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1) Mayors view themselves (and are viewed by others) as “governors” of their cities – the individuals occupying offices that hold sovereign powers within a particular (local) political jurisdiction. As such, the mayors, the citizens and voters who elected them, the taxpayers who provide the funds for governmental operations, and the clients they seek to serve through government agencies hold them generally responsible for conditions in the cities they govern. If the economy is faltering, citizens expect the mayor to do something to promote economic development. If the streets are crumbling and dirty; if the parks are dusty and littered; if the schools are violent and ineffective, then citizens expect the mayor to mobilize public works, parks and recreation, and the public schools to change these conditions. If crime is on the rise and racial tensions are on the rise, citizens hope that mayors could combine effective and judicious police action with certain kinds of moral leadership to restore a sense of security and tolerance among the citizens of a city. If the garbage is not being picked up, and or the process of getting a construction license is too difficult, the citizens want government to improve its services to them and become more customer friendly. This and more falls within the general ambit of a mayor’s responsibility. Citizens hope and expect them to govern a city justly and well, and to make it easy for them to interact with government in the many different relations they have to government.
2) Local citizens expect mayors to deal with this huge range of social conditions despite the fact that mayors have relatively little control over many -- perhaps most -- of the conditions that become the focus of community concerns. This is not just a matter of personal incapacity. Mayors have often built extraordinary capacities to act on social problems by developing the political constituencies that brought them to office. That constituency may constrain what they can do by bringing pressure to deliver on what they promised to do. But it also enables them to achieve a great deal. It confers broad social and political legitimacy on the issues they nominate for attention. It enables them to convene individuals and leaders of other organizations to consider and take action on social problems. It gives them a powerful kind of volunteer army that they call on to take actions to advance the agenda they put before the public. And so on. 

3) But even with all this power to act that comes through political mobilization and the legitimacy that attaches to popular support, mayors find themselves constrained by the formal powers of the offices they hold. They may, in fact, have little authority over key factors that shape economic development. They do not necessarily have investment funds to put into promising start-up organizations. They may not have much influence over relevant tax rates. And they may not even be able to do much to provide a physical or social infrastructure that would attract private investment in the cities they govern. They may also find their influence over government service agencies limited by restrictions on funding on one hand, and accountability systems that slow the rate of innovation, and dilute incentives for performance. Many government financed agencies operating in their cities such as schools may have significant legal independence from their direct political control, or may receive much of their funding from other higher levels of government that use their financial leverage to shape what the local officials are able to do.  And, mayoral capacity to reach into the human heart and help citizens understand and do the right thing with respect to other citizens and to help build a strong community is constitutionally and practically limited. They are, in the end, only individuals occupying borrowed offices with limited powers for a limited period of time. 
4) The paradox that mayors are on one hand viewed as broadly responsible to a wide range of social conditions, and one the other, have only limited and uncertain powers to shape those conditions can be understood as a result of the fact that while the mayors do not have a large absolute amount of power and influence over conditions in the city, as a relative matter, it often seems to the citizens of the city they have a relatively large amount of power and influence. The individual and the office may not count for much, but when one compares it with the power and influence of any other individual and office in a city, it may look like a great deal. Moreover, the power they hold has the virtue of being accountable to the local population, and draws its legitimacy from the fact that it can plausibly represent itself as acting on behalf of a broadly understood and shared set of social aspirations held within the local population. And, perhaps most importantly, it is a kind of power that is flexible, and can assert itself to deal with any issue that becomes a public concern. In these respects, a mayor and a mayor’s office has an extraordinary latent function for public leadership – for “calling into existence a (local public) that can understand and act on its own interests,” whatever those collectively understood and expressed interests are, at a particular moment of time.  
5) While mayors (and their offices) have a relatively large amount and special kind of authority and influence in a given local community, they are not alone in their capacity to exercise public leadership. Mayors are one power center among many others in a community. There are other sources of community leadership and influence that exist, and can choose to compete with, collaborate with, or simply be indifferent to mayoral efforts to offer local leadership. These others include political rivals who will compete with incumbent mayors. But they also include important local business leaders, local philanthropists, citizen activists and community group leaders, those who own and guide the local media, those who preach from the pulpits of local churches, temples and mosques, and organized labor groups in both the private and the public sector.
6) Because mayors have limited authority and effective power to alter conditions in their cities, but citizens expect them to do so; and because the mayors do have some degree of authority and effective control over some public agencies; and because mayors have a general capacity to convene civic action that is wider than the actions taken by government agencies to deal with urgent social problems; mayors often find themselves looking for ways to align themselves with other power centers to deal effectively with social problems. They cannot usually command such an alignment. But they can try to negotiate and construct it on behalf of citizen expectations of improved performance. In negotiating and constructing these alignments, both the means and the ends of mayoral ambitions may be transformed – at least to some, and often to a high degree. When they cannot command, they must ask for co-operation. And when they ask for co-operation, one of the important prices might be greater respect for the particular purposes that the person whose co-operation is needed might have in mind. One can ask for money and volunteer efforts to help keep a park clean. But what if those who provide the funds and the labor would prefer the creation and maintenance of garden paths over more basketball courts and ball-fields? An important question of mayoral practice, and a key topic of our work together, is to learn how this kind of improvisational work, relying heavily on reaching out for voluntary co-operation, and negotiated agreements with non-governmental actors can best be done. It is only when we understand this, that those who govern cities as mayors will be able to take advantage of the special capacities of social entrepreneurs, and those who support their work. One of our important theses is that this work might be particularly important when mayors are both willing, and sense an opportunity, to make large system changes in the methods that their cities are implicitly or explicitly relying on to achieve progress either newly challenging, or habitually difficult social problems. 
7) To figure out these possibilities, a first diagnostic step is crucially important. Mayors have to be inclined and able to look out at their cities not simply as a collection of agencies to be administered, and constituencies to be palliated; they must also be able to see their cities as a set of social problems to be solved. This may seem like a trivial idea, but it is not. To see the world as a set of problems to be solved is to focus on the material, social, and political conditions in a city, and to compare them with some ideal of what would be desirable, and some more practical calculation about the potential for changing those conditions. The Mayor as social problem solver or social reformer thinks differently than the Mayor as politician, or the Mayor as manager. The Mayor as problem solver is interested in real outcomes measured in terms of observed, experienced, and counted changes in the community for which he is responsible – not just expressive gestures, or increased expenditures, or good tries. Even more ideally, the Mayor as problem-solver has developed effective political and organizational mechanisms for alerting him early to emergent problems, and/or for helping him make the judgments about which among the many problems are both the most important, and most tractable. In that case, the Mayor is not just a random problem solver; he or she has become a strategic problem-solver capable of focusing scarce social attention and resources on those areas where it will do the most to improve the well-being of citizens, and the justness of the community in which they live. 

8) One of the important consequences of beginning to think of problems that need to be solved, and to think of problems in terms of social outcomes that need to be produced, is that once one has focused on social conditions to be changed, it becomes natural to look both at what might be causing the problem to exist in the first place, and what social actors are already engaged in some significant work to deal with the problem as it presents itself, or on some underlying cause. This is an analytical process that has sometimes been called “mapping backward”. One begins with the problem – the social condition – that is to be changed, and then one works one’s way back along a causal chain that identifies factors that might be contributing to this problem. As one goes along this causal chain, one can also pass by different social actors who seem to be standing astride, or trying to influence some of the causal factors. At each point of this work, one is getting a sense not only of what is now being done to cause and ameliorate the problem, but also what particular actors might have to be mobilized, or re-aligned, or re-directed, to get a better social result. In short, this work becomes not only an exercise in problem analysis, but also in imagining a social intervention that could improve the conditions that are being considered.  
9) An important fact that emerges in this analysis is that only a small piece of the causal system that is causing the problem is within the easy reach of government. An equally important fact is that government agencies are only a small part of the social actors who are both positioned, and are now active in trying to solve the problem. Maybe even more important is the fact that there may be important actions that could be taken by governmental or private actors that could dramatically improve conditions, if only they could be made conscious of this fact, and somehow mobilized to take the required action. In short, the overall social capacity to act on a problem may largely exist outside the boundaries of government, and be under the influence and control of private individuals who may or may not be persuaded to act in the ways that are required to solve the problem. This is the moment when the problem of governing a city, or even more broadly, an analysis of the governance capacities of a city, can be examined to determine the degree to which they are capable of acting on an already defined social problem. (Note: So far, I have distracted attention from the process that takes a given social condition as one that should be taken as an important social problem, and assigned to government for solution. That is a complex process as well. And it can perform well or badly. We will pick up this theme later).
10) Presumably, this backward mapping exercise is both motivated by and reveals some gap in the performance of the society with respect to a given problem. We have too much crime, or too few individuals graduating from high school, or too little economic development, or too little comity and tolerance among different groups in the city. It may also, as we go along reveal both gaps and deficiencies in our current efforts to deal with the problem. We may be spending too much time on community policing and not enough on hard-nosed crime fighting, or improving the quality of our juvenile justice system. We may be spending a lot of money on our schools, but not getting the results we want due to the lack of incentives for teachers to perform well in the classroom, or insufficient social supports to struggling families who can’t help their children learn. We may have failed to do enough to welcome a large new immigrant population to the community, and left them to seek solace and protection only among themselves. Note that each of these ideas – ideas about how things might be improved – is simply an idea – a proposal. We do not know if we followed these lines of action, we would do better than we now do. They are ideas about how our approach ought to change – how government, or how society, or government and society working together might change their approach to a given problem – how government and society ought to innovate. Some of the innovative ideas will be well known, and tested elsewhere; and new only to the community that is having the problem. Other ideas might be home grown, and well suited to the local community as it sees itself, but not yet widely tested elsewhere. Others might be ideas reclaimed from the past when things seemed to work better. Still others might be wholly new, never before considered, now possible because of a new technology, or a new mood, and destined not only to improve the local response in our city, but to light the way for all other cities to solve what had previously been a big problem. Some of the innovations may take the form of new products or services being provided to clients. Some may take the form of less expensive methods of producing an old product, or of achieving a higher quality product or service more consistently. Some may take the form of identifying and exploiting new revenue or resource flows to increase the scale of the effort being made. Or, they could take the form of improved mechanisms for co-ordinating combinations of actions that produce greater results when they are aligned than when they operate alone. 

11) Only some portion of the existing overall social production system that is either causing or trying to solve a given social problem is focused on change and innovation. Much of it is simply doing what it has done in the past, hoping that somehow the same thing done with more energy or spirit might produce a better result. This is always possible of course. And it is also not only possible but likely that many of the new ideas about how to do things better will not in fact improve things, but will fail, or seem to fail against the standards and the processes we rely on to tell us whether an innovation worked or not. But if we are dissatisfied with the current performance, and if we are not prepared to accept the fact that we have no choice but to get used to current levels of performance, then we have to be particularly interested in the question of how this process of innovating, experimenting, evaluating, and learning about improved methods for dealing with problems can occur in the society.
12) To many, the challenge of orchestrating a social effort to deal with a social problem is handled at least in part by individuals in positions of authority exercising effective leadership. It is they to whom we look to help us see that conditions are either not as good as we would like, or not as good as they could be, or really desperate. It is they to whom we look to provide solutions to the problems we face. It is they who must have the courage to innovate and try new things to see if they work.  But Ronald Heifetz has offered an interesting critique of this common position. Importantly, he equates the whole idea of leadership with the idea of innovation. He distinguishes between the structural idea of leadership as occupying a position of authority over an organization, or even customary influence over a social or political group of some kind on one hand, and the functional idea that leadership as a process that helps an organization or a social group to face up to and adapt to a problematic reality. In the traditional structural idea of leadership, a leader may be both authorized and expected to innovate, and to search for new methods of dealing with problems. But the traditional idea of leadership also often makes leaders responsible for reassuring those being led – for keeping their morale up even at the expense of shielding rather than preparing them for a problematic reality that might require change. In Heifetz’ functional view of leadership, those structural leaders who fail to identify problematic realities, and fail to prepare their organizations and groups for dealing with those realities through painful experimentation and learning, are not really offering leadership. Leadership is about adaptive change. Leadership is about innovation that helps individuals and groups adapt problematic realities. 
13) Heifetz then goes on to make an even more interesting claim. He argues that when one is a position of authority, one is routinely loaded up with the fears and worries of those one is leading. What the led want from the leader is often not challenge, and experimentation; they want security and the status quo. They want to be reassured that things are going well; that the problems that surround them are not very large, or not of their making, or none of their responsibility, or not likely to get worse; that the problems are under control in the sense that there are known methods for dealing with them, and existing individuals and organizations well practiced in the use of those methods; and that, in any case, the led do not have to take any significant losses – that things will soon return to normal, and that they need not do anything on their own to adapt to the problems that are present around them. If the person in a position of authority or customary influence says something different from this – if he says that things are bad, they are going to get worse, that they are bad because the led have been slothful or incompetent, and that there is no certain path forward for making progress – then the led will become demoralized and angry – so angry that they will search for a way to get a new leader who can restore them to a psychological if not factual happy place. The conclusion that Heifetz then draws is a very interesting and important one: it is that being in a position of authority is one of the least advantaged places for exercising leadership if by leadership we mean the special work that is associated with making adaptive change in well entrenched systems. Those who are at the apexes of those well entrenched systems – established in positions of authority – are simply too constrained to be able to offer the necessary leadership. They may look like they have a great deal of  authority and power, but the underlying reality is that they hold those positions only so long as they meet the expectations of the led. And the led are mostly (but not all) hoping that they things are going pretty well, that there are few problems to be faced, and that those problems that do exist have pretty good solutions. All we have to do is enact them. If the person in authority starts talking about problems without solutions, and begins groping for a solution wasting money and taking risks with failure, by definition that person cannot be a good leader. He lacks the competence required. If Heifetz is right about this dynamic (and there is a great deal of evidence of many kinds that says that he is), then, ironically, the best thing that a person in a position of authority can do to exercise leadership is to create room for others to innovate, and to help those innovators move quickly and ably enough to find and exploit ways to improve the performance of the systems they are seeking to change. 
14) Bringing this abstract discussion of leadership (both its meaning and its techniques, and most particularly, its relationship to social innovation) back into the discussion of mayors and social entrepreneurs suggests an interesting possibility. There are some mayors who can offer entrepreneurial, risk taking leadership on their own from the apparently tightly constrained offices in which they work. Those are the mayors who have mastered the technique of continually developing their own political legitimacy and support – their own political capital – and then spending it on some kind of important adaptive change. They are the mayors who have understood that the process of social innovation to improve conditions in a city is not just about city bureaucracies inventing new processes for doing their work, but also a political process that engages citizens in the processes of authorizing innovation, of learning what is possible, and even of making some sacrifices to achieve desired results. But these and other mayors who have less entrepreneurial spirits could take the lesson from Heifetz that an important way they can achieve social innovation and change is to not just allow, but even find ways to stimulate and encourage innovation from other leaders in the city – those in other positions of authority who might have an entrepreneurial bent, or even those not in positions of authority who seem to have something important to contribute to the solution of a city’s problems.
15) An important implication, then, is that as one is doing the backward mapping from a social condition that has been defined as a social problem (through some as yet unspecified process), the strategic mayor would be looking not only for emergent innovations, but also for the loci of innovative leadership, or trying to create such. This need not be simply individual leaders. In fact, often it is a group that has been assigned a task that is new to them all, and for which they have so far taken no collective responsibility for devising or implementing a solution. The innovative leadership need not come only from the private sector. It can also come from public agencies. It need not come only from the tops of established organizations that have concentrated large amounts of resources; it can come from the middle, or from people who are in the process of starting little fledgling organizations. It need not come only from experts who are thought to be able to decide what will work before it is tried, but also from those only with experience who think they have made something work, and would like to see if it could work again on a larger scale. In short, one important form that mayoral leadership could take would be a form in which the mayor did everything he or she could to create a world in which those with innovative ideas that could help solve problems could be given a chance to try to them out, and could be supported and helped to expand if the new approaches seemed to be working. That entrepreneurship might be particularly effective if the entrepreneurs were finding ways to combine the financial methods, the organizational capacities, and the leadership and management techniques of both the private and the public sector.
16) Important question is what moves made by what kinds of leaders can improve the performance of the overall system. 

17) Leadership from different sectors has different strengths and weaknesses: elected 
a. political leadership – broad legitimacy, wide authority, freedom of action in nominating and focusing attention, in convening – but have to be concerned about equity and fairness, have to be able to explain priorities for action (unless getting more money into the system), have to keep promises to existing political coalition; have to win re-election; have to avoid obvious errors and failures; 

b. philanthropic leadership – flexible dollars, freedom of action (more than mayors), don’t have to meet as exacting or demanding standards of legitimacy in picking important social goals as mayors do); have some expertise (?); want to make a distinctive mark, are willing to run risks of failure (?); act politically as well as operationally; apply excess resources to a task  (Foundations may be different than community foundations may be different than United Way or Fidelity, may be different than individual donors and volunteers,) 
c. corporate/civic leadership

d. community leadership

e. Non-Profit/ SE leadership

18) Authorizations/political support  to protect and sustain particular operations distributed across sectors to deal with given problems (purposes and strings attached that define social or public value)

19) Financial flows to support sustain animate guide particular operations distributed across sectors to deal with given problems

20) Complementarity or competitiveness of different efforts with respect to their ability to transform material conditions. 

21) Mayor’s job is not only to provide leadership, but to call it forth, and create the conditions for others to offer leadership in the nomination and solution of public problems.

