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Jeff: … the center of Harvard on the nonprofit sector, and thinking about the whole social innovation field and how it leads to broader systemic change, public policy and so on; and also Mark is someone with rather strong values, which very much matters in this field, as well. He’s just been here in Scotland and Wales, discussing various things. I have actually no idea what you’re going to talk about now. See what we got?
Professor Mark Moore:  Okay. So what I thought I would talk about – the way that I’m treating this a little bit is that Jeff has volunteered you to help me. The way in which that’s happened is that by being the presence of people whose work has been described to me by Jeff and [Afar], and knowing sort of the reputation and accomplishment of the Young Foundation – he’s convened an audience that I know I would like to talk to and would take very seriously as an audience. One of the things that then – so this creates an occasion for me to actually begin thinking about some subjects that have actually been probably the implicit grand agenda of my life for the last 30 years; but only now in the latter stages of my career, coming into coherent focus. That is the interesting question about how individuals taking launching efforts from a variety of different positions in this society manage to produce significant social changes sometimes. 

That is the subject that I am now committed to spending the last 10 to 15 years of my life thinking about is something that we are now calling in a course that I’m designing – sparking social change. The idea is to sort of see whether we can think about and write down some principles that people, who we now call social entrepreneurs; but we would have called something different than that some other time – we would have called them social reformers or political movement leaders or something like that – can know about and do on behalf of their societies. What I’m going to do then – when Jeff was just at the Kennedy School about three weeks ago, he did an admirable job of representing you and your work, and thrilling everybody at the Kennedy School with the idea that they had an affective group of partners sitting over there in England. All we had to do was to find a way to cross the pond, either physically or virtually; and we were into a higher level of performance because we could begin sharing ideas and getting excited about things and stuff like that.

 And so I’m going to try to do the same on this side of the pond, and sort of tell you what’s been going on at the Kennedy School over the last 30 years, which is where I’ve been with respect to the subject of social innovation. And as I say, I don’t think of myself at the outset as being particularly interested in social innovation. I wasn’t self conscious that that was my topic. But what was turned out to be true is that I was simply taking it for granted that that was my topic, and I couldn’t imagine doing or being anything else other than a person who was interested in the question of showing up in society and trying to find a way to make a contribution and to use my phrase – to create public value. 

In the back of my mind there is always this picture of people that I want to work with and talk with to about who have restless-value creating imaginations. And the question is how to harness that restless-value creating imagination to social purposes. The first place I began thinking about that was in the unlikely context of government organizations and bureaucracies. So I figure if I can figure how to turn to turn bureaucrats into social entrepreneurs, turning other people into social entrepreneurs ought to be pretty easy as a bolted matter. The difference, however, is that I think Jeff was telling an institutional story about the young foundation, and I’m telling partly an institutional story about the Kennedy School; but perhaps it’s more a personal story about my intellectual journey and the various moments in which I suddenly found myself encountering the subject of social innovation. And I got sort of – just so you can keep track here – I’ve got sort of eight different contexts, which suddenly the subject of social innovation showed up on my radar screen over 30 years. And in each of those contexts it showed up in a slightly different for, so that if we were together trying to understand the variety of different approaches we could take to the subject of social innovation, we could use this natural history in some sense – as a way of sort of beginning the exploration of how many different ways we’ve thought about this, and how many different contexts and stuff like that. 

So I’m going to take you through a series of some sense of case studies of my encounter with the subject of social innovation, and see what the world of social innovation looks like in each of those encounters. 


So let’s start with episode number one in this thing. And when I joined the Kennedy School in the late 1960s and then worked through the next – I’ve been at the Kennedy School for 30 years, or 40 years almost, except for two years I spent working for the federal government. So I’ve sort of grown up in the Kennedy School. But in the late ’60s and mid-‘70s and late’70s, the way that the Kennedy School was thinking about a lot of things – this was era in which the federal government of the United States was thought to be an important agent of social change, alright? This was coming out of the great society era and stuff like that. It was already beginning to fade toward the late ‘60s, but it retained its vitality – at least for a while, and its grip on the imagination of the faculty and students at the Kennedy School. 

So, the basic picture then was that the federal government could be counted on as an agent of social change – if only it could find an effective way of galvanizing and leveraging governments in other state and local levels, and only if it could hold onto a political consensus for progressive social reform. So that was the way people were thinking about it.

And one of the big embodiments of that at that time was the federal government’s entry into efforts to influence they way that schools were performing in the United States. And so, up until that time, schools had been largely decentralized institutions in America, largely financed at the state and local level, largely governed and operated at the state and local level. But in this period, the schools got reformed. 

We also, as you recall, had the Great Society Initiative, which were designed to create maximum feasible participation and do a lot of anti-poverty stuff in cities and stuff like that. All of these were federal programs in the sense that they were coming from the federal government. The way that this got framed that inside the Kennedy School was something we called implementation analysis. And the way in which it was framed is we imagined ourselves sitting in front and running a federally sponsored program that was socially progressive and trying to “implement the federal policies in a way that would cause significant social progress to happen” largely through the transformation of the practices of lower levels of units of government. Right? That was the way we were thinking about it at that state. And one of the important things that we learned in the course of that was that the federal government had an enormously difficult problem in “implementing federal policy” because they were often trying to implement federal policy across a boundary that was understood in the United States to be a constitutional boundary in the sense that the federal government wasn’t the necessary arbiter of value, right? That there were these independent things called states that actually existed prior to the federal government and had presumably local political communities with the power to say what constituted public value in those communities. And they had a perfect expectation that they’d be able to say what purpose they ought to pursue and the methods that they would use. 

And also, the practical power to get that job done, because every time a federal bureaucrat showed up insisting on compliance with the program, the local government couldn’t consult its political representatives in Washington and counterman the activity of the federal program to make the exception for the state government. So instead of the federal government being then a powerful driver of social change, it kept crashing up against sort of this local initiative; and the consequence of that was a huge amount of what we were interpreting then as failed implementation; and therefore failed innovation. But also, a huge amount of variety in what was actually happening at the local situations, which we were treating as a bad thing. And we were treating the stuff at the local level as bad stuff, because it failed to comply with what was going on. But in any case, we were looking then at a particular instrument of social change and innovation, which was federal dollars conditioned on particular programs, judged by experts to be important and valuable innovations to see adopted throughout the country. And up against them, limitations of the power associated with programmatically conditioned federal dollars to get changes to happen in state and local agencies. So that was one picture that we began with. 


And we struggled with that a little bit because at some stage, we could see that we were failing to use national state power and national money to produce the innovations that we thought were important. But we weren’t sure whether that was a good or bad thing because maybe we didn’t have the right to insist everywhere; and maybe the variety that was showing up was better than the thing we were insisting on. 


I think if you were to ask the question – what were the successes in that period, probably the biggest success was the commitment to early childhood education – Head Start. So you can imagine that was the one thing that came out of that period as a sort of a pretty important federal innovation that is now pretty widespread, but it’s still not universal in the United States; and there’s still a struggle over how universal that should be and what for it should take and what it’s purposes should be and all of that sort of stuff. 

But let’s call that phase one, and let’s call that nationally stimulated centrally guided innovation. And we sort of learned there were some limits associated with that. 


The second thing we encountered – this is episode number two – is that at this time I was working very hard in the field of criminal justice – particularly in the field of policing. And what had happened in the field of policing in the United States was that – and I find this quite remarkable – America had 17,000 independent police departments. And only about 100 of them have more than 300 people on them. So this is a radically decentralized policing system. That’s quite an anomaly in the world. One interesting question is – why in the world did America have a system like that? One answer to that is that we thought that we wanted to found the legitimacy of policing and law enforcement in responsiveness to local communities, rather than in the centralized rule of law and/or bureaucratic efficiency and effectiveness. So we deliberately said, “We need the consent of the people to police. The right way to get the consent of the people is to have them be responsible for the governance of the local police departments. We’re going to have 17,000 local police departments – each of them guided by local ideas about what constitutes a good and just police department.” And you can say, “My God, that’s a crazy idea, right?” But there it was. 


And then comes the next amazing story. You make that decision implicitly 300 years ago, and then it begins unfolding over 200 to 300 years. And you come to the 1960s and 1970s; and lo and behold, no matter where you go in the country, you have the same model of policing. So somehow out of that opportunity that was present there to have 17,000 different variants, you end up with one model of policing. And you ask yourself the question – how in the world did that happen? To this point that the work of DiMaggio and Paul on sort of this – I don’t know whether you know this theory about institutional isomorphism and the tendency of organizations to reproduce and begin  looking like all the other organizations. Well, in economic theory the idea is that organizations reach particular form because competitive pressure has forced them into the most efficient producing thing. That produces a justification for why they should do this. Sociologists have a different theory, which is that organizations are about legitimating themselves, not performing. And they way they legitimate themselves is by looking exactly like all the other organizations in the field. So then what you get is not necessarily a high-performing industry; but you get a conforming industry in which there are not deviants because everybody’s trying to get legitimacy, and they’re trying to get legitimacy by looking like one another. And you can imagine that if that were a true and powerful mechanism then the role of profession would turn out to be very important, because the professions might be able to claim for all the organizations in the same field an idea about what constitutes the best way of policing, or the best way of educating, or the best way of doing child protective services. And even if you had then very different governing structures and processes, you can imaging all the organizations being guided by professional advice as to what was a good way to do it; and having legitimacy would end up with the same organization. 


I think that’s what happened in policing. You can go back and trace the graduation evolutions of the police profession and the various instrumentalities that were put together to create that as a homogenous profession, and then see that the result of that would be the result of that would be the construction of a particular model of policing. And the particular model of policing that had emerged was one that had a remarkably high degree of coherence behind it. It came to be the object of my great admiration. There was a professional model of policing. And basically the professional model of policing says, “We’re going to run police departments as though they were hierarchical paramilitary organizations, guided by the rule of law in which they were focused principally on enforcing the law and reducing crime.” And the way in which they did that was to either produce arrests or threaten arrests. And they way in which they did that was by having a patrol unit that was on random patrol and/or available to rapid response for calls to service, and a detective unit that reacted after a crime had occurred and tried to catch the bad guys. And if you went to any police department in the country, that’s what you saw. And in fact, you saw it all over the world. So this was the professional model of policing. 


If I took you through this strategic triangle, I could show you exactly why this was incredibly – in fact, even coherent strategy – that guided the development of policing for 60 years in America.  By the mid-‘60s and -‘70s, we were discovering that this model didn’t work. The way in which it didn’t work – it’s kind of fun to go through this. We’ve begun actually doing detailed program evaluations of the basic methods that were being used by the police. And we discovered that with random patrol, which was typically consuming about 60 percent of the police department’s resources, you could increase or reduce the amount of random control by about a factor of three; and neither the crooks nor the citizens could tell the difference. So nothing changed, right? So a factor of three variation of this, and nothing changed. This was a problem, right? 

Then we checked on this idea about rapid response, and we said – you know there was this moment, and I think of this moment. It must have happened somewhere about the 1940s in the United States. But police chiefs all over the country realized that they could harness three new bits of technology. They could harness telephones with radios and automobiles; and they could create a police force that could get any place in the city in under five minutes. Amazing that up until that time we hadn’t had that capability, right? Just ask yourself the question – do you think that would be valuable in dealing with crime? I would have put a lot of money on that. And in fact, we did put a lot of money on it. We wired up every police department to be able to do that. Then what we discovered was the response time to get to the thing consisted of two components. One was the time between when the call came in and when the police arrived on the scene. That was getting shorter and shorter and shorter. But the other interval was the time between when the crime occurred and when the call came in, right? And that time wasn’t being shortened at all. In fact, typically it happened well after the crime had occurred. And the reason was the victim was too busy being victimized, and the witnesses didn’t see it. And so the crime call didn’t come in when the crime was happening. So we were rushing to get to the scene to hold the hand of the victim while the offender had long ago run. So this turned out not to work. 

The most interesting thing was when we looked at retrospective investigation as the method of dealing with crimes, which is detective work. And what we discovered there was that detectives could solve crimes when citizens told them who did it. And they couldn’t solve the crime basically when citizens didn’t tell them who did it. With this analysis revealed was I think a thing that became very important, which was to understand that we built this incredibly interesting police strategy as though it were the police that were going to be doing the work; but actually they were locked in, which you could see once you began analyzing this way, in a coproducing relationship with the citizenry. And if the citizenry failed to call, if they failed to help identify the offenders and stuff like that – this whole expensive apparatus that we built was useless. So then you ask the people the question – what are we doing to make sure that we mobilize the co-producers that we need to get the value out of this public investment that we made. And the answer was basically – well, nothing. We’re going to take it for granted that people will be interested in supporting the police; and as long as we can count on that, this strategy ought to work. And we said, “Well, what if we began thinking hard about the question of mobilizing the community as an important co-producer of both crime prevention and security; and got the police in a different kind of working relationship with that? Wouldn’t that turn out to be a good idea?” And it turned out that a lot of police chiefs at that time in America had begun sort of roughly approaching this idea in the same way, and were tentatively reaching out for changes. 

And so the question then – could we kick the entire strategy of policing into a new strategy that came to be called community policing, or problem-solving policing. And the idea that we came up with when I was running the criminal justice program at the Kennedy School at that time – was that we would run a thing that we called an executive session, that would convene a group of leaders from the police field in a series of meetings over N-number of years to reconsider the basic strategy of policing and see whether we could bust open this old strategy of policing and began experimenting with a new strategy. 

So we picked 15 very influential practitioners; but we picked five who were influential in the past, and 10 that we thought would be influential in the future. So we were leaning kind of into the future. And then we brought those 10 to 15 people into a room three to four times a year for what turned out to be six years of conversation – same group, right? And we brought them into a room with a group that we called the [levenors], and the [levenors], their job was to hold a mirror up to the profession and say, “Here’s what you guys sound like when you talk about your work to ordinary people.” Because if you get the in group and they immediately reproduce this professional agreement and complain about how nobody understand them and lots of stuff. But this group was there saying, “Let me tell you what you guys sound like, and you sound pretty silly to us; and you seem to be saying things that are not true. They’re unconvincing.” And then we also put a few academics in the middle of that, but the academics were there to serve as staff for this group – not to pontificate, not to give their answers. 


So we began then writing as a group a set of ideas about the new strategy of policing. And we didn’t write an authoritative report, because our experience had been – we didn’t want to stop the conversation. And what an authoritative – you know, if you create a national commission to stop the conversation. Everybody waits for this thing to come out. Then the thing comes out, and everybody goes “Oh, boring.” So we knew that that was a way of not sustaining the operation. So what we did was kind of started producing papers that were kind of communicated to the field. Here’s what we’re thinking about. What are you guys thinking about? Here’s what we tried? Let me point to this example. And these people, of course, because they were the 15 important leaders – they were showing up in front of professional associations all the time giving talks. And they were naturally then giving talks about what was going on in this executive session. So then there was this percolation and stuff that was going. We also then joined with a professional organization that was doing executive program training for chiefs of police. 

And we started doing executive program teaching, acting as though what we were talking was good leadership in management. But we were actually talking simultaneously about good leadership in management and this new strategy of policing. And before you knew it, we were publishing papers in academic journals. We were publishing papers in popular journals. We were publishing papers in professional journals. All of them trying to sort of create a buzz around this and doing the executive program. We also recruited a couple of what I would describe as rising starts from the Kennedy School who were going to be chiefs in 10 years. They were going to be the next group. That combination of things, actually did work to galvanize and catalyze a set of changing inside policing in America and actually throughout the world. 

So this was our effort to use a particular mechanism of social innovation, which was to try to get our hands on the leading edge of professional knowledge as the device. So idea number one had been used to use the authority and money of the federal government to get social change. Idea number two was let’s get our hands on the professional ideology in some particular way, and see whether we can use that to produce significant social change. So that was under number two.

Along about this time, I thought that if this was one of the brief moments when I focused my attention explicitly on the subject of social innovation and learning; because I’d been through these two other experiences. So I wrote a paper called “Learning About Doing,” which as far as I can tell nobody’s – it was published in some obscure place. I also then wrote about – oh, I should say that the second one became aligned with the first, because in a crucial moment then in the United State the federal government showed up and said, “We’d like to put our muscle behind this idea of strategic change in policing.” So at one particular moment, the effort to build the profession was suddenly joined with a federal initiative called the Community-Oriented Policing Strategy Unit of the federal government, and there were suddenly a lot of federal dollars flowing. 


And there was an interesting political fight at that stage. This was when Clinton became president, and Clinton – as you remember – had run on the idea that we were going to put 100,000 cops on the street. And I kept saying we don’t want 100,000 cops on the street. We want 100,000 cops and all the other cops doing something different. This is not a scale expansion. This is a transformation of policing. Then there was another guy standing around who had the idea that the real thing we needed to do was to get more college graduates in policing. So there were these three different ideas of police reform standing there at the federal government level competing for federal government attention – one of which is scale expansion; the other one of which was college graduations; and the third was a shift in the basic strategy of policing. And as you can imagine, the first two looked real easy compared to the third. So there was a lot of people who said let’s do one or two, and not three. I was fortunate enough to have reasonably good enough connections at that time to get the federal government committed to the third, rather than the first or the second. So then we actually did carry out an evaluation of the federal cops program and did see that this wave of innovation had actually occurred inside the police departments – at least in the United States. So those two things were aligned at that particular moment. 

So based on that I started to write a paper called “Learning About Doing.” I’m just going to pause a minute here and tell you that the basic ideas in that were take the hook out at any time you get bored here. Please feel free to ask questions. 


So the first idea I described as the standard research and development model of producing innovation. And I’m not sure exactly why this is the way to think about the subject of innovation. But for some reason the way I was thinking about the subject of innovation was relationships between center and periphery around the process of social innovation. Again, I’m not sure exactly why I was thinking about it that way. That might be the way as top bottom, but I think it’s somehow better to describe it as center versus periphery; because top bottom has a hierarchical notion. And I think that that hierarchical notion has gotten us into a lot of trouble. I think that if we thought of it as a center of a network and periphery that we might do better, and there’s no particular reason to imagine that the center is top in the sense of having superior judgment as to what constitutes appropriate values and appropriate methods. It’s just a place where information can gather drawn from a wider variety of different places. But somehow or other these ideas of center and top – I don’t know exactly what’s going on there. One of the things you might want to do is come back and think about that. 


I think let’s start with what I described as the common central standardized R and D model. And academics love this model, and the reason they love this model is it puts the academics in charge. And the basic model is to say, “The world faces a problem. We need some smart people to figure out – A. whether the problem exists, and whether it’s getting better or worse. That looks like an academic social science activity. B. We need somebody to figure out and analyze the causes of the problem, because of course we couldn’t possibly imagine an effective intervention unless we had complete and comprehensive knowledge about the causes of the problem. So we’re going to go out and hire a lot of academics to go out and rush analyses to tell us in the end what are the real causes of the problem, as opposed to what people are nominating the cause.” 

And it’s at that time we’re going to suddenly spend a lot of time figuring out the intervention. Because the intervention has to be targeted on the appropriate cause. And so we’re going to do a lot of academic work around the design and engineering of that. And then we’re going to do a pilot project, because it would be irresponsible to spring too quickly to a large scale action. So we’re going to do some pilot projects, and we’re going to do rigorous program evaluations of that. And at the end of all of that, we’re going to have a confidence in a particular intervention that will work. And at that stage, we’re going to push the level, and we’re going to get innovation – leaving aside the question of whether there’s enough public authority to get the job done, and whether there’s enough professional enthusiasm for getting the job done. But this is the fantasy about how to do it, right? And in many respects this represents, I think, an embodiment of what responsible action in the public sphere would require. You shouldn’t gamble with people’s money. You should know for sure what’s likely to happen. You should be foresightful about what’s going to happen. 


So if you challenge this idea in the academy, it nearly always sounds to people in the academy like you’re encouraging reckless intuitive action, rather than thoughtful science-based action. And they know that’s the wrong thing to do morally. And by the way, it also cuts them out, and so they have an interest in doing this as well. And you know I spent my life dealing in the boundary between academics and practitioners; and the practitioners facing problems and saying, “You’re right academics. Please give us the solid basis for acting in the future.” Or they academics would come to the practitioners and say, “You know, you don’t know what you’re doing.” And the practitioner would say, “You’re absolutely right.” And then they’d say, “We can help you find out what you’re doing.” “Great! Let’s do it. Tell us what to do.” So then we’d commission academics the study; and what you always got from them was the same thing. And the same thing was “more research needed.” And you look at that and say, “What are we going to do with this for God’s sake? This is crazy.” “And nothing you’ve tried so far works very well, but we don’t know what works, and what we need is more study.” “Well, what in the world are you going do with that?” 


So, I was quite sure that this centralized R and D model, which was the standard that everybody thought was the gold standard for encouraging responsible social innovation and change, had to be the wrong answer. It just had to be. But it’s hard to get personal. So the next question is – what’s the alternative to that? And one alternative was standing out there in America that was kind of a dramatic example of the remarkable piece of American ingenuity, which I thought had been overlooked. This was the creation of the land-grant colleges in the turn of the century in the Progressive Era in the United States. 

What happened there was America had wanted to build up its economic base and wanted to do it through agriculture and mining and all the primary extracted industries. But it was just a bunch of pioneers, and people didn’t have the technologies for growing crops. And they didn’t have the technologies for building mines and stuff like that. And we were this far-flung country with people populating the inter-lands. And lo and behold, we created this remarkable set of institutions out of public dollars. And it was this particular set of institutions – it consisted in the first instance of a group of things that were called land-grant universities, which were public universities that were focusing people’s attention on training people to be farmers and miners basically. And then there attached to those universities were something that were called – I’m forgetting the name of them, but basically they were places where we did experimental work on farms and mining and stuff like that. So there was the equivalent of a teaching hospital for the land-grant universities that was sort of out there trying to teach people and carrying out experiments in new seeds and new mining techniques and stuff like that – that were associated with the university but disconnected from them, because they were actually doing small-scale applied work rather than research and teaching.

And then there was another piece of this that was called the county agent, and the county agent was the person who was responsible for interacting with every farmer and every miner around and talking to them, trying to explain what the new material that was coming out of the university was and how people could go back to the university and get trained in these techniques and stuff so they could become more expert in the occupation that they’d chosen to engage in, which was farming and mining. This was then conceived of a device, and one way to understand it is that this was a device for rapidly increasing the amount of practical knowledge that we have and disseminating it as broadly and rapidly and possible into the hands of people who needed it. This turned out to be dramatically successful. Everybody – productivity in American agriculture and mining just went through the roof in this period of time. It was actually the base of a lot of powerful economic growth in the United States. But people had forgotten this particular experience. 


And then the question about how many different areas could we do this in, and would this be the set of institutions, for example, that if we wanted to transform policing or social services or the care of the aged or something – would this be a set of ways to think about the doing of that? But another interesting thing happened in the course of this over time, which was gradually what happened is that the farmer started talking to the dissemination apparatus. And what gradually began happening is this became a two-way communication between the people that were trying to do the teaching and the people who were trying to do the work. And the people who were doing the work started coming back and saying, “No, you don’t understand. What you’re working on is not my problem. Let me tell you what my problem is.” And so they were beginning to shape the agenda then back upstream. And they were often sometimes contributing suggestions that turned out to be very productive; so this was the first moment when the periphery to t he center traffic started growing. And now if you watch the system operate, it is much more a two-way system. 


So this then got me thinking. So then I went to a third model of thinking about this. It turned out I came to this third model. I was mistaken. I called it the medical model, but it isn’t the medical model, and I made an error. And the reason I made an error was that I came across it while my mother was dying of leukemia. So we were there trying to figure out what we were going to do about caring for her and her leukemia. What seemed to me to be going on was the following thing: Nobody knew exactly how to care for this kind of leukemia my mother had. The center of government didn’t want to interfere with the choices that were made by individual doctors and families about the care. They didn’t want to overrule that and say, “There’s one way to treat this,” because they wanted people to have the options and make the choices and stuff. So then what was happening is there was a lot of variation going on in the treatment of this disease. So then the question is how could we take advantage of the fact that there was variation in this and still accumulate knowledge about what’s going on? I thought what was going on was something like the following: The Center for Cancer Treatment Research had decided that there were 12 promising protocols for the treatment of this particular kind of cancer. They had published those as – not as required treatment, but as promising treatments. And what they’d said then to local doctors was, “Look, you make your own choices about how you treat your patients. That’s your prerogative. But if you decide to use one of these protocols, would you please let us know what happened.” So this would be kind of a system where you had a nominated set of ideas, and what you were trying to do was to accumulate as rapidly as possible the experience that you’re having. And even you haven’t been able to structure this in nice randomized experiments, you could nonetheless begin accumulating evidence relatively quickly. 

So I thought, “Hm, that’s kind of an interesting model. Maybe the way we ought to think about this innovation is have centrally prescribed nominated protocols; and if people chose to do that reporting back to us about what happens. This would be a way of trying to accumulate a lot of information relatively quickly without necessarily imposing regulatory burdens or anything like that. it might not be quite as good as a set of structured randomized experiments, but it looked pretty good to me. But then I went really crazy, and I thought, “You know, one of the most important things that happened in my lifetime in the United States was the Civil Rights Movement.” That made a huge change in the way in which we lived. The federal government in the form of the Civil Rights Division in the Department of Justice played an important role in sponsoring the Civil Rights Movement. But I knew for sure – because I knew the guys that had done this – that they weren’t sitting around in their offices asking the question, “Do you get more civil rights impact when you march or when you sing? What’s the program that will work here?” What they had done is they were 20 guys and gals, and they went around the country; and anybody that they found in motion, they tried to support. They just said, “I don’t care. You don’t have to talk to me at all about your programmatic idea, your strategy. If you’re in motion, that’s good enough for us; so we’ll try to support you then.” And so this then suggests the picture of a form of social innovation that says, “Don’t concentrate on what works. Concentrate on where the energy is. And wherever the energy is, feed it.” When you think about that, that’s kind of interesting, because there’s this kind of interesting question about – what do you think is scarce in the world? Do you think that what’s scarce is knowledge about how to do things? Or do you think that’s what’s scarce is energy for doing things? If you think the thing that’s scarce is energy for doing things and you want to treat that as highly valuable and find it and support it. And if the price of that is the person goes off on some cockamamie scheme that turns out to be wrong, but is the thing that excites them, let them do it. They’ll figure it out. They’ll eventually carry it off and figure it out. 


When I say this to my friends in academia, it drives them crazy because they say, “Oh, but it’ll waste their energy more. What we need to do is to give them – these actors and doers, of course not us – some tools that are well-tested so they don’t have to waste their energy.” I keep saying to them, “You might be right about that, but one of the things about people who like to do things is they like having their own idea about how to do things.” If they price of them doing the thing – if you say to them they can’t do what they want unless they do the thing that you know works, rather than the think that they would like to try, you immediately drain a lot of energy out of their system. And compared with the energy lost, the gain that you get from the technology that you think works, but you don’t actually have a very good basis for that either – that looks like a net loss to me. Then these different pictures of what it would look like to run a social innovation system. Let’s call that experience three. 


Want to stop for a minute? 
Jeff:  [inaudible] then we’ll get into that. 

Professor Moore:  Next phase, we ran a project at the Kennedy School called Innovations in Government. We can skip through that one maybe. Let me just say briefly on that. Let me just hit a couple of quick headlines on that. 


One of the things that we had to figure out is what made for a good innovation, because we were giving awards for innovation. And if you give an award for innovation, you ought to have a set of criteria that would allow you to – So we had actually quite an interesting discussion about that for a while. And one question was – did the innovation have to be successful to be a good innovation or not? That was kind of an interesting question because in some ways you could imagine an innovation that cut off a line of development would be interesting and useful. An innovation that taught some lessons from failure would be – but there was no desire to want to treatment as successfully. Good innovations – ones that were successful, not recognizing that some – point number one. Point number two was did it have to be big? And, of course, again, there was a bias for big. But I kept thinking little innovations and lots of little ones were kind of interesting, too. Next question was – did it have to big wholly new in the world, or we could have seen it in some other form some time previously? That turned out to be kind of an interesting question. Next question was – what if it was an innovation about institutional set of mechanisms that increased the rate at which we innovated? Not a single innovation in itself, but instead a new device for encouraging innovation – would that matter? 


And what this program eventually ended up doing was embodying this standard idea of what innovation was at that time, which was a big new-to-the-world technical solution to a problem that we hadn’t previously seen before that could be spread widely throughout the world. And that was sort of the idea. We were gradually moving in the direction of asking the question – well, that’s good because then we got a new innovation; but what’s is the generator that is producing over and over again new innovations and carrying them to scale; and do we  have innovations in the set of either institutions or practices that are characteristic of this society that would cause more innovative projects to be produced? Could we go to the metal level here and create innovations with respect to the system that’s producing innovations, rather than simply take any particular innovation and figure out how to take it scale. But it turned out that that intellectual leap from one subject to another, which are two very different subjects – because we could study how a particular innovation was created and what caused it to fuse. We knew how to study that. But what we didn’t know how to study was how we produced a jurisdiction that was capable of producing a steady diet of innovations that were both responsive to their local circumstances and also capable of producing answers that everybody else could use. There was a glitch in there, where we thought, “Well, which subject are we studying? Are we studying the creation of innovations and their diffusion, or are we studying the creation of institutional arrangements that will spawn a continuous flow of innovations that diffuse rather rapidly?” Those were two quite different subjects. It was easier to study the first, and so we did a lot of studies for that. But it was the second – the second was the more important subject. 

Experience number five was the rule of nonprofit sector in social innovation. When I became the head of the [house’s tenor], one of my principal assignments I took was to understand exactly what role the voluntary sector was supposed to be playing in liberal democratic societies, and develop some ways of estimating the degrees of which it was fulfilling those roles and whether there were public policies and practices that could be constructed that would allow the voluntary sector to do more of its work. And one of the important ideas about the voluntary nonprofit sector – but only one – was that the voluntary nonprofit sector – both the philanthropists who were prepared to put money out for public purposes without being sure of what they were going to get, and the social nonprofit entrepreneurs and organizers who were prepared to work hard to build an organization to solve a particular problem not knowing quite what they would get as a result nor where the money was going to come from that was going to keep them in operation. 

One function of both the philanthropist on one hand and the social nonprofit entrepreneurs on the other would be that this would be where our social risk capital is being constructed. If society needed a lot of efforts, experiments to innovate, but every experiment was risky, and the government wasn’t actually very good at taking risks (I should have said that one of the things we also spent a lot of time thinking about in the Innovations of Government program was how powerful were the incentives and disincentives for innovating in government). But I actually conclude that there were more incentives for innovation in government than most people thought and more innovation in government actually going on, but we didn’t know quite fully how to capitalize on the opportunities. Be that aside, everybody said however great that is, it’s probably not enough for a society facing heterogeneous dynamic conditions; and therefore if we need to increase the amount of social innovation, and the government can’t do it, we’re probably going to depend on the voluntary nonprofit sector to get his job done. And so part of the role of the voluntary nonprofit sector was to … 

[audio gap between audio files] 
… this place where we did a lot of our social innovation and experimentation, and finance the risk capital that we needed to explore the production possibility frontier. 


And that had long been a part of the ideology of the nonprofit sector in the United States. A piece of the nonprofit sector had been foundations nominating problems and solutions, paying for the identification of the problem, and then “taking it to scale” by going to government and saying, “We’ve demonstrated that this works. Now you guys pay for this to ‘take it to scale.’” And in some sense that had been the story of Head Start. That actually did work in that area. But it mostly hadn’t worked – despite the fact that it seemed like it would. 

And so the interesting question was – what was happening in the handoff of privately supported experimentation and model development to the handoff to government? And there was a lot to be said about that, and the foundations were gradually figuring out that they couldn’t simply rely on the scientific demonstration of the efficacy of the program – that they had to have a political strategy. And ironically, the right-wing foundations figured out earlier than the left-wing foundations how important the foundations could be in organizing political movements – either in general or on behalf of particular programmatic innovations. So the right-wing foundations actually figured out how to do the political side of the strategy for nonprofit organizations, and the left-wing foundations are sort of just now catching up with that it seems to me in the United States.

So then the other thing that happened was that we suddenly then – and this is now further on, and we have the dot-com success. And we had a lot of new philanthropists coming into the world, who want to talk about themselves as social-venture philanthropists. And they’ve made a lot of money as being dot-com entrepreneurs. They think now all they need to do is apply their knowledge about entrepreneurship to the social sector, and things will go great. So a whole group of people show up that call themselves venture capitalists. What are they called – social …?

Audience:  Venture philanthropists.

Professor Moore:  Venture philanthropists. And it turns out they’re looking for someone that they’re going to call social entrepreneurs. And lo and behold, a lot of people who call them social entrepreneurs show up. These social entrepreneurs are different than the social entrepreneurs that we saw before. The social entrepreneurs we’ve seen before sort of don’t like business. They’re social reformers of various kinds. They believe in politics and government. They believe in social justice. They don’t want to get rich. They want to do the right thing. But these new social entrepreneurs show up and say, “What we’re going to do is use business culture and business discipline and markets to get this job done. We’re going to be social entrepreneurs. We’re going to do good and do well. We’re going to use market mechanisms and market concepts to develop this set of ideas.” 

So I started teaching a course to people who wanted to be social entrepreneurs. It was a little scary because it was right in the middle of the dot-com bubble; and I had this horrible moment – I was tempted to write a piece that was called the dot-org bubble. The idea behind the dot-org bubble was that we had all these social entrepreneurs standing around with new business models for solving poverty and health care and education deficiencies and all that sort of stuff. And they were all taking advantage of the internet and they were all systems 3 thinking, and there was all this kind of stuff going on. And behind them were these venture capitalists who were saying, “That a boy! That’s the way,” and they were eating these guys’ money at a huge rate, because there was all this money out there. I kept looking at the proposals that were being made, and the proposals didn’t look like they had any content to them at all. They couldn’t get back the eagle test of anybody who’d been sort of reasonably experienced in trying to figure out how we could handle some of these difficult social problems that were out there. So the idea of the dot-org bubble. 


I remember the first guy who came to me – and this is a little bit unfair – but one of the first guys I met in this – he was a guy who was like, “I’m a social entrepreneur.” I said, “Well, what makes you a social entrepreneur?” He said, “Well, when I was growing up, I had a friend who dove off a diving board into a pool with no water and broke his neck, and I became committed to the goal of not ever letting that happen to anybody else.” I said, “So what’s your plan for making sure that doesn’t happen to anybody else?” He said, “I’m going to get a soft landing inside the swimming pools. We’ve got this fabulous product that guarantees that when you land in the swimming pool you don’t break your neck.” I said, “Well, how are you going to create a market for that?” He said, “I’m going to use the government to create a fundamental liability and then a requirement that all swimming pools be filled with this.” I’m looking at this guy and I’m thinking, “So what’s the social part of this? We’re going to deal with a marginal set of …” I don’t mean to – I’m sorry that his friend broke his back; but somebody could immobilize this whole industry to get this job done. I’m thinking, “This is the nuttiest thing I’ve ever heard in my life.” The social part of it is his motivation, you see, at least in part. And the social part of it is the idea that there is plausibly a public health benefit, which is we avoid this particular class of industry. But no sense at all about how important this is, the commensurability about the size of the problem and the resources that are being [inaudible], no sense at all that he’s going to be fundamentally dependent upon the government using its resources to accomplish this job, rather than a pure market mechanism, no shame that he might actually make some money out of this as well. Just very strange, right? 


So I’m thinking to myself the dot-org bubble is – there’s this huge amount of money to go into social enterprises, a lot of new people showing up with proposals to get the job done. The proposals suck. The money goes in. The people spend the money on the startup, and the startups fail, and we end up with nothing. So I’m thinking, “Oh my God. I don’t want this picture of social entrepreneurship.” 


But at the same time, I’m looking at something like the Grameen Bank. The Grameen Bank – the story that I would tell about the Grameen Bank is that it says for a thousand years, capitalists went right by poor people as potential entrepreneurs and weren’t willing to give them money, because they didn’t think they could make any money out of the. But in five years the Grameen Bank shows that that’s the wrong judgment and finds and creates a market that didn’t previously exist. Before you know it there are 14 million people getting micro loans in an enterprise that turns out to be commercially viable. Nobody would have – what’s interesting about that is we have this market-finding function of the voluntary sector where the thing that caused people to find people to find the market was their social commitment. Well, what they found was a perfectly viable economic market. And even if it had been a viable market that had required 10 percent subsidization, would still have been a worthwhile thing to find. And there would be no particular reason to go for 100 percent subsidization of this when we could get a dramatic increase in the scale and language people did things for a 10 percent subsidization rather than a 100 percent subsidization. 

Then I was looking at the reemergence of the traditional group of social entrepreneurs who are focusing on mobilizing companies to do corporate social responsibility, and another group of traditional social entrepreneurs who are using politics to build communities and build self help and build leadership among youth people and stuff like that. I’m looking at that and saying a lot of that stuff looks really good to me. I’m then thinking to myself – how can I distinguish the bullshit part of social entrepreneurship form the really valuable part of social entrepreneurship. 


That brings me to where I am today, which is trying to construct this course to develop the concept of social entrepreneurship. That would be number six. Number seven would be designing a course on sparking social change. I want to put one other diagram on the board. Jeff asked me to do this. This is experience number seven all of which are accelerated. 

Right at the moment there’s a discussion going on in the United States government about beginning a federal government effort for social innovation. So notice we’re back to the old model of federal government creating conditions for this. But the conditions now are for not spreading a particular idea, but creating the conditions for wider spread social innovation. So you could say we’ve learned a little bit how to use the government for the purpose of social innovation. Then you listen to the conversation going on among the people that are designing that program, and it sends shutters down my spine. One way to think about it is go something like this: Let’s imagine for a minute that [fire dollars] and there’s public dollars; and then there is what you might think of as startup funding. Then there’s something you might think of as scaling up and maintenance funding. And we understand that the relationships between this and this is like a factor of 1000 to one or a million to one. And in fact, you could calculate the leverage you get from this as precisely this number over a period of time. The spending for startup does not result in scaling up or maintenance funding. And we know that the target is to get this to be a very big leverage number. But that focuses your attention on the question about where the dollars are going from to pay for this – not the dollars that are going to be there to pay for this. What’s interesting about that – our current crop of social entrepreneurs pensively on the market side keep saying, “Oh, we’ve now got private dollars to introduce a lot of innovation here.” But what always happens is that we get stuck here. We get stuck in the small scale, and we don’t know how to get to a big scale. And this venture philanthropist said, “Oh, well there must be some market solution.” These guys for a long time are believing that there is some market solution. Well, when you think about it, that’s not plausible because there are only three real sources of money for this large-scale expansion. One is people paying for the product or service, called customers. The other is third-party payers buying it voluntarily, which would be philanthropists and charity – which is always very small relative to the first. 

And then there’s government paying, taxing and regulating ourselves to support this activity. There isn’t any other thing like that. So the social innovation you’ve created is for poor people who don’t have enough money to pay for it. You know that you’re not going to be able to pay for it all of it out of a market phenomenon. You might be able to get people to pay more than they now are, and I think that would make a very interesting argument, which is that actually no public-sector operation should be free to people. And the reason it shouldn’t be free is not because we need the money – thought the money might actually help – but the real reason is to give power to the people that are purchasing it, and to give them some standing to be able to make claims and to change the nature of the working relationship between the government to supply or not. Instead of having the government then be entirely magnificent and paternalistic to have the government have a different relationship with his clients where they’re at least making some kind of copayment. There’s a consequence of that – they feel like they’ve got a slightly different kind of stake. I don’t know how  far you want to go with that, but it’s an idea that’s sort of gaining some currency in the United States. 


That means that you might be able to pick up a little bit of money from a large number of individuals down here, and that might be able to support some of the scaling up, but it’s never going to be enough to make the big thing. If you’re going to get something scaled up – and the philanthropic dollars are now completely concentrated on doing this. They don’t want to pay for this because they regard this as low-leverage activity. The only way to get stuff here is to get a large amount of public spending. So my next question is – what is it that’s guiding public spending? What’s happening now in the conversation in government is that everybody’s imagining what we really need to do is to spend more government dollars on doing innovations sponsored by the government. But of course what that’s going to produce is just more startups, and we’re going to end up with fewer [inaudible]. 


The central problem that the White House office needs to be thinking about is not how to generate more publicly sponsored innovations – it has to be thinking about how to get into the pockets of the existing government spending to make the government purchasers more discriminating purchasers and to be willing to pay for dramatic expansions of good ideas. That’s over here on the radar screen. 


Incidentally, none of the people who did the startups have any knowledge about how to get the government to be a good buyer of creative ideas. Yet, all of the work of this office, I would argue, 90 percent of the strategic work in that office has to turn out to be how to get the government to be a good purchaser of social innovations. We’re running now an executive session between social entrepreneurs and mayors, in which we’re watching them to talk to one another. When a social innovation innovator comes to town and says, “Well, I have a solution for you,” and the mayor’s standing there and saying, “That’s very nice, but the problem you’re trying to solve isn’t the problem I’ve got. And by the way what you’re offering me is to destabilize a system that I’m now running. I’m not sure I’m quite that entrepreneurial as a mayor.” So that’s the picture of where the real problem lies is the moment in which these people with new and innovative ideas encounter the people who are controlling the public expenditure decisions, and the guys that are controlling the public expenditure decisions are very ambivalent and anxious about the people that are showing up with the solutions. The people that are showing up with solutions are very puzzled by why those guys aren’t immediately embracing them with open arms. That’s where we are. 
Jeff:  Thank you, Mark. [inaudible] Robert, why don’t you kick off the specialist? There are so many avenues we could take this, but it’d be keen if we get a bit of response. You’ve done scaling up, both in consumers and in public systems. 

Audience: First of all, if this was learning [inaudible], every single one of [inaudible]. So many things – I learned lots from it. One of the things from your discussion, which ran through it, [inaudible] the problem of knowledge and institutions. I think that was a great one [inaudible] of how information flows, and how institutions [inaudible] – who’s producing it, [inaudible] and of course the professions are a very interesting part of that. Now, I think that’s central. But I want to link it to one other thing that strikes me from your history, which was great [inaudible] just the start of [inaudible], which is if you like – a techno-economic paradigm. So many of the things you were talking about are straight out of whatever we’d like to call it. For example, [inaudible] production and so on and their view of what it is it worth [inaudible]. It’s kind of a dictatorist idea. It wasn’t done correctly. They did some brilliant work on [inaudible], which was actually quite progressive. 
Professor Moore:  Which was probably rejected by the universities because it actually threatened to make them production. 

Audience:  [inaudible]

Audience:  FW Taylor, who I’ve never heard of [inaudible] – Frederick Winslow Taylor was the founder of [inaudible]. This was in the late 19th century, and he was a [inaudible] very psychotic. He went blank. He was going to Harvard. He went blank. [inaudible] he didn’t want to follow what his father wanted him to do; and his father was so worried about that he got him a job with a friend of his at the club to go an work in the steel works. This chap had timed himself from the age of 5 on a stopwatch everything he did. He was like this. He then in his job – a very mundane job – he began to time things and think about the whole process. That was the central key part [inaudible] here. He wanted to take the knowledge out of the worker into the management. That was the point – to de-skill, to take all that knowledge, which could then be approached scientifically. That was a revolution on which [inaudible]. 

Audience:  And Lenin loved him as well.

Audience:  Yeah, Lenin loved him, and the fascists loved him, and this that and the other. It went throughout the [inaudible]. I suppose the point in producing that is that not only is the model of then, but then how then prevalent it becomes. In indeed how one would innovate from within that. It’s not just the profession, I wonder. One of the questions that came up throughout was -- [inaudible] the community. So if we had 17,000 police departments or whatever, what are they doing? We believe in local people [inaudible] who are also this in small villages. How is it that a general ideology comes around which can then be broken open. So I think that is a general problematic. I think the examples of your institutions – I’ve never heard about the land. We have them here as well. Indeed our farm needs to be visited by the county agent. He was about agricultural reform and this that and the other. And it still continues, but they are completely off the radar. I don’t think they have as much experiment attached. But those institutions – the ones that reminded me of were those in Denmark and in Italy on which those decentralized [inaudible] – those networks – are really centered around technical college, in which the entrepreneurs [inaudible], some of which [inaudible] like liquor. But others are very small. The linking into the system change and its appointment [inaudible]. I just notice it in the social [inaudible] we’ve got to have an academy. You’re creating an alternative way of dealing with it, so [inaudible] they have the university of gastronomy, etc. Timberland doesn’t have to set up a separate one. We now have made  food policy [inaudible] university. Where is that work going on on behalf of all those people who are doing all the business? So that’s one little theme, which I think it totally helpful. We’re now going to try to [inaudible] a new paradigm. Very often the old one is resistant to change.

The second quick point I want to make is you didn’t [inaudible] that there is the issue of power and resources. That came in a little bit, but [inaudible] in whatever job you had in giving out the resources – not off-putting the resources into those who might have a different perspective on this closer to it. You mentioned it beautifully in relation to the energy. It also could be those people who are on the front line who are actually doing the business, like the farmers. The question of how to do this – and your last remark about putting a price on the [inaudible] one could do – and whether that would help for the first one – which is that we’re now getting different power, but we’re also getting different metrics coming out of this. I think that’s also one of the things that we’ve been discussing.


Last little point that is much on my mind is that in counting new things – the moment that the commercial people of goodwill start getting into it – venture capital [inaudible] – they can’t stop thinking in their way of thinking. One of the things in our methods [inaudible] that can be explored [inaudible], which is how the social economy actually operates in a different way from the market economy. It’s not just a question of using the market economy to be nice [inaudible] … 

[audio gap when changing audio files]
… which is the way this happened. It is actually – and I was going to ask you this about [inaudible]. Is it the crossroad of social [inaudible] because he and his students, they have [inaudible] knowledge that they then set this up as a social project and the way in which their disciplines operate are based upon – not on the private market [inaudible] all those social obligations and so on – that actually if you got in – I’d like to know more about Gremeen [inaudible] one of your colleagues, where there seems to be more of a kind of commercial thing with that – whether that has worked as well, if there is a different way in which the economy is conducted in terms of private versus social. 
Audience:  That’s imbedded.

Audience:  Let’s take a scattering of comments from anyone.  Introduce yourself. 

Professor Moore:  Actually, I’m going to ask you a question at the end of this. There’s a particular British way of running a conversation, which is that a person talks then they take a series of questions. Then the person at the front is supposed to answer the series of questions. I’m going to ask at some stage – what’s the theory behind that? How is that a productive way to run a conversation? I understand it’s a legitimate form, and so I will conform to it.

Audience:  It’s for coproduction. 
Professor Moore:  Okay. Just wanted to check.

Audience:  The democratic one.

Professor Moore:  It’s the due process to get the maximum number of questions on the floor, and also to protect the speaker so he can answer only the questions he wants to answer. That also is typically British – a particular form of democracy that says, “We’ll listen to all of you, but answer only a few of you.” 

Audience:  You know best which questions ….

Professor Moore:  I just want to be clear about the government’s model here. 

Audience:  Neil [inaudible]. 

Audience:  [inaudible] civil servant.

Audience:  Yes. 

Professor Moore:  With the restless value of creating imagination, right?

Audience:  I have some training in [inaudible].

Professor Moore:  So you’re dangerous.

Audience:  Very dangerous, and I’ll mention a economy [inaudible] theory. It seems to me that commoners when they think about relationships – the [inaudible] relationship you have, that immediately sets up your top.

Professor Moore:  That’s right. The person with the gold is the one that gets the arbitrary value. That’s what makes [inaudible]. 

Audience:  [inaudible] center of the network, and it seems to be that that would be something in which commoners would find much harder – so perhaps people would [inaudible]. How do you deal with the [inaudible] immediately resort to a top-down model, as opposed to a [inaudible] networks? How would you advise [inaudible] thinking and working together to try and overcome that problem?

Audience:  That’s what we’ve been fighting for 30 years [inaudible], isn’t it?

Audience:  Should we get another one?

Professor Moore:  I’m subject to your forms. I’m not completely oppressed by then, but I’m subject to them.

Audience:  It’s such a rare opportunity to dictate …

Audience:  My name is [inaudible], and I work for the criminal justice program here. 

Professor Moore:  Congratulations. Criminal justice is the coolest field in the world. 

Audience:  It is, but I’m frustrated by the police [inaudible], because it’s also I have found [inaudible] worked with prisons mostly in my past. [inaudible] Social innovations are the lowest innovation sector [inaudible] in terms of social innovation, I think it is. You said that of these 17,000 police forces in the U.S., they all had essentially the same model. That’s true. But I wonder whether you manage to innovate with them quite effectively because it was such a diffused and relatively independent social system. Had it been a much [inaudible] system with a big macho general at the top, as is the case in other places, whether you would have been quite so successful; and whether you have any comment on how that process might be approached in places that are much more hierarchal, much less decentralized. 

Audience:  I just wanted to say – I wish we had more academics who were so jolly and accessible in this moment as you are. It actually doesn’t even feel like I’m learning. So much of what you’re saying is what we’re finding in the national health service We’ve got some generational wisdom. One of the things – when you go to your various eight stages, as you credibly talked down, the last thinking …

Professor Moore:  I’m Harvard, for God’s sake.

Audience:  Because you’re [inaudible] at Harvard, you’d have thought that you should have turned the pyramid upside down. That’s what we seem to be doing now, but it’s taking some time. Then the second thing was – I can see that it’s a very masculine way that you’re talking about [inaudible] socialization, which rules [inaudible]. We’ve just got to find out what metrics are the heavy [inaudible] are men. Everything will be hunky dory. It seems to me that the three things that are very difficult to treat in that way is – one, giving people a feeling that they have the right to innovate, which is what some of the design companies here are trying to do now; and the Grameen bank was actually women saying, “We need money.” They had been saying it for decades, but no one would listen. That’s the first thing. The second thing is – it’s not just about satisfying the desire in a sense. And the thing that we’re trying to do is scalability. But I’m beginning to think there are different kinds of scalability. And one of the may be actually that it isn’t scalable, that it’s very important for that particular community to go through that experience; and it will be replicated in different ways. But maybe the thing to do is to go to that particular community and say, [inaudible]. That isn’t ever going to be replicated like the Ford car. [inaudible] I don’t know where that’s being captured there. So I think there’s a danger with having all this obsession with metrics rules, organization theories, and you came up with three or four phrases that I’m sure are very valuable. They actually alienated the very people that social innovation is all about, which is actually keeping from doing this because they have a problem that needs solving. So I just wonder where all that comes in, and all this ideological …
Audience:  Struggling against the word stale. 
Professor Moore:  I think it’s – you can have scale in a lot of different ways. You can have scale through standardization and growth within a particular organization, or you can have scale through the emergence of a thousand locally appropriate things. If you gave me a choice between those, I would always pick the thousand locally appropriate choices. 

Audience:  In our resource center, one of the things we’re finding is that people are inventing the wheel, and they invent the wheel in their own way. But there’s still a lot of information that sometimes should be accessible, but isn’t.
Professor Moore:  It drives me crazy, because one of the things I learned about innovation when I was looking at this seriously was that people say, “We shouldn’t have to reinvent the wheel.” I’d say, “Well, you might be right, but we’re going to keep doing that.” That’s the fact, and so let’s get over it, and not imagine that there’s this sudden huge gain that would come from preempting the creative energies at local levels, but suddenly substituting for those. That was part of the story that I was telling about the price that gets paid if you go out and discourage people from doing the thing they want to do.

Audience:  How do you encourage that energy? It’s really about …
Professor Moore: You find it and sit with it. That’s what I would say. 

Audience:  But it’s really hard. I was a half-day event – there were 40 fugitives at the NHS that had been chosen. I remember this fantastic young company called Think Public, a really [inaudible] themselves. I could feel the tension, because they all look about 12. In two hours of doing this very innovative, almost childlike exercise, people would begin to come up with it. You kind of need to replicate that in bigger institutions. And I don’t know how you do it.
Audience:  Beginners mind. 
Audience:  I’m going to give you – there are about three minutes before some people have to go, and you haven’t yet had your chance to violently take issue with what anyone’s saying.
Professor Moore:  Let’s see if I can recall the various points. Let me tell you one of the reactions I’m having to this, and to the general stream of comments. One of the things – the first point is I agree with the points that were made here. I’m worried a little bit though about the degree to which the question about how to get affective social innovation will become hostage to a similar old left-right conversation. I’m weary about it having to go back into a left-right conversation. So there’s one picture here that there’s the right-wing version of social innovation, which is business and technology and scaling up and using markets and having the heroes of that be the innovators that create these vast new enterprises and stuff; as opposed to the people that create the mom and pop store that works pretty well for particular situations and stuff. Then I’m also equally weary of the left notion here, which is that all we need is solidarity. All we need is political mobilization. All we need is recognition of the intrinsic of goodness and quality of the ordinary person trying to solve their own problems. I think both of those represent kind of a simplistic stereotype. And we could spend a lot of time and a lot of wasted energy saying, “Well, your model of social innovation is right because it’s closer to this ideology; and your model of social innovation is right because it’s closer to that ideology.” What I discovered is that I’m the child of American progressives. So principally, John Dewey, who I didn’t quite understand how big a debt I owed to him. I started rereading his work. The way I feel I’m operating is in almost this time warp that was the American progressive era in the late 1890s, early 1900s. There was this great faith in both of those ideas, and both of those ideas were that there was wisdom contained in the body politic. There was wisdom contained in individuals within that body politic. The most important challenge was to mobilize that wisdom and then to find a way to use it. It was running exactly along the same lines – at exactly the same moment in history was this great confidence in science and technology and the virtues of mass organization and standardized stuff. And they were running right along next to one another. And I think we’re in that same situation again. I think the error that we made before was imagining that those were in opposition to one another, rather than that they represented complimentary opportunities that were to be exploited through slightly different institutional arrangements and slightly different means. The trick was to construct a society that knew when solidarity and localism and self help was an important part of the answer, and when part of the answer was a technology gain that could allow us to produce a huge amount of stuff with a relatively small amount of resources and get a highly reliable performance out of a different class of institutions. So the idea that we have some institutions that are big mass scientific organizations, and others that are highly decentralized solidarity building. Local is the image that I think we have to keep holding onto and resisting temptation to let those things get divided up and see if we can put them together. 
Audience:  [inaudible] Mary Douglas and Jane Jacobs is organizations and society only work with complimentary very different cultures existing outside each other; whereas ideological thinking says one culture has to be better than the other to dominate them. It’s very rarely understood still.
Professor Moore:  Let me tell you this one quote that I’m just riveted by in John Dewey’s – it turns out, I went back to find this quote, because someone challenged me on whether he actually said this. What I discovered was that I had strung together a series of ideas that he should have said. The last chapter is [inaudible]. So actually this is my quote inspired by Dewey. His basic idea was that he said – “Look, the fundamental problem of somebody who wants to exercise public leadership is to call into existence a public that can understand and act on its own interests.” You look at that and you compare that with a standard idea that we would have in government, which is that government leader is about is the efficient and affective achievement of a well-defined mission. And you look at that, and it’s just worlds apart. I’ve got the doing it idea, where if you ask me what social entrepreneurs or social innovators would be about, it would be a person who could call into existence a public that could understand and act on its own interests. So that’s a very different picture of what is the nature of the work that needs to be done, because it takes up the concept of a public. A public doesn’t exist automatically. It has to be brought into existence. When it’s brought into existence, it has to do the value work of finding out what it wants. But it also has to do the technical work of figuring out what it can do, and what would be not only efficient but also fair and appropriate way of dividing up the labor, as well as the status and power that goes into deciding what we’re going to do together and the methods that we’re going to use. Working that surface all the time, it seems to me would be the central challenge is. Apart from that, the fact that you’re treating me as the representative of an elite male [inaudible], I think is entirely accurate but much resented. 

Audience:  Which is I think a good note to – it’s 2:00 – to thank Mark for putting many rivers in motion. I hope this is going to be a continuing conversation with Mark and many of his colleagues because we’re all in fact grappling with the same issues without that much certainty about what the answers are. We know more of the questions than the answers. It’s exactly the same territory [inaudible].

Professor Moore:  Thank you. I’m going to tell my wife that you found me a jolly professor. 

Audience:  And passionate.
Professor Moore: I’m not sure she’ll recognize that. I hope to create an image in her head. 
[End of Recording]
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