier and more prosperous. She was also tempted to join her friend in a wider effort to change cultural attitudes in the society to reduce the stigma from teen mothers. 

· Ed Johnson wanted to find an effective means for reducing crime and protecting property values in his community, but in order to do so, he had to change the relationships among his neighbors, and with the police. Those relationships, once created, were available instrumentally for many other instrumental purposes than controlling crime, and probably resulted in a directly value ford by the citizens as aby creating a more pleasant society in which to live. 

· Aruna Roy wanted to reduce corruption, but the means chosen waschose to concentrate on increasing transparency, which changed the relationship between ordinary citizens and government – a change in political relations rather than social or economic relations.
Two Different Kinds of Social Effects: Material Welfare and Social Relationships: 
These different value creating efforts produced effects that register in two somewhat different categories:  
1) improvements in the material well being of particular individuals touched by the initiative (helping them become richer, healthier, more educated, etc); and
 2) changes in the social relationships and individual status that individuals experienced in their economic, social and political lives (e.g. the dignity and autonomy of individuals, the degree to which individual rights are protected and vindicates, and the presence or absence of oppression or discrimination, etc.)  Importantly, the change efforts undertaken by these four entrepreneurs produced results that registered positively on both kinds of metrics.  	Comment by Sarah Johnson: What about the collective value?
	 The social changes we have so far examined are also relatively small and local; they have not yet expanded to be large scale efforts. That means that the effects can be observed relatively concretely and intimately.  It is not necessary or particularly useful to describe them statistically; one can do it in anecdotes and stories. That also means that the observed initiatives are not yet large enough to move the needle of aggregate social statistics reflecting aggregate social conditions. Mohammed Yunus may be poised to scale the concept of micro finance to include all of Bangladesh or the developing world, but so far, his impact is local. Jean Ekins has a chance to expand to a neighboring county, but even then she will be dealing with only a small portion of Ohio’s teen-aged moms, let alone the nation’s.  And so on. 	Comment by Sarah Johnson: What about Aruna Roy and Yunus? Didn’t those become pretty big?
	Yet, it is clear that what is motivating the social change makers, particularly Yunus and Roy is a larger view of society. That larger view is necessarily defined in terms of aggregate social conditions captured in statistics as well as the richer individual stories the statistics are supposed to represent in quantitative terms. (Behind each number in a statistic is a more detailed story!) They use the relatively larger, more general, and (when described in statistical terms) more abstract and quantitative terms that describe the change they seek or have accomplished as targets that will motivate them as well as others by revealing the important accomplishments and possibilities.  
	Individually Held Social Values: Self, Others, Duty, a Vision of the Good and Just
	This means that these social change agents have values much like other human beings. They have to be concerned about their own material welfare. (It would be a shame to be a burden to others when one is trying to help others). But their values also include the desire to help specific others (altruism), to meet their obligations to others and the wider society as they understand them (duty), and to do what they can to advance an aggregate view of a good and just society through small and large social interventions. These values, combined with a sense of agency and responsibility, cause them to focus on more or less specific conditions in the society that they would like to change, and to imagine and take the actions that will allow them to do so. 	Comment by Sarah Johnson: Can you be more specific in this intro sentence?
	This means that their purposes are social or public not only in the sense that they are broader than the material welfare of individuals, but also that they are focused on the welfare and status of other particular individuals, their moral and civic duties to those individuals, and the overall state of the community or society of which they are a part.  
Of course, some social entrepreneurs may be in the same social circumstances as those they seek to help, and therefore be in a position to benefit individually from any collective effort made to improve the lot of those in that particular position.  Ed Johnson, for example, is in a position similar to his neighbors, and will benefit from the collective action they have in mind. 
But, still, what sets social entrepreneurs and social change makers a bit apart is that they stepped up into the void where others did not.  They have chosen to be concerned about and act for the welfare and social standing of others without expecting or demanding that they be given special benefits or financial returns for their efforts. Their efforts are social both in the sense that they are after social outcomes, and they are not necessarily demanding an individual return for their effort that is commensurate to the value they are trying to create for others.	Comment by Sarah Johnson: From business entrepreneurs or from citizens? 
Collectively Held Social Values: Material Well-Being; Sociability; A Good and Just Society
	Yet, in the account we have given so far, there is an important way in which their goals are not fully social. The purposes they have chosen to pursue represent their own views of what would be good for others, or what conditions would characterize a good and just society.  They have not necessarily tested or checked those views with the views of others in a civic or political process that gave a collective, public quality to the views they were advancing.  
	This does not mean that the views are not social. They are social in part because they are about the welfare of others. The public aspect is further strengthened by connections made between the aims of the social change maters, and more or less widely accepted normative ideas about what we owe to one another as a matter of charity or right.  It can be even further strengthened if the actions are closely aligned with formally established public policies. But the point is that in these cases, the views being advanced are the individually held views of individuals acting on their own initiative – not necessarily the views specifically approved by a social collective. 	Comment by Sarah Johnson: Even Aruna Roy’s?
	Noting this, one might say that something becomes a social goal or objective, when one person decides to do something for others – particularly if that thing is linked to the satisfaction of a basic human need, or the vindication of a basic human right.  But it becomes even more social or public if the purpose that motivates the action has won some kind of social or public authorization and legitimacy. That could be because the idea aligns with a commonly held moral view about human needs and rights. Or, it could be because the purpose and the act have been explicitly supported by a civic group, a political group, or government policy enacted through the processes of representative government. 
In short, something becomes a social or public value not only when it is a value that individuals attach to the well-being of others, or an aggregate state of society, but when something like a collective public shows up to certify the importance of the value.  Such affirmation makes it less likely that the public value being pursued by the social change maker or social entrepreneur is an idiosyncratic or wrong view of what constitutes a satisfactory idea of a good and just society. 
Getting Past the Giggle Test: Clarifying the Purposes, Imagining the Means, and Strengthening the Logic and Evidence that Links Means to Ends 
	The broad view of the ends described above that can be called social or publicly valuable provides plenty of room for a social change agent’s moral imagination to range over conditions in society that could be improved. This is true for individuals in liberal societies which extend a broad authorization to individuals to imagine and pursue social change objectives. But it is also true for those societies in which both cultural and governmental forces suppress social change efforts directed against sacrosanct social structures and values.  The great virtue of human beings is that they can hold onto an ideal of the good and the right even under terrible conditions. 
	The wide discretion given to human beings to imagine how individual and social conditions could be improved could be seen as an invitation to be a bit casual in imaging a value creating social change plan. There are so many urgent needs, it shouldn’t take much thought to figure out something that would be worth doing. 
	Experience also teaches us that the process of trying to make social change is a long and uncertain one. One can start with a particular vision, and commit oneself to pursuing it, but find out somewhere along the way that the idea is not working out very well. Or, one might come across an even better idea. If one is going to change one’s mind anyway, it may not make sense to devote too much energy to developing a particular social change idea in detail at the outset. It might be wise to let it remain a bit vague so that one can be flexible enough to make adjustments as one learns from additional thought, discussion with others, and accumulating experience. 
	Reasons to Be Rigorous Rather than Casual In Developing a Social Change Idea
Despite these two observations, there are four reasons for thinking hard about a social change idea with some care, and in some detail, and with an eye to its practicality near the beginning of one’s efforts.  
The first reasonOne is that one can simply be wrong about the merits of a social change ideaon the merits. Perhaps extending cheap credit to the poor will not help them much, and cannot reasonably be viewed as a blow for justice and freedom since there is not human right to credit. Perhaps programs for teen parents will increase the number of teen parents because the consequences of becoming pregnant and giving birth as a teenager will become less severe, and the educational program will do nothing to change the self-esteem or social standing of the women, etc. . ETC. When one is acting on his or her own view about how the world works, how it can be changed, and what would constitute a valuable change, one can, in fact, make errors that will lead to harm and regret. Anyone who wants to take responsibility for the condition of others, and to use valuable collectively owned resources has a moral responsibility to be reasonably sure that they have tested the merits of their idea.a go	Comment by Sarah Johnson: Not sure if this is what you wanted to say, but the sentence was unfinished.
	A second reason for much thought in advance before getting intotesting an idea in the field is that it is relatively cheap to change one’s mind about the particular ends or the particular means before one goes into action. Once one is in motion, one learns a lot, but often learns it expensively and painfully. 
A third is that having a plan is a necessary price of admission. One cannot figure out how valuable one’s own assets are in bringing about a particular change if one cannot link those assets to key tasks that need to be performed. And one cannot attract support from others if they cannot believe in both the ends you are pursuing and the means you are relying upon. Indeed, it is best if the key supporters and key members of the team have actually worked through the design with you so that they know its details, and its overall strengths and weaknesses. 
A fourth is that it is important to learn what has been done before and how your idea builds on, and improves prior efforts. This will help you avoid  “re-inventing the wheel,” or repeating past mistakes. 
A fifth is that having a relatively clear plan can act as an early warning and instructive feedback system. The plan will help the entrepreneur quickly identify what particular bit of the effort may go wrong, and take preventativecorrective action.
But the discipline of pre-action rigorous thinking hard  comes at a price. The process of careful thought can lead to “analysis/paralysis.” The natural way to avoid error is to check one’s thinking: to look at the moral and empirical assumptions one is making, to test them against logic and evidence, and to test them against the judgment of others. But this line of attack can often lead to endless and  handwringing, and a preference for discussion and debate over action, or even worse, nothing more than the assertion of the importance of some particular abstract value.  
The process of developing a clear, well worked out idea can also lead one astray by building too strong a commitment to that particular goal, and that particular way of reaching the goal. As noted above, once one gets in the field, one will learn different lessonsmore than one can simply by thinking, imagining, researching, and imagining. If one stays committed to a particular line of action, one may miss a chance to make a value creating adjustment. 
The challenge, then, is to find the right balance between thinking and planning in advance so that one can know that one is on reasonably firm ground on one hand, and being willing to commit to an idea and act with determination in pursuit of that idea until the evidence accumulates that indicates it is time to change course. It is thisLearning how to engage in this kind of thinking, focused on creating an idea to which one canould contingently commit,  oneself that is the real focus of purpose of Assignment #2 and Analytic Note #2.  
Defining a Public Value Proposition, or a Plausibly Effective Social Change Idea
Assignment #2 asks students to prepare a strong public value proposition or social change plan that can serve as a moral base and a useful guide for action. By definition, a public value proposition includes two key elements:  

1) first, Aa clear description of the desired social change and an explanation of the intended results that willwould be socially and publicly valuable
2) ;
3) 
4)  second, theA  description of the means one intends to use to achieve the desired result, and  arguments and evidence that makes it plausible that those means could actually produce the desired results (assuming that they could be authorized and implemented).   
	The public value proposition can and should look out to the future and extend be beyond the easy reach of the social entrepreneur. But to count as a professionally accomplished and technically sound plan, it has tomust have a base in the here and now, and a more or less clearly lit path to the future.
We will call the first level test of whether one has produced a strong value proposition the Giggle Test. (This is one step beyond having a Glimmer of an Idea that we required of you in the first assignment in order to test the fit between your social and institutional position, and your social change idea.) The idea is that one has to imagine presenting one’s idea to an experienced and skeptical audience that consists of individuals who have general expertise and experience in the domain in which one is working, and getting through the presentation without prompting a giggle that implicitly asks: “Aare you serious? Give me a break.”  One can anticipate that reaction by imagining all the weakest points in your own argument, or inviting your friends to be as skeptical as possible about the idea. That is the test you have to get pastneed to pass for Assignment 2 in the course.   
To produce a strong social or public value proposition, many different techniques can be deployed, and many different intellectual challenges have to be overcome. Analytic Note 1 provided some guidance about how to envision the ends and the means of one’s imagined social change effort, and in particular, how to distinguish ends from means, and to deal with both at different levels of abstraction and generality. But we know have to dig deeper to develop the argument and evidence that the imagined means can actually produce the desired result: to turn the glimmer of an idea into a strong public value proposition or plausible social change idea.  
In the public sector, those techniques are those associated with the practice of policy analysis and program design. In the private sector, they are the techniques of product and service design (combined with market analysis) The core task is for the social innovator to imagine a particular set of actions that, if taken, would produce a socially valuable result. In the case of the private entrepreneur, that result would be a profitable and sustainable business. In the case of a social entrepreneur or social change maker, the result would be a change in material conditions and social relationships that were more closely aligned with a more or less collectively endorsed view of a good and just society. The paragraphs below set outdescribe some of the important ideas and practices associated with developing a strong public value proposition, but this is at least partly an art, and getting good at it requires one to practice, and to develop one’s own style. These are merely suggestions and guideposts. 
Conceptualizing, Naming, Illustrating and Measuring the Public Value to be Produced
As indicated in Analytic Note 1, a strong public value proposition has to be begin with a clear statement of the valuable social change one seeks to produce for the benefit of society – whether that society is a small, local community, or a group of individuals with common purposes trying to find their place in the wider society, or in the society as a whole. This sounds much easier than it is.
Howard Raiffa, the great decision theorist, had a particular way of approaching the difficult problem of defining the values, goals and objectives that were to be pursued in either an individual or collective effort. He advised individuals to create what he called an “attribute hierarchy.” The first step was simply to write down anything that seemed to be important to consider when considering a particular problem, or an action designed to deal with the problem. By using the very neutral term “attribute” (rather than the more powerful ideas of values, goals and objectives), he invited one to be very open in describing things that might matter, or might deflect a choice from one path of action to another.  	Comment by Sarah Johnson: This paragraph does not exactly help me engage in this process. Is there an example you can give? Or will you describe in class how to engage in this process?
Generating the list is just the start, however. Once one has the list, one has to begin working over the items one has listed.  There are two questions.  First, is the particular item on the list I am now considering a value I am trying to advance or defend and that I would use in evaluating the results of the action I imagine taking, or is it a means to the end, or some kind of indicator or correlate of the real value I am after? The goal here is to be sure that the list represents effects that are valued intrinsically for themselves, not as an element of a larger value, or a means to achieve a desired value. 
Second, are some of the items in the list so similar to one another in terms of the values that interest me that I can usefully combine them in a single larger category with a label that includes the particular items as sub-categories. The goal here is to reduce the complexity of the problem by lumping ideas together that seem associated with the same overarching value.  It is this process of grouping together somewhat similar concepts that gives the list of attributes the characteristic of a hierarchy. It is not that one assigns priority values to some and not to others. 
 Figure 1 presents an attribute hierarchy developed to guide a detailed analysis of what the City of New York could do to deal with its heroin problem, circa 1974. By developing this hierarchy of attributes associated with the use of heroin, that were socially valued by individual change makers inside and outside of government, one essentially set out the dimensions of value in which the heroin problem could be seen and improvement assessed	Comment by Sarah Johnson: I could translate this photocopy into a nicer table, but I don’t want to commit copy right infringement.
[image: E:\MAB FILES\0_Mark Moore\0_MM Courses_2013-14\HKS\DPI-312_Fall 2013\Readings\Analytic Notes\Attributes of the Heroin Problem_ for Analytic Note 2.bmp]
Once one had these different dimensions of value named and conceptualized, it became possible to go beyond the concepts of value, and think about how one might illustrate them with concrete examples and illustrations, or with particular statistics . (rRemember: behind every statistic is a story; and each story can become a statistic). After this step, iIt wasn’t too hard to think about how to illustrate or measure the crimes committed by heroin users. B, but one had to make a crucial distinction between property and violent crimes committed by heroin users, and crimes associated with the possession, use, and distribution of heroin, since the drug crimes were the results of a policy instrument that was being deployed to reduce heroin use and prevent the other kinds of crime., but could, conceivably, be increasing the amount of property and violent crimes being committed by users. 
It was a bit harder to think about what one meant by the dignity and autonomy of users as an important dimension of value.  The illustrations weren’t too difficult. It was easy to present images of heroin users in a stupor unable to care for themselves, or so desperate to obtain drugs that they would sacrifice important relationships and chances for their future. But measurements of the particular kind of misery the users experienced were a bit harder to come by. 
A hierarchy of attributes that have been converted into a hierarchy of goals and objectives for social change ventures turns out to be an important device for social entrepreneurs not only because it focuses their own attention on what they are trying to accomplish, but, as noted above, because they bring others into the enterprise. This happens partly because the whole set of values can draw in different constituencies and supporters to the enterprise than would be possible if one concentrated only on one particular dimension of value. There might be little public support for trying to improve the dignity and autonomy of drug users, but more for the goal of reducing crimes committed by drug users, and reducing the costs they impose on the public. It also happens with measurement because it holds out the possibility that one might actually be able to see whether progress is being made or not. For both reasons, it is important not only to get clear about one’s objectives by setting them out in an orderly array, but also to think about how they might be illustrated to engage individuals in the process, and measured to ensure that the effort is not in vain so that it can reasonably be sustained.	Comment by Sarah Johnson: What is the “it” here?
Valuing Improvements in Both Social Welfare and Social Status and Relationships
As suggested in the discussion of the concept of social or public value above, when one is developing a strong public value proposition one should feel free to include ideas about changing the social status of individuals, and the character of social relationships in which they find themselves enmeshed, as well as their material being. If one is trained in economics, it is natural to think of value creation primarily in terms of improvements in the material welfare of individuals living in the society: reduced poverty, improved housing, less hunger and malnutrition, longer and healthier lives, more education, and so on. Measures are then constructed to locate individuals in the society in these terms, added up to determine the aggregate state of the society as well as the individuals who comprise it, and observed over time to see whether things are improving or deteriorating. Social or public value often consists of producing improvements in these material conditions at the individual and social level. 
If one is trained in psychology, or sociology, or anthropology, however, both the social status of individuals and the character of the social relationships in which they find themselves are understood to be vitally important in the quality of individual and social life. It follows, then, that a social entrepreneur or social change maker can create social and public value by enhancing these aspects of life as well. Think, for example, of the social and political movements to eliminate racial discrimination, or to enhance the status of women, or to protect the rights of gay people to marry and be recognized as a family unit for many economic and social purposes. In a completely different sphere, think about the major effort that was made to support victims’ rights in the prosecution of offenders, and of the effort that is now being made to restore the civil rights of convicted offenders when they have done their time, and shown that they can act as responsible citizens. These movements seek to change social relationships and status, and in doing so to enhance the dignity of citizens rather than improve material well being. 
It might seem odd to treat relationships, or collective social and political processes as kinds of public value. The usual approach is to view relationships as means for achieving social and public goals denominated in terms of indicators of material well being and social welfare. But it doesn’t take much experience with what feels like unjust discrimination or social oppression to understand that building strong relationshipsthis registers in the satisfactions that humans can take in their livesresults in  with every bit as much (or more) human satisfactionforce as the experience of buying a new car, taking a vacation, or buying a home.  The fact that we can track the latter events with a cash transaction does not mean that the experience of the former isare any less consequential, or real, or important to human experience.  Being snubbed is at least as bad as being cheated. Indeed, one of the worst parts of being cheated is the indignation that comes from having been taken advantage of, not just the loss! The state of the relationships that mark one’s life, and the status and standing one enjoys in intimate or more social relationships, constitutes much of what individuals enjoy, and work to build and maintain.
Fitting Means to Ends
Once one has developed a clear conception of the ends to be pursued, one has to turn one’s attention to the means to be used to achieve the ends. The social change agent, acting temporarily as a thoughtful analyst, has to develop some particular idea about how action taken by particular institutions in the society acting through particular methods could be expected to improve the conditions one has in mind. If only the government would pass the particular law one has drafted. Or, if only investors and customers could see the combined economic, material and social value of a particular product or service that could improve the lives of needy individuals in the society.  Or, if only an existing profession would change its practices to embrace new methods for delivering babies, or teaching children to read. Or, if only authority and responsibility for a given problem (along with the resources to solve it) could be shifted from institutions that have little knowledge of local problems and are rife with corruption to those that have both the local knowledge and confidence of the intended beneficiaries. , then social conditions could be improved both with respect to the delivery of services and the achievement of social outcomes, and the enhancement of the dignity and autonomy of oppressed communities.  
These are all examples of ideas about how an important social change could be made. The ideas presented above are relatively simple versions of what have been variously referred to as logic models, or theories of action, or value chains. The value proposition makes a link between some desired change in the society (a social outcome), and a particular set of actions necessary to produce the valued change (the means to that end.) If we could get particular social actors or institutions to do x, then we could get valuable social results.  Figure 2 presents a visual image of what is generally meant by the concepts described above – the process through which social and public assets are deployed through a particular set of activities that produce outputs or activities that result in transactions with individuals that accumulate to important changes in individual and social conditions.
Figure 2: The Value Chain – an improvement in the individual and social conditions in which individuals live. 
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	While it is easiest to imagine this value chain for efforts that produce products and services distributed to individuals, one can also think about this process for organizations designed to change the attitudes and values of individuals, or to give voice to individuals who want to shape their lives and those of others through civic and political action. 
Analytic Note 1 identified several methods to help a social change agent imagine possible value chains that could give them the leverage to produce a valuable social change in the small or, if replicated, scaled, adapted, etc. etc. in the large. One was to make and hold to a sharp distinction between ends and means. Another was to see that ends and means could both be described at different levels of abstraction and generality, with the implication that it was important to pick the right level of abstraction and generality in both, but perhaps particularly in the means. A third was that one could stimulate one’s imagination of plausible means both by working backward from the desired goal using logic to imagine the act that would have to come before the event one wanted to producet, and by working forward from current practice in an effort to see how current practices might be usefully modified to improve performance.   


Testing the Proposed Means against Published Argumentation and Evidence
Once a social change agent has settled on a particular means that looks plausible, it is time to kick the tires with a serious review of the empirical evidence about whether the idea actually works. That review is helped enormously by finding that the idea (or something close to it) has been tried somewhere else.  Those with experience and knowledge of what they did and what happened can then be interviewed. 
The empirical review may also be helped by the existence of social science knowledge that identifies the important causes of a problem, and guides the social entrepreneur and change maker toward an intervention that focuses specifically on that cause.  For this reason, an important part of developing a strong value proposition is exploring the professional and social science literature in search of information that can guide the design, and test the plausibility of the intervention. 
Often, however, the existing professional and academic literature, while helpful, will not provide the solid base one wants to establish to orderhave to be sure that one is on the right path. It is only sometimes true that a particular program has been validated, and that one can confidently replicate the idea in a new context and get the same result. It is even less often true that established social science findings about the causes of a given problem will lead to unambiguous implications about how best to intervene, and ensure success with that newly conceived intervention. 
This means that in developing and testing a plausibly effective intervention, one often has to use other more work-a-day skills. One has to use imagination, a habit of skeptical reflection, a willingness to keep checking assumptions on the basis of common sense and experience, anecdotal information that becomes available suggesting that an idea might or might not work, consultation with others knowledgeable about the problem, and so on. One should use these methods with the zeal and discipline of a scientist who is developing and testing hy[ppotheses about what might be tried next to deal with a social problem, but without necessarily relying on what science has already produced for practical use.    
The reason to engage in this type of rigorous thinkingdo all this is to reduce the chance that your public value proposition might be wrong. You could have a mistaken or skewed idea about what would be a socially or publicly valuable result to achieve.  You could be wildly off in the means you thought would be adequate to the task. Or you could simply be confused, and therefore confusing to potential supporters.  For these reasons, it is important to give relatively close consideration to the logic and evidence you rely on to develop and present your social change idea or public value proposition.
The “Getting Real” Test:  Using the Strategic Triangle to Test Sustainability and Do-ability  
As noted in Analytic Note 1, having a good idea that would be valuable if it could be authorized and implemented in some local domain is an important first step in developing a value creating idea to which you and others can get committed. But the idea is not valuable if, as a practical matter, it cannot be socially legitimated and attract the resources necessary to achieve the desired result. Nor is it valuable if there is no way to deploy the resources in particular ways that can produce the desired results. 
The idea has to meet practical tests that affect its sustainability and operational feasibility as well as substantive tests that the idea is plausibly valuable if it could practically be done.  The next test after the Ggiggle Ttest, then, is the challenge to G get Rreal; to test seriously whether and how the public value proposition could actually be given legitimate social standing, and effectively implemented in the immediate context in which one is operating.  This work was foreshadowed in Analytic Note 1, but here we go deeper to help you meet both the giggle test, and the getting real tests. 

The  Strategic Triangle: Social Value, Operational Feasibility, Social and Financial Sustainability
As noted in Analytic Note 1, a valuable tool for diagnosing the immediate context, checking for risks and opportunities to drive one’s idea forward, and imagining the actions that could be taken to reduce the risks of proceeding is a simple idea we call the strategic triangle. This appeared as Figure 4 in Analytic Note 1. It appears here again as Figure 3.  The basic idea is that a social or public value creating social idea has to meet three criteria symbolized by the points of the triangle: it has to be; 1) publicly valuable; 2) socially legitimate and financially sustainable; and 3) operationally feasible to achieve. 	Comment by Sarah Johnson: The analytic note 0 word doc you sent me does not have the strategic triangle figure in it, so I don’t have the same image to insert. Do you have it somewhere?	Comment by Sarah Johnson: Do students need to diagnose the public value? There is no diagnosis below, Or do the other two diagnoses impact the public value produced? Can you make that explicit?
Of course, once one has done the work described above to develop a strong public value proposition that defines the ends to be achieved (or the dimensions of value to be advanced), and outlines the means to be relied upon to achieve the desired goals, one has gone a long way towards meeting these tests. This is particularly true with respect to developing a clear conception of the public value to be produced. One has also gone part of the way towards meeting the test of operational feasibility, in the sense that one has identified an intervention to try that has a reasonable chance of achieving the desired goal . (tThat is the Ggiggle Ttest).  
But the strategic triangle indicates that there is much diagnostic and fact checking work that remains. With respect to the question of operational feasibility, one may have a blue print of the machine you would like to assemble, but the machine has not yet been built.  An important question is how much will it cost to build as an investment, and how much it will cost to run as a continuing operation once the investment has been made. An equally important question is whether the required capacity already exists so that all one has to do is to turn the efforts in a new direction; or whether there are bits and pieces of existing capacity that can be combined to create the required capacity; or whether one has to start from the ground up.  These are the questions that need to be answered before the question of operational feasibility has been answered. 	Comment by Sarah Johnson: Could these three paragraphs be removed and integrated with the categories below. It doesn’t seem like you need both.  
With respect to the question of social legitimacy and the supply of financial and other resources to the enterprise (such as volunteer or quasi-volunteer effort),  one has to go through the painful process of identifying not only what resources one needs (this comes from the analysis of required operational capacity), but also where those resources might be tapped.  To start and sustain a social change venture, one has to not only find the money (or volunteer effort), but also to be able to protect the organization from external threats to its existence; in essence, a social or public “license to operate.” This can be founded in individual rights to form associations for lawful purposes, or on social and political protection of some kind, or even in explicit government support of some kind.  One also needs  a sustained flow of resources useful in achieving the goal of the enterprise. This can be money from sales of products and services to clients, or charitable donations from a few large or many small donors, or it can be the voluntary contribution of labor or materials. Without this authorization and capitalization, it is hard to get started, and even harder to sustain and grow the operation.  So, just as private entrepreneurs have to find “angel investors” and (ultimately) customers with money to spend, social entrepreneurs and change makers have to find sources of publicly motivated investment and sustained support from third parties if they are going to succeed. 
The two tests described briefly above together constitute what we call the getting real test. It is a tougher test than the giggle test because one has to answer practical questions of doability in a particular concrete circumstance as well as abstractly in the form of a general argument that a particular effort could theoretically be made, and could plausibly achieve the desired goal. 
As in the case of developing the value proposition, this analysis can start with some general observations about the available operational capacity, and the sources of legitimacy and support. But the analysis gains utility as both an internal guide to action and as a way to build support as  it gains clarity, persuasiveness and empirical testability. Think of the private dot-.com entrepreneur who,  does not at the start-up phase, does not have even have a product in the consumer market, much less a revenue stream linked to sales, much less hard evidence of profitability. All he or she has is an idea that looks promising. That alone can create a positive equity price for his effort. But the value of that idea goes up as it becomes clearer and more testable.  
1. Assessing the Operational Risks
In getting past the Ggiggle Ttest, one had to develop a blueprint of an action to be taken by some social actor that, if reliably executed, could achieve the desired outcomes.  In getting past the Ggetting Rreal Ttest, one has to look into the existing social context and find the capacities to do the imagined work. 
We all know that good designs often collapse when they hit the reality of the world. Sometimes the problem isf faulty design: the activity or output that we imagined would be able to solve a particular problem turns out not to work. Or tThe new curriculum innovation doesn’t do any better than the old in teaching kids to read and writeting. Or tThe new way to provide services to special needs students does not seem to improve either their current satisfaction or their educational achievement. The effort to prevent dropouts doesn’t work as reliably as we hoped. Etc.  
But often the problem is less faulty design than faulty implementation. If we had managed to get the organization to do what we had in mind, the results would have been great; we just couldn’t get the organization to do what we had in mind. I suspect this is more often the reason for failure than failed design. My early professional career was spent in a world in which economists and statisticians were routinely discovering that no public policy initiative ever seemed to work, at the same time that political scientists were discovering that not public policy initiative was ever implemented! Implementation failure is as big a risk as design failure.! 
Diagnosis: 
Again, toTo determine how much operational risk is involved in a given initiative, one has to start with a diagnosis that looks closely at the actions one is imagining that real people and real organizations in the current environment could plausibly undertake.  If one occupies a position of authority in an existing organization, and is planning on using the capacities of an existing organization alone to accomplish the goals, then the important question is: Cwhether one can one turn anthat existing organization to accomplish thethe purposes one has in mind?. That, in turn, focuses one’s imagination on how the tools of organizational leadership, influence, and control can be deployed to build the required operational capacity. Often this requires innovations in both the operational and administrative systems of an organization. One has to figure out how to re-focus the attention of a child protection agency on preventive efforts rather than reactive efforts to protect children from abuse and neglect.  Chapter 6 of Creating Public Value offers some guidelines about how to size up operational risks when the necessary operational capacity one needs lies within a single organization. 
	In contrast, if one occupies an important institutional position at the head of an organization, but recognizes that the operational capacity one needs to achieve the desired results is distributed across many different organizations, and perhaps even across many different sectors, then one has to figure out how to build and govern a network of organizations whose combined efforts can be focused on a task. That effort has more inherent risk than trying to use one’s authority to change an organization. One has to find ways to use the urgency of the problem to be solved, the capacity for persuasion and negotiation to develop more or less explicit agreements among the contributing organizations, and measurements of performance to create the functional equivalent of direct authority over the effort. 
	Finally, if one is not in charge of an existing organization, one has to look around in the immediate context to find existing capacities that can be turned to one’s purpose, or to try to create them from scratch. One possibility is that one would find an existing organization already doing what one had in mind to do! In this case, the social entrepreneur or social change maker faces an interesting choice: they can decide that their effort is not worth pursuing independently since someone else is already doing the job; they could try to join the other organization; they could stay with their own venture and hope to collaborate with the existing one; or they could decide to compete with the existing organization. In the private sector, the choice is usually made for competition. In the public sector, however, where resources for accomplishing important social goals are always very scarce, and where there may be significant economies of scale, there may be greater virtues in joining or collaborating rather than competing. But that is only true ifs the social entrepreneur or change maker believes that the potential for social value creation in a particular context is being fully developed by the existing operation.  
	In the case that no one else is in a particular field or space that the social entrepreneur or change maker would like to occupy, they face the tasks and risks of any organizational start up. They have to find the people to do the work and a way to keep them engaged. They have to develop effective policies and procedures for getting the work done. They have to develop an organizational structure that creates an internal structure of authorization, and responsibility, and control over resources. They have to develop process that both create a sense of accountability and enable the candid discussions that lead to organizational learning, e. Etc. In effect, they have to use all the traditional tools of organizational management to create an organization, tailor madetailor-made for the new task, rather than retrofit these tools to push an existing organization in a new direction. 
	Mitigating Actions: This diagnosis of the size and character of the implementation gap  produces an idea of how large the operational risks might be, and where the most important ones lie. This analysis, in turn, points to a managerial interventions that can be made that could reduce those risks. 

	Changing an Existing Organization
If one is trying to change an existing organization, or build a new organization to accomplish the job, a vast management literature can provide guidance. Chapter 7 of Creating Public Value offers an overview of how operational risks could be mitigated. In a sense, the diagnosis identifies a specific set of innovations that managers have to create that will result in the creation of an organization that can embody the “how” they had in mind in their policy design. Each of those steps, in turn, can be seen as a kind of investment and target of managerial activity that carries certain costs and risks with it. The operational risk is the sum of the risk of those efforts that remains even after one has thought through the means to deal with them.
	Creating a Network of Organizations 
If, however, one is trying to create a network of organizations that borrows bits of capacity from many different organizations to achieve the desired result, one is operating in a world where one lacks the authority to direct flows of resources and the work of individuals in a particular direction through the use of the usual tools of organizational management., Othen one has to turn to a different set of techniques associated with the arts of persuasion and negotiation and the management of partnerships.  There, the critical issues focus on how closely aligned the interests of different organizations are, and the degree of social pressure they are feeling that could cause them to want to collaborate. It Success also depends on  using one’s imagination to propose actions that,  could be taken together, which willwould produce results that register as valuable in the terms of one’s negotiating partner(s) rather than simply in one’s own terms.  Often, the prospects for forming such partnerships represent an important part of the operational risk of any given social enterprise.
2. Assessing the Sustainability Risk: Building Legitimacy and Ensuring Financial Support
While the operational capacity circle focuses attention on the risks associated with effectively implementing a social change idea, the legitimacy and support circle in the strategic triangle encourages social change agents to closely consider closely how they will mobilize the resources required to launch, sustain, and ultimately to scale their effort. Those resources could come in the form of additional money that could be used to leverage existing efforts. Or theyit could come in the form of additional formal or informal authority that could be used to leverage existing efforts (t. (This is particularly important if one is trying to create an operational capacity that cuts across different organizations.) Or it could come in the form of volunteer assistance of various kinds. 
At the base of all of these potential resources is the enthusiasm that social actors throughout the society haved for the proposed public value proposition, and what they are willing to do to support it. The picture here is that thereThere are many social actors present in the immediate environment who control assets that cwould be necessary or useful in moving your project forward. The social change maker’s task  is to scan that environment to identify those to whom one must turn to muster the necessary resources that can be converted to operational capacities. This may look like the process of scouting for angel investors in the private sector. And to a great extent, it is that. But in the public sector, the task of mobilizing resources also includes what would be described as consumer marketing in the private sector. One is looking not only for individuals who will front the money for an investment; one is also looking for sources of money and support that can sustain and scale the enterprise over time. This is not always paying clients or financially motivated investors hoping to attach themselves to a revenue stream.  It is more often government or charitable funds, or volunteer effort.  
Ideally, of course, everyone would become a supporter; and not only a supporter who stands on the sidelines cheering, but one who is actually willing to put some valuable assets they control on the line. This could mean their official authorization, or their tacit support, or their financial support, or their labor, or access to others who can provide any of the above.  
The idea of mobilizing independent social actors to support your efforts presents itself first as a practical, instrumental necessity for making something happen. But, as noted above, one can also see the creation of this supportive environment as an end of a social change effort, in the sense that the social context has been changed with respect to attitudes towards the problem one is trying to solvemitigate. Consciousness has been raised. New sources of resources have been tapped.  A new social structure – however small and short-lived – has been created. That in itself ese outcomes, in and of themselves, may make the society more prosperous, social and just than it was before – at least to some degree.  But it also creates an increased likelihood that the social change initiative or other initiatives can be sustained and scaled. 
Diagnosis: The first step in assessing the social and political sustainability risk is asking: a diagnostic task: one has to figure out Hhow much authority does oone needs to be able to launch, sustain, and ensure the successful performance of one’s idea? . Who is it whose permission is needed to go ahead?  How much and how sustained must their support be? Do we need simply their permission, or their protection from others who would like to prevent the effort from being launched and expanded, or their insistent demand that the project be carried forward?
This analysis can be carried out in the first instance with respect to formal or informal authorization to make something happen, and draw on the backing of more powerful others actors to extend and expand one’s own formal and informal authority. But one also musthas to pay attention to the flow of material assets one needs to launch the effort. It is not just authorization that one needs; it is also money, and other kinds of material assets such as communications, spacebuildings, etc. 
The focus of attention can be oin those in those in formal positions to authorize action and provide resources, or it can be on a much larger group of individuals who could make contributions of authorization and money, but are not in formal positions to commit large blocks of money and authority.y These – individuals  who might be recruited to say nice things about your effort in public media, or who they might be willing to make small donations of money, or they may bewho are willing to help you as volunteers or , or who are willing to support your efforts as guinea pigs for what it is you are trying to do. The methods of reaching the individuals can be through face to faceface-to-face efforts to persuade and negotiate, or through more impersonal efforts to communicate through mass media. (Note that these techniques for mobilizing support are also extremely helpful when one is trying to create political pressure to form, animate, and guide networks of organizations.) 
Social and political legitimacy and support can be built by creating a large network of formal and informal supporters of one’s cause (political consent as the basis of legitimacy), or by sheltering within and exploiting some existing legal authorization or mandate (law as the basis of legitimacy), or by using ideas that are already accepted as right or that have strong expert opinion behind them (expertise as a basise of legitimacy), or by drawing attention to an important moral value that is being neglected or needs to be recovered (moral values as the basis of legitimacy). 
The framework that is sketched out briefly in the points made above are made more explicitly in Chapter 4 of Creating Public Value. Taken together, these ought to help you explore the question of whether the authorizing environment on balance at the moment (given its heterogeneity and dynamism) is indifferent, hostile to, welcoming, or demanding that your idea be triedto your social change idea, and what particular parts of the environment you will rely on for support, and which parts you will have to figure out how to evade. 	Comment by Sarah Johnson: Can you define authorizing environment above?
	Mitigating Actions: Once the diagnostic task is done, however, one simply has an estimate of whether there is a lot of risk or not very much on the authorizing side of the strategic triangle. Whatever the answer to that question, one has to take the next step to imagine how the risks might be mitigated by managerial action. Chapter 5 of Creating Public Value provides ideas about the methods that can be used by managers, not only to identify, but also to manage risks to their social and political legitimacy. These techniques include:
·  Uusing techniques of entrepreneurial advocacy to persuade key authorizers  to commit their authority and their capabilities to the desired course of action,
· ,  or Oorchestrating a process of consultation that engages interested and capable actors in a process of collective decision-making that allows them to agree on a set of purposes,
· ,  or  Uusing negotiation techniques to build a sufficient coalition that by itself has enough authorizing capacity to initiate and sustain the enterprise,   
· Building a coalition that by itself has enough authorizing capacity to initiate and sustain the enterprise,
·  or Mmanaging a broad process of public deliberation that will build a legitimate social and political base for one’s action
· R, or running a marketing campaign to build support for a cause. 
Note that some of the most important methods for doing this begin with the possibility that one might need to adapt one’s value proposition in some ways to create a winning coalition for action. This is true for the processes that involve an open ended discussion about the problem and what should be done, rather than those efforts that are designed to encourage a particular answer.   As one does this, of course, one runs the risk of creating more substantive public value risk even as one is reducing political risk. Indeed, in the worst case, one might end up sacrificing a great deal of public value for political feasibility. But this is precisely where leadership and moral judgment are called for: it is precisely in the balancing of political and substantive risk that adaptive leadership is most important. 	One should also be aware of the risk associated with moral arrogance, and an unrecognized contempt for the court of public opinion. One could be quite confident that one is pursuing public value and find out later that one was simply wrong about the idea – that the public was appropriately responding to a set of values that some of which had been neglected by you in your enthusiasm for a particular line of action. For a discussion of this, read Chapter 8 of Creating Public Value. 
The Particularity of the Risks and Opportunities
To a degree, one can use one’s own general experience, generalized logic, and general findings to make judgments about political and operational risk of particular ideas. And, when one is stuck in an academic setting and away from the particular economic, social, and political environment in which one is trying to make something happen, there is little else that can be used.  
But when one is really trying to make something happen (as opposed to thinking about making something happen), generalized knowledge has to yield pride of place to more particular knowledge of particular settings in the real world. Part of the reason we have focused as much attention as we have on a change agent’s particular position in a micro-social environment is to keep dragging you back from the abstract world of general possibilities available to the more concrete and specific world of what you plan to do tomorrow.  The risks and opportunities, while calibrated against the large, are always calculated in the small. 
To meet the challenge of getting real, we ask you to try your idea out not only on individuals who are expert in the general field, but also on those who might join with you in setting the effort in motion in the particular context in which you are now operating (when you are not in school).  This work will not only inform your idea, but it is often the first step in getting the idea off the drawing board and into the world. It is the time when one begins to put the proposition seriously to others whose help you will need.   
Some of you will have done this already: you will have a particular idea of when and where you would like to start your effort, and have begun checking out the potential for support, funding, and capacity in that environment, and have begun building the network that can leverage your individual idea into something that can be more widely authorized and successfully implemented.  That’s great.
Others, with perhaps a less specific idea of when and where you are interested in getting started, will still be experimenting with the risks associated with your idea at a general level, and will have contacted individuals who are expert in the broad field in which you are working. That’s fine, too. All that it means is that your ideas about political and operational risks and how they might be mitigated will be formulated at a more abstract and general level than if you were focused on a particular location at a particular time.
Making the Judgment Call: A Contingent Commitment
As noted above, while these suggested methods for developing and testing a strong public value proposition that can pass both the Ggiggle Ttest and the Gget Rreal Ttest, can support a process of exploration, they also create a potential problem: it is never exactly clear when the exploration of this space has produced a good answer. Consequently, one doesn’t know when one should stop thinking about the idea and start acting. 
To move ahead in making social change, one eventually has to commit – however contingently – to a particular idea about what could be done, and how resources and capacities to realize the particular social change plan might be mobilized and deployed. One has developedmust develop an idea that is no longer just an aspiration; it is something that you think you can bring alive through a concrete set of actions. Making that commitment is an important milestone.
But one must always remember that this idea, however carefully and painstakingly developed, should be held contingently. It is the best answer one has about what should be done, until it is clear that it is not working very well, and that an even better idea has come along. There will be many occasions along the long path of successful entrepreneurship and change where both the necessity and the opportunity to re-think what one is doing will arise. An important part of the intellectual discipline of being a successful social entrepreneur and change maker is to welcome and seize upon these opportunities for changing ones mind. This is what could be called strategizing, as opposed to developing a strategy. At any given moment one should have a strategy. But one must be able and willing to change as the world teaches its lessons, and creates unexpected opportunities. 



Appendix 1
A Rubric for Developing a Strong Public Value Proposition
Name: __________________________

	
My Public Value Proposition

	I. Summary/Overview of Sector Change Idea

“The What”
and “The How”

3 points
	
	· Includes a brief, clear, punchy, description of your value proposition or social change idea  

· Includes a clear, succinct description of what particular conditions in the world will be improved

· Includes a clear, succinct description of the principal means you will rely on to produce that improvement

	II. Position and Personal Assets

Why Me?
2 points
	
	· Identifies key personal assets that are specifically helpful (or potentially harmful) in pursuing your social change idea

· Links specific personal assets to particular tasks that have to be accomplished and sustained in the first year of your effort

	III. The Public Value Proposition:
A Fuller Description and Justification

4 points
	
	· Explains why changes in social conditions described above would be valuable (in utilitarian or deontological terms), and to whom the changes would be valuable (individual clients, or citizens and society as a whole) 

· Presents logical argument or empirical data that makes it plausible that one can achieve these valued results from the means that are proposed 

· Describes the scale at which you are planning to operate in year 1, year 3, and year 5 to help us assess magnitude of public value you plan to create

	IV. Defining the Requisite Operational Capacity:
A Fuller Description of “the What”

4 points


	
	· Describes the particular services, products, or other activities (organizational outputs) that you will produce and the means you will rely on to produce the publicly valuable results (Core Operational Specifications) 

· Describes the particular aspects of the new enterprise, which both differentiate it from current practices, and constitute the most important active ingredient in producing the desired change (Distinctive competence)

· Locates your particular social change effort in the larger social effort that is shaping conditions which you seek to improve (Potential competitors and collaborators)

· Describes how you plan to organize the work of your enterprise, and what operational partners you will seek to recruit to help you produce the desired results (Operational alliance building) 

	V. Mobilizing Legitimacy and Support: 
Building the Financial, Legal, and Political Base
4 points 

	
	· Identifies major sources of financing for the enterprise, and the particular social actors who control that funding (Government appropriations, charitable contributions, and payments for services)

· Identifies key sources of legal authorization, protection for the enterprise, and the legal authority that the enterprise can command in seeking the financial and operational assistance of others (Constitutional rights, statutory authority, common law) legal authority

· Identifies the important governing ideas in the domain in which you are trying to operate, and the ways in which they can be aligned or have to be countered by a conventional idea supporting your initiative

· Identifies sources of political, social, and moral support (political constituencies who will support and oppose you) 

· Identifies the key values associated with your change initiative that will be particularly valued (or opposed) by the different actors who are controlling money, authority, and public moral support in the authorizing environment
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TaBLE 1. ATTRIBUTES OF THE HEROIN PROBLEM

Attributes of the Heroin Problem

Indicators of the Problem in New York City
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Mortality rate among users is approximately 1%, per year;!
20-year-old user has the same life expectancy as a 50-year-old
nonuser.?

Nearly all tetanus cases are users;?
Nearly all users contract clinical or subclinical hepatitis.?

Roughly only 2 out of every 12 hours are spent being *‘straight’ ;3
Many users abuse alcohol.4

Average income for users in legitimate work is estimated at $3,300;5

20-30% of users in New York City are on welfare; around 50-60%,
of users report borrowing from family as a source of money.?

Over 509, of cases of child abuse in New York City involve families
of users;?
14 of users never help out former wife or family.”

An estimated 14 to ¥4 billion dollars worth of property is stolen by
heroin users in New York.8

14 of people in a ghetto neighborhood have purchased special locks
and alarms for their homes.®

14 to 14 of people in a ghetto neighborhood walk only on certain
streets;?
14 to ¥4 in the same area do not go out alone at night.?

Around 909, of heroin users received their first dose of heroin from
another drug user10

Federal, state, and local governments spend a total of $100-150 mil-
lion on programs specifically directed at heroin users.!!

Roughly $60 million are provided to heroin users through
welfare,12 ’

Roughly 209, of all felony and misdemeanor indictments are for nar-
cotics crimes.!

People avoid using parks, recreational facilities, etc., because of a
distaste for coming into contact with users,

Many wealthy citizens respond to a large population of users by mi-
grating out of the city.

Commitment procedures are widely attacked as threats to civil liber-
ties but are also justified as major instruments of heroin policy.*
Profits to organized crime from the sale of heroin are estimated at
$24 million.8

In enforcing narcotics laws, police are offered bribes of $50~70,000,1

“Users come from homes of better socioeconomic circumstances than
do non-users." %

NoTE: The sources for +hic +able are listed in Anneandiv A
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The “Value Chain”
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