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Abstract 

Today citizens are feeling more and more isolated and disconnected from each other 

and from their society’s power structures. Several questions clearly need answers: To 

what extent has the traditional rational approach to policy development contributed to 

these feelings and to a growing loss of confidence in policy makers?  Would a 

behavioural model of analysis and engagement result in a more connected, committed, 

and understanding citizenry? Would a coordinated, multidisciplinary approach result in 

better decision-making, better policies, and a greater sense of involvement from 

citizens?  This dissertation explores the impact of modernity, behavioural processes, and 

models of decision making on policy and program development, taking a 

multidisciplinary approach, within a specific political context. The examples used to test 

this impact against practices, policies, and programs are taken from experiences in the 

province of British Columbia.   The author has been involved as a participant-observer in 

decision making and in policy and program development for over three decades and has 

watched this complexity grow exponentially from a number of vantage points: as a board 

member of non-profit service providers, a director of British Columbia's largest youth 

custody centre, a mayor, a cabinet minister, and a presenter at international 

conferences.   The author uses personal experiences as well as relevant research from 

the fields of psychology and economics to explore their impact on how policy is made.  

He then uses an understanding of the current knowledge of context, process and 

decision making to propose a general model for the development and implementation of 

policy.   
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Facts and Beliefs in Political Debate 

G. Hogg:  How do we know what we know? Daniel Moynihan said: “Everyone is 

entitled to their own opinions, but they’re not entitled to their own facts.” During our 

recent civic elections and even sometimes in this very House there are disagreements 

over facts. 

It seems that anyone can find information to support almost any point of view — 

information that, for them, turns their opinions into facts. Stephen Colbert coined the 

word “truthiness.” It denotes how smart, sophisticated people like us can go awry on 

questions of fact — ideas that seem right without reference to logic or intellectual rigour. 

Moynihan’s words do not have the same resonance today that they once had. 

Many people now believe that they’re entitled not just to their own opinions but also to 

their own facts. How else can we explain the disagreements that occur amongst 

thoughtful, intelligent people like us? How can it be that we think we are reasonable and 

that those who disagree with us are not reasonable? 

We believe that good information and good debate lead to good conclusions, to 

good policy, to good legislation. But Nobel Prize winner Daniel Kahneman has found that 

we tend to believe arguments because we believe in their conclusions. Experientially, 

there’s no difference between true and false beliefs and, subjectively, no difference 

between the experience of knowing something due to faith or knowing it due to science. 

We therefore think we know many things that are not true. 

It seems that most things that we believe have been told to us by someone that 

we know and trust. The confidence that we have in what we know does not ensure that 

we are right. No wonder Bertrand Russell said that the whole problem with the world 

today is that fools and fanatics are always so certain of themselves and wiser people so 

full of doubt. Of that, I have absolutely no doubt. 

Legislative Assembly, Province of British Columbia 

Hansard, November 20, 2014 
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“War has rules, mud wrestling has rules – politics has no rules.” 

Ross Perot 

 

Question:  “Dr. Einstein, why is it that when the mind of man has 
stretched so far as to discover the structure of the atom that we have 
been unable to devise the political means to keep the atom from 
destroying us?” 

Dr. Einstein:  “That is simple, my friend.  It is because politics is more 
difficult than physics.” 

Stated at a conference, Princeton, New Jersey, Jan. 1946, as quoted in 
“Letters to the New York Times”, by Grenville Clark of Dublin, New 
Hampshire, New York Times, April 22, 1955. 

 

“How does how we know what we know affect how we do what we do?” 

Gordon Hogg, 2014 
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Public Policy:  An Overview of Traditional and 
Emerging Approaches 

We are at a turning point in human history. For over a millennium, change 

was slow and episodic; it was so slow that people did not experience much 

change at all. Improving one's lot was largely based on a life of more repetition 

and greater efficiency. For about 1,300 years, from the end of the Roman Empire 

until 1700, there was evolutionary change but virtually no growth in average per 

capita incomes. Over the next three centuries, the Western world saw an 

increase in per capita income of 22,740%. Around 1700, people with businesses 

started to do things differently. Entrepreneurial innovation and competition 

started, people recognized that, if you had a better idea, and if you could make it 

work, then you were going to be rich and respected and people were going to 

copy what you did. This new innovative and competitive approach did not expand 

far beyond the business sector. Governments and the citizen sector of the 

Western world remained stuck largely in their old world of repetition and 

efficiency. It became easier for governments to financially sustain themselves 

and their citizens as new businesses were generating “new money” that could be 

taxed and redistributed for their priorities (including their social programs). About 

1980, the social services programs sector started to change just as the business 

sector had done 300 years earlier; innovative entrepreneurial approaches 

emerged. This sector, in the Organization for Economic Cooperation and 

Development (OECD) countries, had been increasing jobs at 2 to 2.5 times the 

rate of the business sector. (from an interview with Bill Drayton June 19, 2014 

Vimeo). 

This entrepreneurial approach was related, as well, to the broader concept 

of social innovation in the provision of government services, which, since 2000, 

had increased substantially in popularity and in practice. The social innovation 

construct has been defined as ‘the process of inventing, securing support for, 
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and implementing novel solutions to, social needs and problems and dissolving 

boundaries and brokering a dialogue between the public, private and non-profit 

sectors”.(Phills, Deigmeier, & Miller, 2008.) While there are multiple definitions of 

social innovation, the core theme is the utilization of new methods to resolve 

inherently difficult and challenging policy problems.  

For example, in the last decade particularly, a consensus emerged among 

citizens in British Columbia (B.C.) and their Members of the Legislative Assembly 

(MLAs) concerning health services. Obvious and, apparently overwhelming, 

problems became associated with the vastly increased level of healthcare needs 

in an aging population, generally, and in highly vulnerable groups such as 

Aboriginal peoples, impoverished children/families, children-in-care (e.g., foster 

placements), the very elderly, and the those with major mental illnesses, in 

particular. Even though healthcare and social services costs were increasing 

enormously, these services did not meet the increasing levels of even acute care 

needs.  A social innovation health promotion policy response that focused on 

reducing the increasing rates of morbid obesity was introduced. The traditional 

approach, instead, had focused on reacting to the symptoms of this acute health 

problem rather than its prevention or mitigation. It was also during this same 

period that several more creative and innovative policies were introduced in 

health services as well as other service domains including, for example, 

assistance to families and children, youth criminal justice, and children-in-care. 

Several of these policies were considered models for other provinces/territories 

and some will be the foci of this thesis.  

My ultimate objective is to extrapolate from these specific policy cases to a 

general model of policy innovation for the delivery of certain government 

services, incorporating either relevant business enterprise or community 

involvement principles. I will also discuss why I believe the made-in-BC policy 

models are generalizable to other national jurisdictional contexts, including 

developing nations.    
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  In examining these policies, this thesis is constructed to not only review 

the research on traditional and innovative policy formulation but also to integrate 

my firsthand experiences with both types of policy development. In part, 

therefore, this thesis involves a participant observation methodology/personal 

memoir of policy formulation over the past 40 years.  For instance, a key learning 

experience involved my role in leading the subsequently widely acknowledged 

social innovation-based health policy ACTNOW BC. I was the minister 

responsible for this initiative whose overall goal was to make B.C. the healthiest 

jurisdiction ever to host the Olympic and Paralympic Games.  The successes of 

ACTNOW BC were acclaimed by several national and international health care 

organizations including Participaction Canada, the Canadian Public Health 

Association, and the World Health Organization, Their policy assessments 

emphasized the essential roles of the intersectoral, cross-government approach 

to health promotion that was used. (Drummond, 2012, recommendation 5-82).   

Another social innovation policy example involved the increasing cost of social 

services and their declining positive impact in meeting client needs. To help 

counter this trend, then Premier Gordon Campbell created a social innovation 

council (SIC) that reported to me as the Parliamentary Secretary for Social 

Innovation. The SIC comprised representatives of government, business, and 

social service providers and was co-chaired also by representatives from each of 

the other two sectors. The SIC developed policies, practices, and legislation to 

deliver more effective solutions while lowering the human and financial costs of 

our social and environmental problems. According to Bruce Dewar, President 

and CEO of the organization LIFT Philanthropy1, “From 2008 through 2012, 

British Columbia led Canada in the development of social innovation policies and 

                                                 
1 LIFT is a not-for-profit organization that evolved from 2010 Legacies Now where it leveraged the 

2010 Olympic and Paralympic Winter Games to create social and economic benefits in 

communities throughout British Columbia. It is considered a best practice model by the 

International Olympic Committee and is recognized as a leader in advancing social change. It has 

shared its social innovation model at events and with cities throughout the world.  
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practices. Over the past two years, three or four other provinces have moved to 

the forefront” (personal communication in Toronto on February 18, 2015).  One of 

B.C.’s key innovative approaches for the delivery of services included 

collaborating with businesses in utilizing “pay for result social impact bonds” 

through the leveraging of private investments for the provision of public services. 

In this approach, public funds are allocated based on the level of cost savings 

generated in the delivery of state mandated services. The framework for SIBs 

has been explored, but as yet none have been approved.  

 The Community Living BC (CLBC) was another example of a social 

innovation policy. It was designed to provide a novel decision-making process to 

more effectively provide services to the developmentally challenged and the 

parents or family members involved in supporting them.    

This process involved extensive participatory consultations with the 

stakeholders and end users in the organization, development and legislation of 

CLBC. Recipient family representatives were at the forefront of the policy and 

program development. Inclusion International and the Canadian Association for 

Community Living stated that the CLBC governance policy model was an 

example of an innovative and progressive model suitable for all of the Canadian 

provinces/territories.   

A major theme of this thesis is the explication of the political strategies and 

policy theories that resulted in the above innovative and successful service 

models in B.C. It will be argued that the creation and implementation of each of 

these policy initiatives required distinctive and even unique combinations of 

political party ideological inclusion; that is, justification of program principles 

consistent with successive B.C. Liberal Party electoral platforms, legislative 

strategy to create policies and fund specific related programs, and the 

involvement of business and community stakeholders, depending on which 

particular services would be provided. 
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          Although the above examples will be elaborated upon in several chapters, 

examples of failed policies and programs will also be examined in order to 

understand why they failed. A field theory approach2 will be used to explain both 

successful and unsuccessful polices and how each of the former influenced 

positive societal change. In effect, an individual policy case study approach is 

required to describe the often subtle political factors and trends; the bureaucratic, 

business, and community factors; and even the media factors that were all 

commonly intertwined for each of the innovative policies, successful and 

unsuccessful, discussed in this thesis. The value of and growth in the use of field 

theory has been the subject of recent studies (List & Metcalf, 2014). “Field 

experiments in economics are relatively new, yet they have become one of the 

fastest growing and ‘fashionable’ methodologies in economics and the social 

sciences in recent years” (p. 585).  Field theory, in the development and review 

of government policy, assumes that “governments should understand the actual 

behavioural responses of their citizens to changes in policies or interventions” 

(Metcalfe, 2014, May 20). This paper uses field theory with a belief in the 

importance of understanding the assumptions and behavioural responses of 

citizens to real life initiatives. 

 In addition, as part of the field theory methodology, my own involvement in 

the above multi-factor contexts will provide a participant-observer perspective. 

Beginning in the 1970s and up to the present, I have worked as a youth 

probation officer, a foster parent, Director of the Willingdon Youth Detention 

Centre in the 1980s, a counsellor, and then mayor of the city of White Rock, 

followed by becoming a Member of the Legislative Assembly for Surrey-White 

Rock and the Minister of Child and Family Development, Minister of State for 

Mining, and Minister of State for ACTNOW BC (Health Promotion). I also served 

as the government caucus chair for 4 years and on many cabinet, government, 

                                                 
2 Field theory approach assumes that people, their surroundings, and their conditions depend 
closely on each other and that to understand and to anticipate behavior, the person and his social 
and physical environment are considered as one interdependent constellation (Lewin, 1946, 
p.338). 
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and legislative committees, as well as on the board of directors of some 15 non-

profit societies and committees. I will attempt to depict what I experienced and 

observed with as much “objectivity” as possible by including documentation, 

where available, and the views of other participants, especially those who 

disagreed with me on policies.My recollections have been confirmed, and 

clarified by notes which were made in my journals at the time of the events, again 

where possible. Clearly, subjective feelings influence perceptions of interpersonal 

and social events. The potential of subjective perceptions being distorted is even 

more likely acute in political contexts and interactions, especially when 

contentious polices invariably are interpreted through ideological political party 

lenses. Nonetheless, with these caveats in mind, I believe that firsthand 

experiences and observations are, potentially, enormously helpful in explaining 

why some innovative policy initiatives succeed and others fail.  

 There are daily references to public policy in the media as well as in the 

everyday discourse of citizens – the magnitude of these grows enormously when 

there are, for example, frustrating transit delays, emergency hospital waits, and a 

sense of helplessness regarding responses to acute homelessness and mental 

illness. I will explore the concept of public policy development as an analytic 

construct and, further, why public policy in the contemporary societal context of 

countries such as Canada has resulted in unprecedented confusion in the 

general public.  

Public Policy: Definition and General Context  

          Public policies are the purposeful actions taken by governments to shape 

behaviours connected with the philosophy, values, and beliefs of the societies 

they represent, and they are essential to the process of governing.  (Shafir, 

2013). More specifically and simplistically, public policies consist of the laws and 

the specific polices within them that attempt both to regulate citizen behaviours 

and to determine how, which, and to whom, services are provided and funded. At 

the most basic level of policy structures, most contemporary governance 
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structures are multi-level, ranging typically from the national to the provincial, 

regional, and local. It is an undisputed policy phenomenon that public policies 

have grown exponentially in the modern and post-modern periods to cover 

virtually all aspects of contemporary daily life. 

 A second phenomenon is that public policy making is unprecedentedly 

complex. This is related to several fundamental changes in information gathering 

and dissemination, at a minimum, but also to the novel communication methods 

available to governments and political opposition parties regarding how they 

attempt to “spin” their narrative explanations of controversial policy positions. 

Obviously, polling on specific policy issues has long been an important factor in 

policy choices and the timing of legislation and program rollouts. However, even 

polling has been affected by technological breakthroughs -- for example, the 

ability to target key electoral constituencies, focus groups, and interest groups to 

frequently assess potential reactions at relatively low cost. Though traditional 

electronic and paper media outlets remain important in conveying policy images 

and debates, social media, pod casts, news streaming, and web pages provide 

alternative additional venues. Even investigative journalism has effectively 

become a 24-hour, everyday information source that governments and 

opposition parties pay attention to either to promote or denigrate a policy. In 

effect, media reporting on policies is no longer focused on the election cycle but 

rather is now part of the 24-hour news cycle, especially if polices can engender 

media controversy. 

This enormous and pervasive increase in public access to policy 

information paradoxically has likely contributed to the complexity of 

understanding controversial public policies. For example, in the United States, 

more than Canada, 24-hour news stations such as Fox News, on the one hand, 

and MNBC and CNN, on the other, frequently present detailed and diametrically 

opposite news perspectives on controversial polices such as Obamacare, 

decriminalization of marijuana, same sex marriages, mental 

illness/homelessness, private voucher schools/public school financing, abortion, 
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income inequality, tax reform, and union rights. Governments and opposition 

political parties carefully attempt to manage both their policy messages and even 

the specific news outlet selected to convey the managed message. The more 

controversial the policy topic, the more often outright distortions or misinformation 

can be seen to increase.  How, for example, a policy position will play with the 

financial and electoral bases of a political party in government or in opposition 

alone can diminish the average public’s understanding of already confusing 

debates about policies such as those involving oil and gas pipelines, Aboriginal 

proprietary rights over their lands, and the inclusion of social housing in high 

density and high cost inner city neighbourhoods.  

 Finally, an added confusion about policy proposals can occur when 

governments and opposition political parties unexpectedly switch positions on 

controversial polices, often in immediate pre- or post-election periods.  As well, 

unexpected shifts in such policies intensifies the already disturbingly high levels 

of cynicism and distrust of politicians and government officials. This negative 

perception predisposition towards complex polices likely explains part of the 

public’s difficulty in better understanding policy innovations such as those 

represented by the above examples. 

 In other words, the confusion associated for some in response to shifts in 

priorities and policies and the difficulty of sorting through intensely partisan 

narratives about complex policies likely also affects social cohesion, social 

capital typically defined as “stocks” or availability of social trust, norms, and 

networks that people can draw upon to solve common problems (Civic Practices 

Network), and the quality of life of both citizens and their communities, in 

particular the most vulnerable in terms of their service needs. A major theme of 

this thesis, therefore, is that traditional forms of political policy development and 

decision making have contributed to a growing dissatisfaction between decision 

makers and their constituents.  Another research theme is that the practice of 

decision making is far less linear and rational than traditional models have 

posited.  However, as mentioned above, new communication technologies are 
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now providing novel ways to inform and to engage citizens and communities in 

the decisions that affect their lives. 

These more easily accessible communication technologies are particularly 

relevant given the contemporary societal shifts in social capital exacerbated by 

modern economic realities (e.g., dramatically growing income disparities) that 

have dramatically altered the environmental and cultural context of decision 

making. Part of the growing sense of dissatisfaction and alienation between 

politicians and citizens has been linked to the negative impacts of national, 

provincial, and global economic policies on the core middle income individuals 

typically critical in elections.  Arguably, even for this group, there appears to be a 

decline in social capital (Civic Practices Network). 

It will be argued in this thesis that the involvement of end users of policies 

and resources in the development of policy processes offers some promise for 

successful innovative policy outcomes. Most importantly, the application of 

models of co-creation may help to reduce the sense of separation and discontent 

as well as the policy failures that are now so prevalent. The term co-creation was 

first used by Prahalad and Ramaswamy (2004) and is used here to “characterize 

a creation process where new solutions are designed with people, not for them” 

(Bason, 2010, p.8). It involves interactive social processes which, when 

combined with new technologies, can result in a more positive experience for 

both end users and decision makers, through better informed, more engaged, 

and empowered citizens and communities.                                                                                 

Finally, this thesis will elaborate on how creative, interdisciplinary policy 

and program developments that incorporate innovative approaches to policy 

development and decision making have the potential to increase the quality, 

impact, and acceptance of both policy and program initiatives.  
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Public Policy Today: A Detailed Sense of Context   

           Traditional approaches to the development of public policy assume that 

the future is, to some degree, both predictable and anticipated. From this 

perspective, it has followed that static policies would be effective in managing the 

issues to be faced (Swanson & Bhadwel, 2009). However, 21st century modernity 

has not proven so susceptible to predictable futures; rather, both citizens and 

policy makers have met with more challenges and more opportunities than ever 

before, requiring them to make many difficult choices. Policies are often intended 

to alleviate “wicked problems” which have three characteristics, the extent of the 

problem is not known (e.g., climate change), conflicting solutions exist and they 

will never be totally solved (e.g., unemployment) (Bason, 2010). Policy issues are 

now more intractable, complex, and intertwined than at any other time. 

           As has been mentioned previously, for example, rapidly developing 

technology now enables individuals and organizations to connect across 

traditional boundaries in real time for the collection and organization of data 

which, in turn, provide more information and more opportunity for informed 

change than in the past. Today, citizens (as well as policy makers) have more 

access to information than ever before and also have greater means of 

expressing their opinions and greater collective influence. The growing 

disconnect between politicians, governments, and the citizenry, together with the 

advent of new technologies, both creates more challenges and provides new 

opportunities for policy makers. 

Collectively, fiscal demands and societal challenges place added pressure 

on policy makers to be more innovative and to provide more creative and timely 

approaches to services, processes, and systems of governance. As they become 

more sensitive to a changing cultural context of complexity and uncertainty, 

policy makers may benefit from employing approaches that involve the end users 

of their policies and incorporate societal values. Indeed, the traditional model of 

citizens as the passive recipients of services created and delivered to them, 
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arguably, is less, if not no longer, relevant. In effect, I assert that in order to 

create and implement effective policies in the contemporary political context, 

policy makers increasingly will have to adopt novel ways or models of making 

policy. At the beginning of this millennium, Canadian philosopher Charles Taylor 

(2002) asserted that modernity offered a "historically unprecedented amalgam of 

new practices and institutional forms, (science, technology, industrial production, 

urbanization), of new ways of living (individualism, secularism, instrumental 

rationality), and new forms of malaise (alienation, meaninglessness, a sense of 

impending social dissolution)” (p.91).  

In this state of complexity, confusion, and policy flux in “postmodern” times 

(i.e., advanced technology, Internet information dissemination, and globally 

based growth economies), Canadian citizens have increasingly expressed 

dissatisfaction and alienation with both their politicians and their government. 

When pollsters asked Canadians whether or not politicians shared their views on 

the most important issues they were facing, a 2002 poll found that 75% of 

Canadians were satisfied with the state of their democracy; however, the 

subsequent negative trend was irrefutable: 62% of respondents said no in 2005, 

rising to 76% in 2011, followed by a further 20% decrease in satisfaction in 2012 

(Loat & MacMillan, 2014). Of course, the “Great Recession” that began in 

earnest in 2008 obviously played a major role in in this trend, however, a more 

detailed theoretically nuanced discussion of this trend will be presented in 

Chapter 3.   

Charles Taylor (1991) theorized that this trend could be explained by what 

he termed the public’s "malaise of modernity", that is, the features of society 

which we experience as a loss despite modern gains. He identified three key 

features. The first was an individual loss of meaning, a loss of moral horizons 

resulting from narcissism, and individualism. The second was rampant 

instrumental reason,3 with a particularly strong emphasis on maximizing 

                                                 
3Instrumental reason refers to the kind of rationality drawn on when the most economical 
application of means to a given end is calculated (Taylor, 1991). 
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economic reason. The latter echoes Janice Gross Stein's (2002) position in The 

Cult of Efficiency that economic efficiency often became the primary objective 

underlying most policies rather than policies being the means of facilitating 

diverse economic and non-economic goals including the general well-being of 

citizens. The third feature was a loss of freedom, where the institutions and 

structures of industrial-technological societies restrict people’s choices and, 

therefore, their freedom. Taylor (1991) argued further that citizens ended up, 

as Alexis de Tocqueville had envisioned in his early 19th century treatise on 

democracy, "enclosed in their own hearts" and not participating in society, living 

under a "soft despotism”, the feared consequence of individualism and 

instrumental reason. In other words, the key features of the current malaise have 

been theorized as being linked to the central lack of fulfillment of many citizens 

and the related delegitimization of those democratic obligations focused on the 

general good of the maximum number of fellow citizens rather than on the narrow 

self-interests or several personal desires or demands. In pre-democracy political 

contexts (e.g., feudalism), the latter were rigidly and statically determined by the 

divine and tradition, which largely inhibited the dynamic polices required by the 

emerging democracies and their increasingly capitalist economies in the 18th  

and 19th centuries. When this malaise became entrenched in a culture and 

society, historically, it seemed nearly impossible to escape other than through 

revolutionary movements. 

Again, returning to de Tocqueville’s 19th century insights, Taylor’s (1991) 

suggestion that the malaise of modernity derives from a new form of despotism 

does not refer to the type of tyranny, terror, and oppression experienced 

throughout history, but to a new, “softer” despotism, mild and paternalistic, where 

everything is run by what he refers to as an "immense tutelary power " over 

which people have little control (p. 9). Largely referring to the emergence of the 

successful and liberal democratic U.S. Republic in the later part of the 18th 

century, de Tocqueville asserted that the democratic response to traditional 
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despotism was a vigorous citizen-based political culture in which mass social and 

political participation was valued and practiced. He noted that voluntary 

associations in the U.S. played a significant role in engaging “average” citizens in 

their communities, including in political policies. As will be discussed later, key 

contemporary theorists such as Robert Putnam have associated the current 

citizen alienation from the public policy sphere with the sheer size and complexity 

of the bureaucratic state that more frequently implements confusing and 

controversial polices as mentioned above, as well as with the fundamental 

changes in the organization of the daily economic and isolating social activities of 

the vast majority of citizens.  In effect, how policies are made and implemented 

can leave citizens, especially those with very limited social capital, alienated. 

Again, a main theme of this thesis is that meaningful public engagement with the 

political process will reduce both the alienation between policy makers and the 

citizenry. This, in turn, most likely will enhance the latter’s support for innovative 

policies regarding the creation and maintenance of key program services in an 

historical period where public support of taxes for traditional program services will 

likely remain either low or problematic for the foreseeable future. More generally, 

these assertions are based on the theoretical perspective that awareness, 

political will, and an informed and engaging process of public policy, in concert, 

offer policy platforms for change that can assist in protecting society against the 

persistent negative challenges of post-modernity (Lepper & McAndrew, 2008).    

In Canada, this challenge recently was described in the Sixth Report of the 

Prime Minister’s Advisory Committee on the Public Service (Part 5) (Government 

of Canada, 2012):   

Policy issues today are more complex, more “horizontal” and in 

many ways more intractable than ever before.  In today’s global 

information economy, every issue facing Canada has an 

international dimension, as well as a federal-provincial, 

municipal, local or Aboriginal perspective, on every issue 

concerned citizens have a voice.  There are many more players 
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on the policy field today than in previous years, and this is a 

good thing.  Government must be receptive to ideas and inputs 

from many sources.  (p. 6) 

            As alluded to above, another critical policy context for advocating 

innovative policy models is the concern about maintaining minimum economic 

growth levels given the unprecedented integration of national economies into the 

global economy and the resulting intensely competitive and rapidly evolving 

technological sectors, especially in light of the continued slow growth/recovery of 

the global economy since the 2008 Great Recession. While no national 

economies have escaped this concern about the growth rates needed to 

maintain politically acceptable levels of unemployment, underemployment, and 

tax revenues to fund government services, natural resource export based 

economies, including advanced industrial ones such as Canada’s, are 

particularly vulnerable. While taxation levels in support of government-funded 

services have always been a central political issue in all liberal democracies, 

austerity-focused political party/governments typically focus on the primary 

objective of balancing budgets by reducing government expenditures while 

reducing income and corporate taxes and program services. This formula is 

justified as the most effective economic policy to facilitate substantial economic 

growth in the hyper-competitive global economy. The on-going debate between 

political parties and economists in virtually all liberal democratic countries about 

the validity of this formula is critically important for understanding the policy 

model central to this thesis, and, therefore, will be discussed in various policy 

contexts in subsequent chapters. As mentioned above, a key assumption in 

advocating this co-creation policy model is that even political parties that 

represent maintaining or expanding government services acknowledge the 

political challenges of raising taxes, especially, income and corporate, at any 

level of government. In effect, the likelihood of providing the level of services so 

obviously needed, particularly for highly vulnerable groups, through traditional tax 

formulas beyond an election cycle of 4 to 5 years is extremely low. Further 
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disconcerting, slow yearly economic growth affects another key funding source 

for program services to vulnerable groups, charities, and private foundations as 

well as individual citizens. 

Service and Social Capital 

The non-profit sectors of society (e.g., the Salvation Army, John Howard 

Society) provide a significant number of dedicated social services to vulnerable 

people while charities/foundations (e.g., Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation) and 

the generosity of individuals provide funding for certain services.  However, in the 

last decade, a declining percentage of Canadians either donated to charities or 

gave smaller percentages of their incomes (MacIntyre & Lammam, 

2013). Simultaneously, the general government austerity policies discussed 

above have resulted in greater demands being placed on community-level 

services at the most basic level such as food banks, health/mental health care, 

and emergency housing.  A potentially important source of public support for 

novel program service models, though, is the extensive trust most (79%) 

Canadians have toward the non-profit and charitable sectors, especially 

compared to their trust levels for the federal (45%), provincial (44%), and local 

governments (57%) (Lasby & Barr, 2013).  

 Yet, despite the generosity of the publics in liberal democratic countries, 

the sense of community that appeared pervasive in the previous industrial period 

leading up to the advent of the current post-industrial period, which began in the 

late 1960s with industrial automation and mass computer-based information 

technologies, has changed. Robert Putnam (2000) has been the leading 

proponent of the perspective that this key ingredient of social cohesion has 

declined precipitously in liberal democracies. This sense of community is based 

on social networks created by individuals and communities to assist each other 

individually and in groups regarding a wide array reciprocal services from the 

intensely private (e.g., monitoring/mentoring children) to getting local/municipal 

services and jobs. He defined this community network collective as social capital. 
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It is beyond the scope of this thesis to expand on the theories of why social 

cohesion and social capital have declined or not. However, there is little debate 

that the conceptualization of social capital has changed fundamentally, primarily 

because of social networking technologies. While social capital in the modern or 

industrial period relied on extended/nuclear families and relatively stable and 

ethnically homogeneous neighbourhoods as well as relatively stable 

intergenerational and employment, social-economic mobility, community 

institutions (e.g., schools, churches/synagogues/temples, bowling alleys) and 

family political party affiliations, the post-modern bases for social cohesion and 

social capital are far more diverse, complex, and dynamic. This rapidly evolving 

social cohesion context has enormous implications for how individuals relate to 

policy models regarding service delivery. 

 

Policy Development in the 21st Century: Emerging 
Approaches   

McKinsey and Company (Dobbs, Manyika, & Woetzel, April 2015) 

asserted that “the world economy’s operating system is being rewritten…[and] 

now  is undergoing an even more dramatic transition [than the Industrial 

Revolution] due to the confluence of four fundamental disruptive forces” (p.1). 

They asserted that post-modern urbanization, accelerating technological change, 

an aging world, and greater global connections are causing a rate of change that 

is 10 times faster than the Industrial Revolution did, 300 times its scale, and is 

having approximately 3,000 times the impact. 

  Yet, while it appears that most people understand that these changes are 

occurring, Dobbs and colleagues (2015) argued that most of the public fails to 

understand their magnitude. Again, as stated above, it is both the speed and the 

enormity of change that makes it so difficult to comprehend fully the 

contemporary policy context, both in terms of challenges and opportunities. 
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Regarding the latter, there are unprecedented means for citizens to connect both 

locally and nationally as well as to obtain policy information and even funding 

globally. Both access and the speed of obtaining and sharing information can 

provide an impetus for social and political change.  More specifically, the 

following four approaches are gaining increasing attention and influence: (Policy 

Horizons Canada, 2012, p.6)                    

1. Co-ordination and collaborative governance, where citizens come 

together to find new ways to address common challenges. This model 

incorporates crowd-sourcing4 for making connections between people 

and engaging them; place-based strategies5 for identifying and solving 

problems through collaborations at a community level; and, identifying 

means for delegating authority to affected parties within a geographic 

space, be it a neighbourhood, a region, or an ecosystem.  

2. Innovations and experimentation, where citizens use multi-disciplinary 

approaches to confront social, health, and environmental 

issues.  Tools include social enterprise and impact investing6 which 

can provide social and environmental benefits and innovation in order 

to design and practice interventions.  

3. Behavioural change through insight and information, where the 

implementation of new processes and activities is informed by insights 

into human behaviour.  These include nudges, open data, and 

collabetitions7 (Thaler & Sunstein, 2008). Nudges are aspects of 

                                                 
4Crowd-sourcing is the practice of obtaining needed services, ideas, or content by soliciting 
contributions from a large group of people and especially from the on-line community, rather than 
from traditional employees or supporters (Merriam Webster Dictionary). 
5 Place-based strategies refers to “stakeholders engaging in a collaborative process to address 
issues as they are experienced within a geographic space, be it a neighbourhood, a region, or an 
ecosystem” (Policy Horizons Canada, 2011, p.6).   
6 Impact Investing refers to “investments made in companies, organizations and funds with the 
intention of generating measurable social and environmental impact alongside a financial return” 

(Global Impact Investing Network, 2009).  
7 Collabetition is a collaborative competition – a thoughtful social media strategy that invites 
people to submit their solutions to social problems, encourages friendly competition and rewards 
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choice architecture that alter people’s behaviour in predictable ways 

without forbidding any options or significantly changing economic 

incentives. For example, rearranging the food placements in a school 

cafeteria can increase or decrease the consumption of food items by 

as much as 25% percent (Thaler & Sunstein, 2008).   

4. Global-to-local and local-to-global activities, including grassroots’ 

activities that have an effect at the global level (e.g., micro financing) 

and vice-versa, as well as supply chains procurement standards (e.g., 

2010 Olympics) and emissions trading (e.g., Pacific Carbon Trust). The 

major innovative global policy themes can inform local initiatives and 

this exchange can also go in the opposite direction so practitioners and 

theoreticians now have instantaneous and virtually cost free 

opportunities to learn and influence from one another.    

     Three key drivers are pushing these four policy levers to the forefront: 

networked co-everything, co-creation, and collaboration. These drivers have 

become far more prevalent in the policy development, design, and 

implementation of more innovative models (Policy Horizons, 2011).  Policy 

stakeholders are no longer dependent, almost exclusively, on government-

centred information sources and access to policy makers since citizens and 

consumers, if necessary, can circumvent traditional bureaucratic and political 

avenues by taking their issues directly (e.g., email) to key political decision 

makers.  Boundaries between specific policy stakeholders and citizens and, more 

generally, on the one hand, and policy decision makers are now blurred. For 

example, the thesis theme that social enterprises derived in part from business 

models that generate revenue for their social purposes can be communicated 

directly to key political decision makers instead of being denied access or having 

the information screened by change-resistant stakeholders. Finally, despite the 

                                                                                                                                               
winners with the resources to improve, perfect and spread their innovations around the world (as 
defined in B.C. government press release backgrounder, Nov. 25, 2011). 
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often inherent complexity (e.g., science-based, statistical) and extensiveness 

(e.g., provincial population based health information) of information associated 

with controversial policy issues, digitization, mobile technologies, and large 

databases (which facilitate policy comparisons based on trends and/or complex 

statistical modeling) are now other and often more important levers for policy 

development and program delivery.   Very importantly, government-sponsored 

policy information and development sources such as Policy Horizons Canada 

explicitly promote these new policy development approaches along with the 

traditional academic conference/journal sources.  

These analytic policy themes and models regarding the impact, 

processes, and success/failure of various controversial and innovative programs 

in British Columbia will be used in this thesis. Part of the resistance to innovative 

policy programs is based on fundamental cognitive limitations in interpreting 

policy information. To help understand these apparently inherent or common 

limitations, it is important to review the classic research and theoretical themes 

that have emerged from behavioural economics. 

Behavioural Economics and Public Policy 

          Why does the same information so often lead to different 

conclusions?  Why does more information sometimes lead to dissension, rather 

than to agreement? (Kahan, 2012).   These observations contradict the 

assumptions of the traditional rational decision-making model that continues to 

form the basis of most policy development. In theory or ideally, public policies are 

intended to shape society in desirable ways by promoting behaviours that yield 

outcomes conducive to human welfare (Shafir, 2013, p.1), despite the difficulties 

of reaching a consensus about the definition of this lofty goal when controversial 

issues are involved. Increasingly, economics is the only social science discipline 

that is generally recognized as obviously relevant and useful to policy makers 

focused on the balanced budget and government debt reduction policy priorities 

discussed above, as well as the related policy means involving austerity and 
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program cost/outcome efficiencies. Yet, traditional economists and most of their 

analytic policy models have been criticized by the relatively new sub-division of 

behavioural economics. Several of the latter theoretical proponents have 

asserted that their experimental data has indicated the limited applicability of the 

mainstream rational-choice decision-making models, especially regarding certain 

public policy areas such as health care, education, and criminal justice 

(Kahneman, in Shafir, 2013, p. VII).  

             The origins of the predominant rationality and reason models can be 

traced to the fifth century BC and the classical antiquity philosopher, Plato, and 

his assertion that reason originated from the civilized part of the brain and that 

people would be happy as long as reason subdued their primitive passions – 

thus, the most rational decisions were the best ones (Lehrer, 2009). This notion 

of rationality became both the dominant decision-making assumption of the next 

2,000 years and the founding principle of modern economics.  The rational agent 

model of “homo economicus” reflects the assumption that human behaviour is 

based on three traits: “unbounded rationality, unbounded will power, and 

unbounded selfishness” (Thaler & Mullainathan, 2008). The development of 

public policy has been subject to the same rational agent assumptions, 

assumptions that have proven to be unrealistic regarding how individuals make 

decisions in certain but uncommon situations, especially when beliefs, 

particularly value-laden (e.g., religious, ideological, professional) are inconsistent 

with observations or “facts”, as well as when information is processed quickly, is 

incomplete, or is complex/confusing, and is, therefore interpreted largely on 

experience-driven intuition.  There is now considerable research that supports 

the perspective that humans often are caring, “predictably irrational”, and not 

very thought disciplined (Ariely, 2008). This decision-making profile is based on 

the research associated with the above development of behavioural economics 

in the latter part of the 20th century for which psychologist Daniel Kahneman 

received the 2002 Nobel Prize in economics  
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       During the last several decades, breakthroughs in genetics, epigenetics, and 

brain imaging have added to the understanding of human decision making and 

have been largely supportive of a mixed model (i.e., sometimes rational choice, 

sometimes irrational/emotional of how we reach decisions), often depending on 

internal mental states and/or environmental influences.  

Brain Function and its Impact on Decision Making and 
Policy Development 

 Advances in neuroimaging, psychology, and linguistics have been critical 

in understanding how individuals interpret complex information and issues in 

particular. The neuroscientist Antonio Damasio, psychologist Drew Westen, and 

linguist George Lakoff have conducted seminal research on this theme, and they 

concluded that the traditional approach of a solely rational method of decision 

making was not supported by empirical evidence. 

 Damasio, the David Dornsife Professor of Neuroscience and Director of 

the Brain and Creativity Institute at the University of Southern California, has 

conducted neurological research over three decades on patients who have both 

a deficit in decision making and an emotional disorder. He used functional 

magnetic resonance imaging (fMRI) to map the brain functions of these patients. 

Damasio’s (1994) somatic marker hypothesis proposes the existence of a neural 

mechanism by which emotional processes guide or influence behaviour, 

particularly decision making. He found that the neurological indicators of 

associations between those reinforcing stimuli which include and associate 

physiological affective states could influence decision making, both overtly and 

covertly.  Through his research, he has concluded that rather than being an 

obstruction to reason, as has been commonly assumed, emotion can assist 

reasoning processes.  For example, he observed that when emotion was 

unavailable for reasoning, as happens in certain neurological conditions, 

reasoning was even more flawed than when emotion simply misinformed 
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rationality and thus decisions. Damasio viewed emotion as delivering cognitive 

information via feelings through the conscious expression of emotion.   

As an example, Damasio (1994) recounted the story of a patient with 

severed connections in part of the limbic system of his brain – the area where 

emotions are experienced.  When Damasio and his patient had to decide where 

to go for lunch, the patient could not reach a decision, responding, instead, with 

we could go to this restaurant; however it is often empty so maybe the food is not 

very good, but maybe we could get a table or we could go to that other 

restaurant, but it is busy so we maybe we would not get a table.  The patient’s 

analysis could go on like this for great lengths of time without a decision, 

because even though the patient was able to weigh pieces of information, he 

could not make a decision because he did not have the emotional capability 

necessary to assign the values required for decision making. 

 Though this research was focused on such patients, Damasio and his 

colleagues developed the related neuro-economic decision-making model based 

on his general model that reason was changed by emotion and moods -- that we 

do not think or behave the same way when we are happy as we do when we are 

sad. Feelings (e.g., feeling happy or sad) are merely the conscious perceptions 

of underlying emotional states, of which we may not always be aware. However, 

being aware of our emotions gives us the option of acting on them rather than 

being controlled by them (Ariely, 2010).        

Damasio asserted that when we make decisions, we remember not only 

what the factual result of the decision was, but also the emotional result, and that 

the combination of fact and emotion are both critical components of decision 

making.  He concluded that “most of what we construct as wisdom over time is 

actually a result of cultivating knowledge about how emotions behave and what 

we learned from them” (2009, Aug.11). Furthermore Damasio found that most of 

what we engage in passionately (politics, social issues, justice, health, and public 

policy) is a projection of our biological needs into the social domain –he contends 
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that without these needs, we would not be interested. His findings challenge our 

essentially 17th Century Western or Occidental culture’s long-held belief in 

evidence-based policy development solely as the best practice and in rational 

thought (instrumental reason) as being inherently superior to and separate from 

emotional thought. Damasio and his colleagues’ perspective provides an 

important component in understanding the critical importance of the role of 

emotions in conjunction with research-based evidence in explaining the 

challenges policy decision makers, stakeholders, and citizens face when they 

engage in the process of public policy and program development concerning 

highly emotionally charged and empirically complex issues.   

 To further explore this theme, it is important to discuss Dr. Drew Westen, 

the chief psychologist at Cambridge Hospital and an associate professor at 

Harvard Medical School and his research highlighted in the ground-breaking 

book The Political Brain: The Role of Emotion in Deciding the Fate of the Nation 

(2006). He focused on how the human brain typically resolves conflicts between 

data and desire by tracing neural patterns associated with clearly emotionally 

biased conclusions. Westen (2006) found, for example, that political campaigns 

conducted on the assumption that voters would choose the most qualified 

candidates (i.e., identified with the “best” issues, facts, and policies) did not 

occur. Instead, voters selected candidates more on their ability to project a 

“human face” or emotional tie to policy issues.  Again, there appears to be 

growing research support for a more complex model based on the need to 

engage the public not only with evidence but also in relation to the deeply 

embedded emotional screening of this information. 

Westen’s perspective is exemplified by political strategist Richard 

Wirthlin’s campaign strategy for Ronald Reagan’s 1981 run for the presidency of 

the United States.  Wirthlin stumbled on his strategy when, through the exposure 

of focus groups to policy, he realized that you “persuade with emotion”. Wirthlin, 

therefore, focused Reagan’s speeches and media messages on simple but 

passionately delivered emotion-laden phrases rather than on complex data-
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based approaches to key and highly controversial electoral policies such as the 

Cold War with the then Soviet Union  (e.g., invoking a Star Wars, high-

technology military strategy) and reducing income taxes (Lakoff, 2006).  Westen 

(2007) asserted that every political campaign has a vision of the voter’s mind 

“often implicit, rarely articulated and generally invisible” and that traces of that 

vision can be seen in everything that a campaign does or does not do.  

           Westen pointed out that positive and negative emotions, independent of 

reason, shape behaviour, including voting behaviour, and that shaping that 

behaviour is an integral part of political campaigns and elections. Emotionally 

laden words, phrases, and images provoke strong feelings, which activate neural 

networks as pathways upon which true and false messages travel.  These 

messages connect to peoples’ unconscious emotions.  Hence, the attraction or 

rejection of politicians and their policies is often the result not of dispassionate 

decisions but of unconscious emotions. Citizens’ emotional connectedness to a 

policy as well as to the personae of the politicians themselves will often influence 

the acceptance and success of the policies (Westen, 2006). Once again, the 

Reagan campaign in 1981 illustrates this point.  In 1981, Wirthlin found that 

Reagan’s policies did not matter, that people voted for Reagan for five reasons: 

that he talked about values, he connected with people, he was authentic, he was 

trusted, and people could identify with him (Lakoff, 2006).  While he and his vice-

presidential running mate, George H. Bush, were soundly defeated by Carter and 

Mondale in the presidential debates, this Republican ticket electorally 

overwhelmed the incumbent Democratic team. In other words, though 

Reagan lost the intellectual/evidence policy debates, he clearly won the 

emotional image projection needed to become President.       

 Building on the work of Damasio and Westen, George Lakoff (2008), a 

cognitive linguist, focused on identifying the mental frameworks that underlie our 

perceptions and the related policy choices. While Lakoff accepted that liberal 

democracy is based on classical “enlightenment thinking” principles, such as 

freedom and equality, he rejected the key eight enlightenment 
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assertions/assumptions about human reasoning because of contemporary brain 

research.8 Lakoff (2008) asserted that this research indicated that that reason 

uses emotion “structured by frames and metaphors and images and symbols” 

and is formed with conscious thought shaped by the unconscious (p.14). He 

argued further that it is “urgent” that both decision makers and citizens 

understand how the brain functions generally regarding “facts” and theories, 

particularly as it applies to politics, and, by extension, public policy.   

 It is important to return to Kahneman’s (2011) seminal research and 

theory linking human experience and thought processes. He defined the 

experiencing self as what we experience in the here and now and the 

remembering self as what we remember about the experience; the latter keeps 

score and retains the story of our life (p. 381).  Our memories, and thus our 

stories, are defined and remembered on the basis of three criteria: significant 

moments, changes, and endings.  We select our memories of our experiences, 

not the actual experiences.  Our memories are often very different from our 

actual experiences, and these three event processes shape them.  And, in 

addition, futures are planned based on anticipated memories, the stories that we 

will generate from our experiences. 

Earlier, Herbert Simon, a political scientist, economist, psychologist, and 

also a Nobel laureate, first used the term bounded rationality and concluded that 

decisions were often “satisficing,” meaning that they were “less than optimal but 

                                                 
8The eight assumptions that Lakoff says describe traditional approaches to reason are that we 
are (1) conscious:  we know what we think; (2) unemotional: free of passions;  (3) literal: able to fit 
the objective world of logic; (4) logical: consistent with the principles of classical logic; (5) 
disembodied: free of the body and independent of action and perception; (6) universal: the same 
for everyone;  (7) self-interested: serving  one’s own purposes and interests; (8) value neutral: 
independent of a value system. In contrast, he says, research shows that (1) 1. 98% of our 
reasoning is unconscious (which is what the brain is doing when we are not noticing), so our 
conscious reasoning is shaped by our unconscious reasoning; (2) reasoning is emotional: 
decision making is dependent upon emotional attachment; (3) reasoning follows many patterns 
and connections which are not literal; (4) reasoning is not logical:  providing similar facts to 
different people will not result in the same conclusions; (5) reasoning is a holistic process 
involving the body; (6) reason is not universal:  different people reason in very different ways; (7) 
we are much more empathetic than first believed;  we care about others and their feelings and 
that influences our reasoning; (8) our reasoning process is linked to our values and beliefs. 
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at least acceptable” (Kahneman, 2011).  Kahneman augmented Simon’s theory 

by asserting that, although people intend to be rational when making decisions, 

they often fail because of cognitive and emotional limitations (i.e., the ability to 

decide is impaired because of limited information and time). Decision outcomes 

often, therefore, are satisfactory rather than optimal.  

 Kahneman (2013, Feb. 20) posed two questions that are particularly 

relevant to political processes and decision making.  “Why do people so rarely 

change their minds on important matters?” and “Why do people think they are 

reasonable and think those that disagree with them are not reasonable?”  His 

studies led him to propose that there are many different ways of knowing things 

and that there is no psychological nor experiential difference between the way 

deeply religious people and the scientifically minded know things, as both create 

stories to make sense of their beliefs.   

We think that we have beliefs because of arguments but in fact it works 

the other way around, we believe in arguments because we believe in the 

conclusions.  Beliefs and opinions come first and then we believe 

arguments that are psychologically coherent or cohesive with the 

conclusions we believe in. (12:36)  

We believe what we believe primarily because we have been told to 

believe these things by people we believe in and trust and that realization 

is quite difficult because subjectively that is not the way it feels – 

subjectively we feel that we have good reasons for our beliefs and people 

who do not accept our beliefs are unreasonable. (14:10)  

         Kahneman’s focus on how pre-set beliefs, whether derived from authority 

figures, religion, or ideologies, structure our reasoning and arguments about 

controversies has enormous importance for innovative policies. The latter 

typically challenge a wide range of set beliefs about policies and programs, 

especially for individuals who are stakeholders with direct and immediate self-

interest in maintaining status quo policies. These stakeholders range from 
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individuals working in programs to politicians with ideological and electoral 

commitments, and, very critically, to those who receive various routine or 

essential benefits including services. According to the above theoretical 

perspective, the process of changing stakeholders’ and voters’ positions on 

policies, therefore, requires how to address their values rather than emphasizing 

rational choice model’s evidence approach. In other words, whether as policy 

makers making policy or as citizens forming opinions about policy, individuals’ 

decisions will be directed and formed primarily by subjective, rather than 

objective and evidence-based, reasons. 

This perspective is important in explaining the frequent vitriolic exchanges 

that occur in many controversial policy debates within cabinet, party caucuses, 

and legislatures, and in the media as well as among interest groups, friends, and 

family members. Again, these intense exchanges are hypothesized to be related 

less to differences in knowledge than to differences in beliefs and the values 

derived from those beliefs. However, beliefs/cognitions have been strongly 

associated with culture. Kahan and Braman (2006), for example, used their 

construct, cultural cognition, to describe support for positions or policies often 

based less on facts and evidence than on culturally derived social meaning:  

The phenomenon of cultural cognition refers to a series of 

interlocking social and psychological mechanisms that induce 

individuals to conform their factual beliefs about contested policies to 

their cultural evaluations of the activities subject to regulation. (p.147)      

           Kahan (2006) further suggested that a “cultural style” of democratic 

policy making exists as well and involves a process whereby “only when 

[people] perceive that a policy bears a social meaning congenial to their 

cultural values that citizens become receptive to sound empirical evidence 

about the consequences that policy will have” (p. 169). Accordingly, in 

initiating the policy change process, Kahan argues that policies must be 

enmeshed in culturally “acceptable social meanings” even when citizens 
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have diverse cultural beliefs and values typical of multi-ethnic societies, for 

example, that predominate in Canada, the U.S., and most European 

nations.  

          Another important component related to cultural cognition is Joseph 

Stiglitz’s (2010) “group think” construct, which he maintained is essential in 

understanding resistance to innovative economic policies in economic 

crisis contexts.  Stiglitz used the 2008 economic crisis to illustrate the 

power of group think to override unacceptable but fact-based evidence. At 

a prestigious annual economic and political summit of global leading 

bankers and other business leaders, economists, and politicians, that he 

attended in Davos, Switzerland in January 2008, he related that the bank 

leaders and traditional economists associated with the rational choice 

models central to banking claimed that there were few warnings, if any, 

about the impending financial crisis in the fall of 2007.  This consensus 

among these traditional bankers and economists belied the “fact” that 

several renowned economists, including Stiglitz, had been discussing the 

sub-prime mortgage lead housing bubble that had been building since the 

beginning of the millennium, in effect, for nearly 7 years. According to 

Stiglitz, “the central bankers were, in a sense, right – no one with 

credibility in their circle challenged the prevailing view, [because] no one 

challenging the prevailing view would be treated as credible.  Sharing 

similar views was part of being socially and intellectually acceptable” (p. 

253).   

 Even currently, according to another Nobel prize winning 

economist, Paul Krugman (2013), the group think dynamic is central to 

understanding why these same global traditional bankers, leaders and 

narrow rational choice political leaders insist that austerity programs are 

required to avoid another inflationary bubble and catastrophe despite 

overwhelming trend data repeatedly reconfirming, for 7 years, the opposite 

trend.  Instead, low inflation, reduced government expenditures, and low 
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wage growth globally have contributed, since the beginning of the Great 

Recession, to the slowest and weakest economic recovery in 

contemporary history. 

      The sharing of similar views, with no one challenging the prevailing 

views of the group, is a dynamic prevalent within most groups.  It is 

particularly evident in political parties, religious organizations, and among 

sports fans.  Confirmation bias allows us to reinforce our already held 

points of view. Not even a dramatic event, such as the Great Recession, 

guarantees that those points of view will be subject to objective 

examination and possible change. Kahan (2006) calls this motivated 

reason (p. 103).   

          It has been my experience across almost 40 years of involvement in 

policy development and implementation at different administrative and 

political levels, including as a minister and as government caucus 

chairperson, that public policy is typically developed, presented, and 

defended, as well as reasoned, in the linear and traditional sense of 

rationality. Obviously, this decision-making process has resulted in 

important policies being created and implemented. However, when 

controversial and complex policy issues were at stake, my experience has 

been that the necessary insights of cultural cognition and other key 

insights into policy making discussed in this chapter rarely occurred. In 

campaigning for office during this period, I also have experienced how 

pervasive the sense of distrust of politicians and alienation from the 

political process can be. This was the primary explanation, for example, 

for the resignation, after an unprecedented three successive re-elections, 

of Premier Gordon Campbell because of the surprise introduction of the 

harmonized provincial/federal sales tax. More recently, the once 

inconceivable defeat of the Conservative Party government in Alberta 

(Canada’s most traditionally conservative provincial electorate), after 40 

consecutive years in power, by the New Democratic Party also occurred, 
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in part, because of widespread public perceptions that recent 

Conservative Party governments were led by self-serving ministers and 

MLAs, as well as by perceptions of secretive policy making and 

abrupt/unexpected policy shifts. 

 I will return to all the key theoretical policy themes introduced in this 

chapter along with key examples in subsequent chapters. The main 

theoretical constructs and themes, along with several of the major related 

examples, need to be expanded on in order to more fully comprehend the 

complexity of policy decision making, especially when entrenched belief 

systems are in place and highly controversial issues are being addressed. 
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Behavioural Research, Constructs, and Propositions 
as the Basis for Emerging Policy Models 

 As discussed in Chapter 1, the relatively new sub-discipline of 

behavioural economics has been essential in the structuring and justification for 

novel approaches to public policy making. Also, as discussed, two events, the 

first, near cataclysmic, have contributed significantly to thrusting behavioural 

economics into the forefront of both academic and mainstream economic and 

policy theorizing. Most important was the recent collapse of the world's economy 

into a prolonged recession, which, again, came as a surprise to most 

economists.  The second event happened on October 23, 2008, when Alan 

Greenspan, then chair of the United States Federal Reserve Bank (USFRB), 

appeared before Congress and proclaimed that he was "in a state of shocked 

disbelief” (Reuters, 2008).  He stated that the long-standing and central 

assumptions of the USFRB monetary policies, for which he had worked for over 

40 years, had proved to be wrong. Equally importantly, he acknowledged that the 

“global financial crisis has exposed a mistake in the free market ideology” since, 

rather obviously, the U.S. and the global marketplace had not performed 

according to the fundamental principles of this “ideology”. Greenspan admitted 

further that he did not understand why this monetary policy paradigm failed so 

drastically in this instance, (i.e., for a brief period after the dissolution of a major 

investment bank, Lehman Brothers, there was the eminent fear of a global 

depression similar to the Great Depression of the 1930s). Greenspan (PBS News 

Hour, 2008) told a congressional committee: “I discovered a flaw in the model 

that I perceived as the critical functioning structure that defines how the world 

works. I was shocked. I had been going for 40 years with considerable evidence 

that it was working exceptionally well” (2:25).  There is little doubt, historically, 

that this public admission was critical in bringing findings from behavioural 

economic research to the policy forefront as the explanation of why the rational 
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agent model had failed.  Based on creative and diverse research, several key 

behavioural theorists earlier had challenged the rational choice model of decision 

making in general yet with clear relevance to individually important marketplace 

impacts such as spending, borrowing, and investing. 

  In his book Predictably Irrational, Daniel Ariely (2008) introduced 

behavioural economics to a wide public readership. In practical and easy-to-

understand experiments, he demonstrated that everyday activities such as 

weight loss, drinking wine, and buying a car, were systematic, predictable, and 

irrational. Ariely most effectively used visual illusions as parallels for challenging 

rational perceptions and related beliefs (i.e., to illustrate the perceptual mistakes 

we make when we are deceived by a visual illusion). His experiments confirmed 

this illusionary thought process where participants saw one thing, but even after 

becoming aware of the reality of what took place, they returned to their previous 

misconceptions when they were again exposed to the experimental illusions. He 

showed that, “intuition” based reality is susceptible to being wrong in a 

repeatable, predictable, and consistent way depending upon how “facts” are 

presented. (Ariely, 2008).  

  According to Ariely (2008, Dec. 2:16) vision is rather obviously the most 

pervasive or routine sense with a few exceptions such as hearing for the most 

extremely visually impaired.  However, cognitive research from its inception as a 

sub-discipline of psychology has long confirmed how deceptive this sense is for 

numerous reasons, especially when confronted with explicit attempts to deceive 

such as experiments, magic, and visual propaganda, as well as, to a far lesser 

extent, certain types of business advertising. Ariely posed the more complex 

question, how much more susceptible are individuals to misunderstandings and 

outright mistakes when other less obvious senses are used such as the cognitive 

process involved in decision making concerning controversial and often 

bewildering policies, which are novel and challenge traditional or deeply 

embedded beliefs?   
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           Ariely, for example, described a study (Johnson & Goldstein, 2004) that 

revealed one kind of illusion that we have about decision making: the illusion of 

our well-considered control over our decisions. He examined the different rates of 

organ donors in different countries.  People ascribed the variations in these rates 

to how much people care, to culture, or to religion. Yet countries with similar 

cultures and religions often had greatly differing rates of participation in organ 

donor programs. Surprisingly, the variation in rates was associated with each 

country's department of motor vehicles registration policies. Countries where 

driver's license applicants were asked to check a box if they wished to participate 

in the donor program had lower rates of participation. Conversely, countries 

where licensing department policy required applicants to check a box if they did 

not want to participate in this program had higher organ donor rates. In effect, 

where it appeared that the implicit norm was for donor participation and the opt-

out required action by indicating your choice, most people in both cases, chose 

to take no action and the default position prevailed.   

 According to Ariely, we typically perceive that we are in control and make 

the routine decisions regarding our policy choices as well as most other aspects 

of our lives. Yet, it seems that when faced particularly with certain policy choices 

like the donor program, where complex emotions and values are involved,  a 

substantial number of individuals are susceptible to influences from external 

forces, influences such as options, defaults, and context. 

            Another key theme Ariely (2008) highlighted was based on the basic 

supposition that we build our physical world as a result of our understanding of 

our physical limitations such as how homes, sidewalks, and cars typically are 

constructed to accommodate our average human dimensions. Yet, he asserted 

that we have far less understanding of our mental processes and its cognitive 

limits. As the above donor program example illustrated, there is very limited 

understanding of how important the mere wording of a policy option is to 

individual choices.  Regarding our cognitive limitations, Ariely (2008) contended 

that we vastly underestimate the extent to which certain key choices involve 
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irrational, unconscious, and often unreliable cognitive biases. The more 

commonly perceived perspective is that decisions overwhelmingly involve 

objective reasoning.  

 Nonetheless, I will argue that there is a role for emotions such as 

compassion and trust in decision making. These emotions can also influence 

how policy is derived, implemented, and accepted. There is overwhelming history 

in support of the importance of these values in the political process of creating 

policy. For examples, universal health care, child care, mental health, refugee 

policies all involve humanistic or certain religious values. The importance of 

Ariely’s research, on the other hand, is to avoid the negative impacts that 

irrationality, self-deception, and unawareness can have on policy development. 

As will be discussed in subsequent chapters, even when policy makers believe 

they have developed policies based on  “best evidence”, it is imperative that they 

view innovative polices as experiments and undertake evaluations to assess their 

expected policy outcomes. One reason for this conditional view of such policies 

is the acknowledgment that there is a very limited understanding of the cognitive 

and emotional capacities of individuals who are tasked with implementing related 

programs, and, similarly, the capacities for program recipients to react as 

expected, as well as their community’s collective reactions. Ariely also addressed 

this cautionary theme in his research and theorizing on decision making. 

 As was mentioned earlier, traditional economic theory deals with what 

people should do based on the assumptions that people are self-serving and 

rational.  Our marketplace has been built on these assumptions.  Ariely 

challenges these assumptions with his examination of what people actually do in 

everyday decision making.  

            He identified three irrational human “quirks” that are central to the 

behavioural economics perspective of decision-making processes (2008, pp. 

173-175). Our intuitions tend to go unchallenged because (1) we tend to fall in 

love with what we have (possessions, values, or beliefs), (2) we focus more on 
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what we might lose than what we might gain, and (3) we tend to assume that 

others see things as we do. In addition, Ariely (2008) contended that routine 

decisions are often affected by context, anchors, arousal, adaptation, and a 

“present focus” bias.  Given their centrality to Ariely’s model, it is important to 

elaborate on his five constructs (Ariely, 2008).  

Context.  Many of Ariely’s experiments show that decisions are often 

made based on context, comparisons, and relative values rather than on 

more absolute principles or sets of values. For example, in one 

experiment, experimenters took photographs of good-looking students.  

Students were then asked to select the best-looking students from 

amongst the photographs.  Next, using photo shop, the photos of student 

number one were slightly modified, and students were then asked to 

select the best-looking from photos of student number one, student 

number two, and the modified student number one.  Student one was 

selected.  When the experiment was repeated, and the options were 

student number one, student number two, and modified student number 

two, student number two was selected.  The decisions were made based 

on comparisons.  The one that looked comparable but slightly better was 

selected.  He repeated these tests with vacation options and real estate 

selections.  The findings were consistent.  Context and comparison were 

important drivers in the decision making.  

Anchors.  Ariely asserted that any initial thought or act typically seals that 

thought or action in our memory, which then influences future related 

thoughts and actions. In effect, initial thought/act impressions become the 

potential thought pattern bias for interpreting similar future events. For 

instance, we are told that a woman learned to speak fluently by age 2, and 

we are then asked whether we believe that she went to university after 

high school.  We give credence and strength to the thought or visual 

image associated with her learning to speak so precociously and, 
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therefore, unconsciously assume her current and future personal 

characteristics.  

Arousal. Given that all our thoughts and acts usually have emotional (i.e., 

along a continuum) and rational components, Ariely claims that our 

responses to events are very different when we are in a “cold status” as 

opposed to an “aroused status”.  For example, in an experiment where 20-

year-old male students were asked if they would have sex with a 40-year-

old woman, 10% answered yes.  When they were asked the same 

question in an aroused state, 50% said yes.  This experiment was 

replicated with several other hypothetical contexts, and, as expected, the 

responses repeatedly confirmed the initial significant variance in responses 

between cold-state and aroused-state context decisions. There are a wide 

range of implications of this key decision-making component including how 

voters, stakeholders and the general public react to emotion-laden 

information concerning policy choices and the most effective emotional 

context for providing therapy programs. Regarding the latter, for example, 

a key intervention or rehabilitation program challenge involving criminal 

offenders is that they commit crimes often in hot states yet therapeutic 

interventions overwhelmingly occur when they are in cold states. This 

fundamental difference likely explains, at least in part, why most 

intervention programs have limited rehabilitative effects when offenders 

are in hot arousal states often precipitated by alcohol or drugs and 

contextual precipitators’ such as clubs and bars (Corrado & Cohen, 2014).  

Regarding the former example, delivering controversial policy messages or 

information to individuals in a hot state caused by political events (e.g., 

egregious scandals, extreme violent crimes, and natural catastrophes) 

requires a communication strategy that considers this decision making 

screening component state in order to enhance the desired positive 

response. 
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Adaptation.  Ariely asserted that we tend to adapt to positive and negative 

experiences more quickly than we believe (i.e., generally, individuals over-

estimate how long either emotional state will persist. Ariely examined this 

component with experiments involving severely injured veterans. First, 

their different levels of tolerance to pain formed the basis for identifying 

distinctive groups, even though they had similar injuries and potential 

degrees of pain. Second, the expectations they had about the pain 

affected their interpretation of the pain, which, in turn, changed their 

experience and their memory of the experience.  While this experiment 

involved an extreme context, Ariely contended that most decision making 

involves associative positive or negative outcome signals that influence our 

intuitive biases about events. 

He also identified three additional sub-components of adaption related to 

how individuals make decisions in response to changed social 

circumstances: never adapt, alter the perceptions of what we like, and 

reorder desired attributes. Ariely used several constructs related to several 

of these sub-components. Hedonic adaptation involves the process of 

getting used to altered life circumstances. Typically, emotional reactions to 

good and bad events tend to emotionally level over time, whereby the 

initial intense impact diminishes substantially (present focus bias).  

However, another adaptive dynamic, the hedonic treadmill, involves 

increasing our base expectations, a process whereby more is needed to 

evoke happiness, a happiness which continues to erode over time and 

requires another baseline increase to recreate the happiness.  

Experiments were designed to determine whether or not the effects of this 

hedonic treadmill could be mitigated.  For example, could interrupting 

unpleasant work or negative experiences ease the unpleasantness of the 

experiences?  Ariely reported a predominant negative result in his 

experiment; taking a break during a negative experience makes the 

experience worse when the task is restarted.  While the most positive 

strategy involving unpleasant tasks, therefore, suggests no break; 
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conversely, taking breaks thereby inhibiting the process of hedonic 

adaptation, can extend pleasant experiences.   

Transposing hedonic adaptation constructs into the policy context is not 

simple, yet it is relevant. Based on my experience as Director of the then 

Willingdon Youth Detention Centre, for example, I was faced with 

developing a policy in response to an unprecedented series of youth who 

cut/slashed themselves and required medical and 

psychiatric/psychological attention. I also was concerned that unwittingly or 

not, a death could have occurred or would if this trend escalated. Once my 

staff and I understood that these young offenders’ main objective was 

obtaining certain privileges, I implemented a policy that escalated the 

behaviour before finding one that stopped the attention escalation. I 

discuss this policy in detail in Chapter 5.  

Present Focus Bias.  Ariely asserted that the present focus bias construct 

involves largely unconscious thought processes that facilitate beliefs of the 

future as perfect (i.e., idealized self-images such as fit, literate, non-

smoking, professionally successful).  When confronted with difficult 

choices, often requiring fundamental personal changes, relationship 

challenges, and/or coping with negative socioeconomic situations, the 

perfect future focusing illusion aspect of the present focus bias often is the 

basis for avoiding and then postponing into the distant future the 

necessary personal change action or the adjustment to realistic, attainable 

objectives.  This focusing Illusion dynamic also involves several related 

processes including that nothing in life matters as much as it does when 

we are thinking about it, and the focus on one factor and thus 

overestimating its impact.  

  Clearly, present focus bias is one of the most difficult challenges in 

convincing the public, in general, and the electorate, more specifically, to support 

innovative polices that require a long-term timeline and immediate costs such as 
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decreased services/benefits, increased taxes, flexible work conditions, and lower 

energy consumption. Obviously, resistance from directly affected stakeholders 

usually has been even more intense. The list of such challenges, therefore, can 

appear overwhelming and interminable and, as well, the ability to interpret 

uncomfortable information, let alone innovative theory based polices, is too often 

severely limited by this present focus bias. 

Social vs. Market Norms 

           Ariely’s experiments examined the differing impacts of social market and 

financial market motivations in the work place context (2008).  Very importantly, 

he contended that individuals function in only one motivation type at any given 

time. To assess this hypothesis, a sample of students participated in a work 

laboratory experiment where the work was designed to be boring. Participants 

were then divided into three subgroups and subjected to three different types of 

incentives respectively: no pay, 50 cents, and $1. The first and third groups 

worked hard, but the second did not. Ariely interpreted this outcome as 

supporting the above dual construct perspective (i.e., the first group worked hard 

because of an implicit “social contract” based intrinsic social/relationship rewards 

motivational structure, while the second and third groups were motivated by 

money, or extrinsic rewards. For group two, the reward simply was insufficient). 

           Regarding the hypothesis that mixing motivational structures is ineffective, 

Ariely illustrated this with the following example. If you suggested to your in-laws 

that you enjoyed a dinner that they served you so much that you would like to 

pay them $100, you would probably provoke an angry response.  Valuing an 

explicitly social event in market norms is typically normatively inappropriate in 

most cultures. Typically, though, once people are offered money, they reframe 

their actions as financial, and if the dollar value offered is too low, they will say no 

or feel undervalued or both.  In contrast, in the social marketplace, most 

individuals very likely engage in work tasks without any extrinsic reward.  In other 
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words, intrinsic cultural participation and relationships are values based and, in 

turn, motivational factors.   

  Most obviously, it is critically important that innovative policies that rely 

on non-financial incentives (e.g., volunteerism) be structured to explicitly and 

overwhelming charitable and/or humanistic based norms.  They suggest that 

rewarding behaviours that are socially or intrinsically motivated with extrinsic 

rewards tends to extinguish the intrinsically motivated behaviour by placing an 

intrinsically motivated behaviour into the financial marketplace. When this 

happens, one result can be the need to provide a significant financial reward in 

order to achieve returns equivalent to that of the reward that was embedded in a 

social norm.  In time, the level of a financial reward will be “adapted to”; it will 

become the new baseline and then require greater financial incentives (hedonic 

treadmill) to affect positive behaviours.  

 I experienced this dual motivation dynamic repeatedly in several roles 

including the Director at WDYC where it was necessary to use student volunteers 

to augment the needed sports, arts, and other recreational programs. Volunteers 

also working in these programs who resented the absence of financial incentives 

that existed for regular WDYC staff were typically often either ineffective or quit 

quickly. Very importantly, though, and revealing of the dual dynamic, university 

and college “volunteers” usually were motivated by their knowledge that a future 

career in youth services was enhanced by a minimum 200 hours of contact with 

youth in various contexts. In effect, this was a form of monetary or professional 

motivation. These student volunteers typically were enthusiastic and effective in 

relating to both youth and regular staff. Another illustration of this dual dynamic is 

the Big Sisters/Big Brothers program for mentoring youth. This effective volunteer 

source for assisting youth in need of adult care and involvement works in part 

because the screening recruitment makes it clear that the motivation required is 

non-financial and strictly based on compassion. 
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Other Findings 

           Ariely (2008) identifies a number of other biases that influence our 

decision-making processes and actions: 

 We like to keep our options open (yet limiting options or eliminating 

them results in better performance and more satisfaction; too many 

options can immobilize us).  

  We want to keep things that we have (the cost of attachment is what 

we are willing to pay despite the fact that we artificially overvalue 

things or want to hang onto them even though it is irrational and can be 

costly). 

 We let context overtake character.  (We cheat when others do, and we 

become moral when we sign a moral code).  

    We tend to see our “reality” as a mixture of what is out there and what 

it is that we expect. 

            I have relied extensively on Ariely’s research and theorizing in large part 

because his work best illustrates the enormous advances in understanding the 

numerous, mainly unrecognized, cognitive influences in how individuals make 

choices generally but even more so regarding complex policies. Regarding the 

latter, my main contention is that it is imperative that policy innovation requires a 

more in-depth understanding of motivations and related reactions at the 

individual level rather than the traditional focus for these essential explanatory 

phenomena/variables using aggregated group-level constructs such as the 

public, electorate, stakeholders, interest groups, political parties, and 

governments.  

Discussion  

 The main theme of this chapter is that fundamental assumptions of 

traditional economic theory (i.e., decision making by individuals and by them 
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within organizations essentially is fully conscious, rational, and predictable) have 

been far too dominant, incomplete, and, even, mistaken in explaining the 

challenges of deriving and successfully implementing controversial and 

innovative polices involving a wide array of issues discussed in Chapter 1. Of 

course, there is considerable research plus my own experiences across 40 

years, as well as what I have learned from numerous colleagues, that all support 

the traditional perspective of decision-making policy and implementation 

regarding the least controversial issues.  However, achieving policy consensus 

arguably is far less evident in the contemporary post-industrial period for the 

reasons discussed in Chapter 1. Again, there is no doubt that the unprecedented 

restructuring of the global economy involving substantial national demographic 

shifts (e.g., aging populations, women in the work place) and national economic 

restructuring (e.g., shifts of basic manufacturing industries to developing 

countries, automation, information/internet technology) have introduced an 

equally unprecedented level of policy complexity. These shifts are forcing 

governments not only in liberal democratic countries with advanced industrial 

economies but also in virtually all countries that are integrated into the global 

economy to rethink both policy formation and its implementation. 

Another major challenge that I encountered in instigating novel policy 

approaches, which is also frequently mentioned in the political policy literature, is 

how to move controversial issues on to the government’s legislative agenda.   

Getting Issues on a Policy Agenda 

    I use two distinct analytical frameworks to explore the challenge of 

getting certain issues (i.e., typically government non-priority) on a government’s 

policy agenda.  First, John Kingdon (2003) in his book Agenda, Alternatives and 

Public Policies described three sequential process streams: problems, policies, 

and politics.  Not uncommonly, certain policy proposals go unrecognized or are 

viewed by key decision makers as unneeded as potential ways to solve 

problems, however, this inertia or non-recognition changes when, according to 
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Kingdon (2003), “At some critical junctures the three streams are joined, and the 

greatest policy changes grow out of the coupling of problems, policy proposals 

and politics” (pp. 86-87). In other words, given that governments (chiefly their 

cabinets and the leading executive’s immediate staff) routinely face multiple 

potential policy issues, choices inevitably have to be made. While electoral 

political party platforms usually guide the policy agenda during the typical 4- to 5-

year government term in office in liberal democracies, unexpected political 

exigencies (e.g., scandals, natural catastrophes, precipitous drops in government 

public popularity affecting the reelection cycle, leadership challenges) arise that 

force the agenda priority to be either reordered or amended. In other words, 

political imperatives can change and can bring controversial problems that are 

not in the policy agenda and, consequently, have been either unrecognized, 

ignored, or dormant related policy issues to the forefront. Crises, in particular, 

often facilitate the critical juncture of the three streams and breakthroughs 

involving innovative or controversial policies. 

Deborah Stone (1997), in her book Policy Paradox: The Art of Political 

Decision Making, elaborated the second framework. Similar to several of the key 

findings and hypotheses from behavioral economics, Stone argued that the 

rational, analytical, and scientific frameworks describing policy analysis are 

fundamentally flawed and that such attempts to rescue policy from “the 

irrationalities and indignities of politics” (p.7) is foolhardily, naïve, and misleading. 

Her view was that public policies are developed in a political manner that is 

inconsistent with a rational linear approach because policies are formulated by 

“political agents” pervaded with political bias, possibly a product of “motivated 

reasoning”.  To reiterate, the latter construct involves what Kunde (1990) claimed 

was the opposite sequence: “It is now clear that directional goals do affect 

reasoning.  People are more likely to arrive at the conclusions that they want to 

arrive at” (p. 495). Most importantly, directional goals have a particular and 

commanding impact on the development of public policies when the overarching 

objective is re-election to a board or a political office. As a member of cabinet 
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and as a parliamentary caucus leader, this political policy dynamic is a persistent 

and overwhelmingly obvious imperative, which, if denied, usually results in an 

immediate or eventual loss of such key policy leadership roles. However, political 

decisions, often involve a blend of this political environment and various sorts of 

evidence including constituent input/feedback, media representations, editorials, 

polling and increasingly social media. According to former Attorney General 

Geoff Plant the critical policy juncture often occurs when “good” policy meets 

“good politics”. He explains further, “Doing the right thing just because it is the 

right thing is rarely if ever, good enough; you also have to discern what the 

electorate will and will not support; whether this is a good time to create political 

capital or spend it; and what the challenges are of creating coalitions of support 

that will overwhelm the inevitable voices of opposition” (The Plant Rant, June 12, 

2013).    

  Yet directional goal-driven policies can mitigate and even fully negate 

research-based evidence (Kahan & Braman, 2006). As discussed above, cultural 

cognition theory asserts that disagreements in public policies have less to do with 

differences in knowledge than with differences in values. Ian Brodie, a former 

chief of staff to former Prime Minister Harper, illustrated this cultural values 

process in a 2009 speech.  

During my time as a practitioner of public policy in Mr. Harper’s 

government, I would be pleased from time to time to see our 

government attacked by students of public policy for embarking in 

policies that some of them thought lacked a firm basis in evidence.  

Every time, for example, we proposed amendments to the Criminal 

Code, sociologists, criminologists and defence lawyers attacked us 

for proposing measures that the evidence apparently showed did 

not work.  It was a good thing for us politically that sociologists, 

criminologists and defence lawyers were all held in lower repute 

than conservative politicians by the voting public, - politically it 

helped us tremendously to be attacked by the coalition of the 
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university types and so we never really had to engage properly on 

the question of what evidence actually showed about various 

approaches to crime and Canadians who noticed raising rates of 

youth and violent crime came to the common sense conclusion that 

whatever was being done to attack it was not working.  (CBC, The 

Current, April 10, 2014) 

            While many of the examples I have referred to illustrate directional goal-

driven policies that involve centre to the right or more conservative political party 

/government policy formulation, governments from the centre to left of the policy 

spectrum also evidence this goal-driven dynamic. My experience as a largely 

centre focused politician and decision maker suggests that the more ideologically 

positioned one is towards either end of the continuum, the more likely that 

directional goal-driven policy dynamics occur. This, to a considerable extent, also 

reflects the “smart” politics of appealing to and reinforcing your political party 

base in your electoral constituency. However, there are always politicians and 

key decision makers among them (e.g., cabinet members in particular) as well 

as, in parliamentary systems, senior civil servants (primarily deputy ministers 

[DMs] responsible for advising ministers on polices and their assistant deputy 

ministers [ADMs] responsible too for engaging in “research”, formulating and 

drafting detailed legislation, implementing subsequent laws and related 

policies/programs) who at some point refuse to abide by a purely goal-driven 

standard. Again, such individuals are exceptions since they all are subject to 

dismissal always by the premier or, in DM/ADM situations by the minister 

responsible. In other words, despite the two analytic frameworks that I found to 

be most useful in describing policy processes, in general, and controversial 

polices, in particular, it is important to highlight the important role that the 

exceptional or infrequent decision maker can have in forcing government polices 

to less directional goal-driven and more research-evidence based.  

               More broadly, though, my experience is that a more nuanced utilization 

of the two analytic perspectives is required. In effect, innovative and research-
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evidence-based policies have been promulgated and put into effect by 

governments based on political party platforms that are identified with fiscal 

conservatism. Again, this political party “ideology” is centered on reduced or, at 

least, not expanding government agencies and program services that require 

increased personal, real estate, corporate taxation, or, alternatively, annual 

budget deficits and public cumulated debt. For most of my time in in the B.C. 

legislature and in related leadership roles, budget restraints and austerity have 

been recurring themes, which, in turn, inhibit the introduction of innovative 

policies that research indicates are needed to begin to resolve seemingly 

intractable issues such as environmental degradation, child poverty, job growth, 

and infrastructure upgrades. Yet, for example, as minister of the MCFD 

responsible for the health and welfare of vulnerable children and youth 

(disproportionally Aboriginal and too often tragically abused and even murdered 

children), it became abundantly evident for numerous reasons to be discussed in 

detail in later chapters that there was a too frequent policy disconnect among 

MCFD field staff in monitoring and providing for highly vulnerable children and 

youth. This disconnect usually involved inadequate training, diagnostic 

instruments, monitoring, and coordination with key representatives from related 

ministries such those responsible for healthcare, policing, parole, and education. 

This occurred despite the “progress” or innovative establishment of MCFD in 

1996, which was designed to integrate the once even more desperate ministries 

and agencies that provided services to vulnerable families. In 2005, as Chair of 

the Legislative Committee on Children and Youth, I became part of the policy 

initiative that resulted in the legislation that created the Representative for 

Children and Youth, an independent oversight position with a 5-year appointed 

term and investigative/research staff.  This representative investigates individual 

abuse incidents to assess why they occurred and provides the government with 

annual reports on the state of vulnerable children and youth in B.C. Such 

legislatively independent offices focus on highly sensitive political issues (i.e., 

result in media representations of an inept, or worse, an uncaring government). 

They, therefore, can be seen as an inherent challenge to directional goal- driven 
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policies because the general supposition is that politically independent evidence 

about policy/program failure has more credibility than the political perspective.  

               My experience and belief, therefore, is that there is sufficient evidence 

to be more optimistic than pessimistic about advocating policies for challenging 

policy alternatives regarding controversial issues. The key theme of this chapter 

is the need to take into consideration the fundamental obstacles to major policy 

changes discussed in these initial two chapters and to use the experimental 

research, empirical trend analytic models, classical program evaluation data as 

well as key constructs and related propositions to inform both proponents and 

sceptics of the rational choice policy models.  It is important, therefore, to 

synthesize the key advantages of political policy based on the theories of 

behavioural economics.   

The Essential Adaptive Policy Advantage Processes Based 
on Behavioural Economics  

 Given that the initial information available to governments about proposed 

policies typically contains very limited data regarding the potential effectiveness 

of their proposed policies, governments too often initiate significant policies or 

policy shifts without having adequate information regarding the likely positive or 

negative impact on both the intended policy targeted individuals and, even more 

broadly, how this might impact their constituent base.  In response and more 

recently, though, governments are increasingly resorting to human-centred policy 

formulation and retention designs.  Bason (2015) describes this feedback-

focused approach by government policy officials: “They are learning to iterate 

rapidly in order to fail faster, for the sake of succeeding sooner, and they are 

putting their residents – the ‘users’ of their policies at the centre of their iterating” 

(p.1). In effect, behavioural based co-creation model approaches tend to be more 

immediately adaptive because they emphasize engaging citizens as valuable 

resources for the design, development, and implementation of policies that are 

intended to serve them.  
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The co-creation model is important for several combinations between 

government and other sectors of society such as universities and the 

development of advanced research industrial parks along with venture capital 

companies and corporations dependent on highly dynamic and basic theory 

driven research. This thesis will explore examples of successful government-

initiated ventures with profit and non-profit organizations to provide a range of 

program services. I also will attempt to explicate the complex decision-making 

process that characterized these innovative policy models in order to explain or 

at least speculate about why some initiatives succeeded and others failed. This 

also will include the field theory methodology mentioned in Chapter 1 regarding 

my participant-observer experiences and those of colleagues and partners 

involved with several program initiatives. 
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Politics Engaged: The Predominant Pattern of 
Decision Making in Political Contexts 

 While behavioural economics has focused on the basis of decision making 

primarily in economic, business, and market domains, with an emphasis on 

identifying unconscious or limited-awareness influenced choices, arguably, 

decision making in the domain potentially involves far more than rational 

patterns.  The main difference possibly can be related to the explicit value-laden 

nature of political choices acknowledged in constructs such as ideology and 

political philosophy. These concepts inherently involve ideals or principles about 

the structure of societies, including their political, social, or economic 

subsystems, which then typically are incorporated into detailed political party 

policy platforms. For example, decisions about progressive taxation policies often 

are based on criteria such as unfair/fairer, more just, moral, and humanistic or 

not. In contrast, behavioural economics, as discussed above, provides an 

important explanatory perspective about the interpretation of policy information 

that is inconsistent with goal-driven policies. This chapter examines both the 

literature concerning the predominant decision-making pattern in liberal 

democratic contexts and, again, what I experienced, particularly regarding 

controversial and/or innovative policy issues.  

 Policies often include incentives or disincentives that are presumed to 

affect behaviours of citizens accordingly. Given the significance of public policies 

in peoples’ lives, in some cases, daily (e.g., schools, traffic control, food safety), 

an understanding of how individuals typically interpret and respond to policies is 

relevant.  

   As was elaborated in the previous two chapters, the main focus for this 

understanding in the public policy domain comes from behavioural economics. 

An example of the impact of this perspective is evident in the evolution of 
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Princeton University’s prestigious Woodrow Wilson School of Public and 

International Affairs, as well as in other university political science/public policy 

departments and foundation-funded research policy institutes (e.g., John 

Kennedy School of Government at Harvard).  Until relatively recently, these 

renowned institutions of research and teaching emphasized the long-related two 

disciplines of politics and economics.  However, in 1999, Princeton introduced 

psychology as a third integrated discipline. However, according to Kahneman 

(Shafir, 2013), historically, the economics component of public policy resulted in 

students having been overwhelmingly “exposed to a steady diet of economics 

courses that invoked the standard assumption of agents who are invariably 

rational, driven by self-interest and motivated by tangible incentives.  In the eyes 

of a psychologist, these propositions are not viable even as crude 

approximations” (p. VII). Arguably Kahneman’s research and theory has been 

most influential in changing our understanding of economic-based theorizing and 

how policy development is formulated, implemented, and interpreted by the 

public.  He asserted that modern psychology has agreed on some important 

aspects of both human nature and the human condition.  Recent years have 

seen a convergence of views on the rules of cognitive and emotional factors as 

determinants of behaviour and therefore as targets for policy interventions that 

are proposed to modify people’s circumstances or their actions (in Shafir, 2013, 

p. IX). 

 The unprecedented diversity and sophistication of communication means 

partly reflects the integration of both explicit/direct messaging and far more subtle 

multi-media messaging utilizing an array of marketing/advertising insights to try 

and direct decision making. The current debate, for example, about whether 

extreme and repeated negative image-focused electoral campaign ads reinforce 

base supporters and, more importantly, convince independent voters, represents 

a winning strategy reflects certain psychology-based insights about the 

contemporary voter. The cynical view is that many voters are simply too busy 

with complicated daily work and family commitments or simply have too many 

other distractions (e.g., social networking, multiple leisure activities) to take the 
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time to read, listen to, or watch news based on more complete information about 

candidates and their strengths, weaknesses, and political positions. It is 

indisputable that electoral campaigns and governments use an array of methods 

to influence voters. They are particularly concerned with controversial issues and 

policies in areas where electoral high turnout of the political base and 

independent voters are critical, and where policy’s key stakeholders’ decision 

making are important in creating and implementing such policies.  

Public Policy – Theoreticians and Practitioners 

           It is important, therefore, that marketing strategies, diverse 

communications, and public opinion for public policy-making be examined more 

closely. In addition to mass marketing messaging techniques, traditional methods 

involving nuanced information such as research-based program evaluations, 

“expert commentary”, and political pundits also remain important. H.G. Frankfurt 

(2005), Professor Emeritus of Philosophy at Princeton University and Fellow of 

the American Academy of Arts and Sciences,  summarized this succinctly when 

he asserted that modern technologies have provided instant, unfiltered access to 

the information, facts, innuendo, rumours, fantasies, and plain “bullshit” (that 

flows from these various sources).  Nonetheless, despite the consensus about 

the diversity and sophistication of political policy messaging, there is no 

consensus about which method is most successful given the diversity of policy 

issues and variation in how different sectors of the public/electorate/stakeholders 

respond positively, neutrally, or negatively. In other words, the effect of the 

contemporary flood of information and opinion and, in particular, of “expert” 

commentary is not evident and appears to vary from campaign to campaign and 

from issue to issue.  Market-based theory, for example, asserts that individuals 

who sell their expertise compete in the opinions/knowledge marketplace to 

informed buyers for publication or broadcast.  This market-based premise 

assumes that commentators will succeed based on the quality of their 

evaluations and predications. In contrast, another perspective on experts is that 
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the media and their audiences are more interested in catering to popular 

prejudices than to reasoned debate (Tetlock, 2005). 

             Tetlock’s (2005) 20-year study examined the predictions made by 284 

“experts” in various fields, including government and journalism, involving 28,000 

predictions. He reported that their expert predictions were valid at a rate only 

slightly better than chance and worse than basic computer algorithms. More 

specifically, forecasters with the largest news media profiles were especially poor 

at making predictions. He concluded that not only were the media not able to 

identify bad ideas, but that they also often favoured them if they could be 

effectively packaged.  This was illustrated with the following prediction profile: 

Between 1985 and 2005, pundits who claimed to have considerable knowledge 

made 10-year forecasts for financial markets and world politics; these 

experts/pundits subsequently assigned probabilities of 65% to positive scenarios 

that materialized only 15% of the time, while experts/pundits who accentuated 

the negative, assigned 70% to bleak outcomes that materialized only 12% of the 

time.    

            The predictions concerning the impact of policy initiatives in the political 

realm, in my experience, are equally problematic. In B.C., politicians and their 

staff in the various political institutions at every level constantly monitor the 

media.  At the provincial level, staff members search all forms of media each 

morning to identify how the media have reported policy relevant news, in 

particular, policies of immediate political significance to their constituency, 

specialization, and, obviously, to their party leadership assigned role in the 

legislature.  Cabinet members’ staffs, of course, engage in a far more elaborate 

media perusal since their ministers and parliamentary secretaries (MLAs who 

substitute for the ministers when the latter are unavailable in the legislative 

sessions and to the media) typically focus on reporting involving their ministries. 

This media information is especially important in parliamentary systems because 

of the daily “question” periods when the legislature is in session or “sitting”. 

Usually based on general directions from the designated House Leader and the 
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premier’s staff, a team of questioners prepares daily practice questions that the 

Opposition members very likely will ask in the daily question period. The 

Opposition media information review process, too, involves a similar ritual. The 

immediate objective for both the government and opposition parties is to 

influence how the attending media reporters, including editorial commenters and 

political legislative specialists or “pundits”, report the question period policy 

debates and, even more critical, any embarrassing information raised (e.g., 

scandals, major policy failures). Since the advent of routine television coverage, 

including dedicated channels, of the question period, both government and 

opposition media staff provide instructions to MLAs on media policy message 

impression management. The inability of MLAs to present a positive policy image 

does affect how the party leadership make decisions about leadership positions 

both within the governing party and the opposition parties. One key tactic is 

simply not answering opposition policy questions when no positive answer/spin is 

available. Another tactic, instead, is the response that focuses on a failed policy 

of the opposition when they were in government or an attempt to discredit the 

opposition policy ideologically. (These media-focused, manipulative tactics 

explain why media representatives and political scientists frustratingly and 

sarcastically refer to the question period as “question period not answer period”.)  

 Part of the explanation for why political and expert predictions about 

public reactions to controversial and/or complex policies are so problematic is 

how the public reacts to the often rancorous and fundamentally conflicting 

“realities” that emerge from not only legislative debates but also from routine 

government and opposition media specialist teams’ direct information 

dissemination to the media and to the public. For example, the latter, too, include 

both the government and opposition press conferences, especially involving 

high-profile leaders such as the premier. As well, increasingly sophisticated multi-

media policy advertising by the government, its political party, the opposition 

political party, or their favoured policy stakeholders/interest groups inundate the 

public with another source of conflicting policy information.  A third component 

that confounds politicians and experts on predicting public reactions to 
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controversial policies is the inherent complexity of such issues as global warning, 

homelessness, and drug addiction, let alone fiscal and monetary policies linked 

directly to global economic trends. On all these issues, the expert-based 

information, especially science-based, is often incomprehensible to non-experts 

as well as frequently conflicting, and changing.   

It is not surprising, therefore, that the public and, more specifically, the 

electorate (i.e., individuals who actually vote on policy issues) are subject to 

behavioural economic driven bias and distortions as illustrated in the array of 

experimental research discussed above.  Tetlock (1999) summarized the 

complex policy information dynamic in typical liberal democratic political contexts 

succinctly: “Cognitive theories predict that even experts make learning from 

history a slow process and defections from theoretical camps a rarity” (p. 335).  

In other words, even “experts” resort to theoretical/ideological biases in 

forecasting policy outcomes regarding complex issues. Both politicians and 

political pundits, not surprisingly, tend to focus on an immediate “here and now” 

interpretation of the impact of policies and events given that the predictive time 

frame usually is the next election.  These political context themes are behind 

Tetlock’s (2007) key theoretical question, “What is it about politics that makes 

people so dumb?”  While his characterization of partisan politicians/voters was 

likely exaggerated, he answers his key question with they are susceptible to 

“occasional bouts of ideologically induced insanity” (p.2 of the notes). Arguably 

policy debates about controversial issues appear to be most accurately explained 

by the key role of ideologically based values rather than “facts”.  

            It is important to use key historical incidents to emphasize this value 

prominence for a substantial number of the electorate regarding major policies. 

As noted in Chapter 1, both political scientists and pollsters view President 

Ronald Reagan’s campaign as the historical turning point (Lakoff, 2006) when an 

unprecedented number of formerly staunch Democratic Party supporters, mainly 

so called blue collar workers, did not agree with Reagan on many controversial 

issues, but  voted for him. They did so because of Reagan’s intense appeal to 
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traditional “American” values about the sacrosanct nuclear family, hard work, 

limited government involvement in the daily lives of individuals, and getting 

“tough” with the communist Soviet Union to win the global Cold War. In other 

words, traditional political party policy Issues were not irrelevant, but they were 

now secondary (Lakoff, 2006). Another key theme regarding swing voters and 

the focus on values underlying controversial policies is electoral timing and the 

perceived positive or negative state of community, province, or country. 

Reagan’s value-focused message coincided with a period in U.S. history that 

President Carter himself characterized as a state of “malaise” (i.e., defeatism and 

alienation from the traditional U.S. optimism). This intense negative emotional 

context was related to what were widely perceived as intractable economic 

issues, confusing cultural change, and foreign policy setbacks such as the rise of 

the hostile Islamic revolution in Iran and the mass hostage taking at the U.S. 

Iranian embassy, plus the rapidly emerging Japanese economic global power. 

Reagan campaigned on economic policies based on “supply side” theories of 

growth, which focused on cutting taxes for higher income individuals and 

corporations to stimulate investment and business innovation. The economic 

benefits then would “trickle down” to the middle- and low-income individuals once 

higher economic growth occurred. While most main stream economists argued 

against this radical economic model both on a logical basis and because of a 

lack of historical evidence, Reagan and his electoral team promoted the more 

general value appeal of the U.S. as being innovative, risk-taking, and led by 

private entrepreneurial companies rather than the cumbersome and inherently 

inefficient government polices associated, historically, with the traditional 

Keynesian economic growth model and the Democratic party. Reagan won two 

successive presidential elections with large mandates for an empirically 

unproven or problematic set of fiscal and monetary policies, with both elections 

reliant on “blue collar” swing voters (traditional Democratic Party supporters). 

Among the Republican Party conservative electoral base, Reagan himself 

remains an icon and his economic policies the “gold standard”.  



56 
 

           Without judging the validity of the criticisms of this economic model, the 

critical political decision-making theme is that innovative policies can be 

implemented whether they represent either end of the ideological continuum or 

are based on problematic or limited “valid” evidence. Unlike innovative policy 

making in business contexts, where the overwhelming criteria for success are 

straightforward (e.g., stock price/earnings ratio, earnings before taxes, 

depreciation and amortization or EBTDA acronym, business market share), the 

political context for such policies is far more amorphous (i.e., value and 

ideologically infused) and, therefore, difficult to measure and promote.  

          A personal example of this broader vision based political context dynamic 

is illustrated when, on June 7, 2010, I sent the following email to then B.C. 

premier Gordon Campbell regarding my view for the need of a connecting vision 

to provide the B.C. public; a unifying sense of what the government stood for, 

which emphasized the importance of values in affecting how people respond to 

policies and how they vote.  

Further to your request that I send you my thoughts/summary of the 

comments which I made at the Tuesday evening [Liberal party MLA] 

caucus meeting.  I think that we should always be connecting our 

initiatives (i.e. federal/provincial harmonized sales tax, HST) to our core 

beliefs, the why of our government then move to how and finally the 

what.   Not the reverse and not isolated but holistic.  Not just a plan.  

Martin Luther King captured the imagination and then actions not by 

saying “I have a plan”.  Our why might be something like, “Everything 

we do (our government) is based upon a passionate belief in the 

incredible potential of the people of British Columbia”.   The how, “We 

use proven practices to provide an open, caring government that 

encourages choice, responsibility, a healthy environment and a vibrant 

economy for all British Columbians”. And the what we do, “We, 

therefore place priority upon healthcare (patient focused), education 

(student focused), our environment (carbon tax, clean air etc.), 
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infrastructure projects (perimeter road, Port Mann Bridge replacement, 

Abbotsford Hospital), social programs (social housing, etc.), community 

engagement (Finance and Government Services committee 

consultations, Conversation on Health, Tiny Towns Tour).  I believe that 

we too often announce as government and defend as member’s good 

public policy without referencing our foundational beliefs.  Why we are 

government and what our decisions are based on.  How and why we 

are different than the opposition and what we should do, that starting 

with “I believe” then move on to the how and what, not starting with “I 

have a plan”.  A quick recap of some of what I was trying to convey.  

Thanks for listening.    

The response from the Premier was, “Thanks, I will try to get some of that 

down for caucus.  A draft will help I think”. 

           Later, on July 30, 2010, I recalled Wirthlin’s Reagan story to Premier 

Gordon Campbell who was then at approximately 9% in the popularity polls, a 

precipitous decline and historic low for a premier who, as I mentioned above, had 

won three previous elections, yet had introduced the controversial harmonized 

sales tax (HST) in a manner that triggered an unprecedented backlash even from 

segments of the Liberal Party’s traditional voter base (e.g., the main opposition 

interest group was lead very effectively by a former, yet discredited, Social Credit 

Party Premier, Bill Vander Zam, who had resigned because of a money scandal).  

This trigger highlighted a negative Liberal Party government image theme for a 

substantial number of the public, most obviously the supporters of the main 

opposition New Democratic Party, which was perceived more as a pro-union and 

social democratic party (e.g., higher corporate taxes, higher progressive 

provincial income tax), as well as many small business owners and libertarians 

who opposed any tax increases. This negative image was that the Liberal Party’s 

government policies disproportionately benefitted bigger businesses such as the 

multi-national mining, lumber, smelting, and largely export-oriented companies, 

along with major development and real estate companies plus the small band of 
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the extremely wealthy, to the detriment of the smaller businesses, as well as 

middle and lower income individuals and families.  Unprecedentedly, the HST 

quickly became an intense and angry focus of the above policy-ignored groups 

and individuals and an outlet for their frustration and growing sense of alienation. 

Given this political context, it was clear that the introduction of new policies would 

not be well received by the B.C. public.  Nonetheless, Premier Campbell believed 

that certain HST countervailing policy initiatives could improve his popularity, 

and, 2½ months later, on a province-wide television broadcast, he announced a 

2% reduction in income tax.  Not surprisingly, many British Colombians viewed 

this policy initiative announcement cynically as a manipulative and desperate 

attempt to regain political popularity.  Despite considerable evidence of the 

economic benefits of the HST and the proposed income tax reduction, this 

innovative policy strategy, including the compromise income tax reduction part, 

was widely perceived as an unmitigated failure. My suggestion to the premier 

that a vision-based strategy rather than a narrow income tax reduction policy 

approach was necessary was evidently too late as well. Premier Campbell and 

the Liberal Party government had reached the negative tipping point where the 

next strategy to increase the now unlikely re-election of this party for a 

successive fourth term would involve the Premier’s resignation and a new Liberal 

Party vision.  

 This example illustrates the distinctive differences in decision making in 

the political domain, including how quickly public opinion can move from support 

to intractable opposition largely because of culturally driven value interpretations 

of controversial polices. For political scientists, historians, pundits, experts, 

pollsters, political party activists, and those who follow political decision making 

as an avocation, this example and the related general proposition are rather 

obvious. Arguably, though, what is not clear is whether the post-modern political 

context of policy decision making requires a more nuanced theoretical 

understanding as has been asserted repeatedly in this thesis. 
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 Indisputably, as discussed above, the amount and dissemination of 

policy-related information in contemporary postmodern societies has changed in 

a revolutionary manner. This has had, at least, an apparent fundamental impact 

on how many of us, especially those with access to specialized information (e.g., 

related to advanced education levels, exposure to mass media advertising) 

respond to authority figures generally. For example, three decades ago, when we 

and particularly our grandparents visited our family doctor, we listened to his 

advice and followed it, whereas currently we have sufficient information to 

engage in exchanges concerning options such as choice of medicines or medical 

procedures. Similarly, as reported above, regarding deference to the validity of 

information from our elected officials, 4 out of 10 Canadians believe that when 

politicians make public statements, they tell the truth less than 50% of the time 

(Public Policy Forum, 2011). 

           In other words, the communication environment in which policies are 

developed has changed fundamentally to where the traditional processes of 

public consultation employed in the development of policies has contributed to 

the growing gap between citizens and politicians (Public Policy Forum, 2011).  

According to Lenihan (2012), these two key themes have emerged: 

1. Governments no longer have influence over the public that 

they once had.  

2. We now live in a multi-stakeholder environment where 

solutions often require collaboration across boundaries as 

governments start to realize that the most successful policy 

solutions have a degree of social license.  (p.25) 

 

            Charles Leadbeater (2011) stated in a speech at UBC, Robson Square, 

that “invariably policy makers make policy without understanding the problem or 

issue”.  I have found it helpful to start policy development by trying to understand 

the issue at hand from the perspective of those who are impacted by a proposed 
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policy. This helps to inform the shape of policy as well as the potential points of 

resistance that may arise. 

  Governments do not often follow this practice. Instead, they often initiate 

significant policies or policy shifts without having information regarding the impact 

that such changes may have on their constituents. The initial information 

available to governments usually provides very little data regarding the 

acceptance or the effectiveness of the proposed policies. Many governments are 

now being inspired by human-centered designs. They are learning to iterate 

rapidly in order to fail faster, for the sake of succeeding sooner and they are 

putting their residents –the “users” of their policies at the centre of their iterating” 

(Bason, 2015, p.1).   

 Reviewing the processes and practices of disagreement with public policy 

initiatives can inform us regarding better practices. It is my experience that those 

who disagree with policies tend to use four strategies of opposition, usually 

implicitly. They do not necessarily present in a linear fashion nor are they 

necessarily all used. The strategies are as follows:  

 A disagreement with the policy proposal -- the opposition is focused on 

the need for the policy or a disagreement with the policy’s value in 

addressing the issue identified. 

 A disagreement with the process used to develop the policy -- is usually 

focused on a failure to appropriately consult or take into consideration all 

the relevant issues and thus gain social license. 

 A challenge to the credibility of the person, group, or government making 

the proposal –- thus challenging the credibility/integrity of the whole 

decision-making process. 

 A legal challenge to the authority, person, or integrity of the person, 

group, or government making the proposal. 

 During the spring of 2015, I discussed this process of development 

individually with 15 members of the Legislative Assembly of British Columbia. 
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Each of them had been elected to local government prior to being elected 

provincially and, together, they represent over 200 years of experience. 

(Appendix A).  Each of them agreed that their experiences were similar to the 

elements of the process.  The process as outlined can inform the development of 

policy.  This review suggests that policy should be introduced with the four 

stages of disagreement informing the introduction.  Policy should be introduced, 

ensuring that  

1. The issue to be addressed by the proposed policy is clearly identified and 

stated. 

2. The processes for the development of the policy are outlined, that 

consultations, expert advice, and end users advice are outlined, as well as 

any further public engagement initiatives. 

3. The public personae of those introducing the policy are considered and 

used to frame the information to be presented. It is advisable to 

have a congruence between the public persona, the way the information is 

presented, and the information itself (Lakoff, G., 2006). 

4. Any legal precedents that may impact the acceptance or rejection of the 

policy should be reviewed and a determination made regarding the 

utilization of such information. 

 One elected member commented that throughout a public 

engagement process the Vancouver Metro Board received much praise for 

the inclusive informative process that they had followed to involve and 

engage their citizenry in an important decision regarding the zoning of land. 

When the Board made their decision, it was contrary to the position taken 

by many citizens. Many of those who had complimented the Board for their 

process then decided that the process was flawed. They were pleased with 

the process when they believed it was leading to their desired outcome and 

opposed it when they did not get their desired outcome.  The engagement 

process, if developed with end users, can be part of a process agreement 

from the beginning of the consultation. 
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           The traditional forms of policy consultation focused on narrow stakeholder 

meetings, usually with an emphasis on political party supporters and specialized 

interest groups (e.g., unions, professional and business associations). This 

consultation process often involved limited subsequent public sharing of “insider” 

information in order to better shape how the media would present controversial 

policies. Instead, this consultation information is discussed by key government 

officials and leaders behind closed doors before public policy decisions 

announcements, while, typically, listing the extensive interest group and even 

wider community-based or public consultations to substantiate the government’s 

democratic consultative process of policy making.  Yet, with regard to highly 

controversial issues, the government’s predictable solutions, usually serving 

ideology and political party interest groups, exacerbate the sense of alienation 

felt by those in the general public who perceive such predictable and 

predetermined policies as reflecting narrow consultative processes designed to 

meet equally narrow interests. Again, it is important to point out that I have 

experienced this policy disconnect at every level of government, independent of 

the political party in power, even though the common perception is that municipal 

or local governments are intrinsically closer to their constituents for the obvious 

reason of jurisdiction size as compared to provincial and federal governments. A 

theme of this thesis, though, is that with current diverse and far more immediately 

accessible communication capacities, policy formation needs to include the 

broadest range of input from the public that will be affected by any particular 

policy. In an analytic sense, this can be viewed as a micro consultative level 

policy approach versus the traditional aggregated group level or even macro 

level associated with traditional consultative processes (Bason, 2010). 

           Typically, most of the public views annual government budgets as 

representing the most revealing information about the policies that will affect their 

daily lives and interest priorities. As in most provincial and national jurisdictions, 

this process becomes most visibly public in key consultative-based documents. 

For example, the Province of British Columbia initiated this process with the 

release of the  “Report on the Budget 2013 Consultations” (Province of B.C., 
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2012a) presented by the Select Standing Committee on Finance and 

Government Services.  These papers list questions for public focus and list both 

traditional and “innovative” ways of enhancing opportunities for public 

participation.  In this case, the committee held 19 public meetings across the 

province, heard 214 oral presentations, received 311 written submissions, and 

286 individuals and organizations participated in an on-line survey.  The 

committee reviewed the information in a closed setting and then submitted their 

report to the legislature. This exemplifies a relatively common practice for B.C. 

government consultations.    

 My experience with this budget consultation process is that it is genuine 

because government officials responsible for the budget recognize that they don’t 

have all the answers, and consultations like those of the select standing 

committee, referenced above, assist them in getting a broader perspective of 

options and opinions. Also, involving the public in the deliberations to determine 

the best policy options is intended to provide for greater transparency and 

accountability as well as to improve the confidence of citizens in their politicians 

and in the liberal democratic policy process.  However, more innovative methods 

to facilitate micro level public engagement in the implementation of the policy, 

too, are needed in postmodern societies (Lenihan, 2012). This inherently 

requires a more direct collaborative process whereby governments and budget 

committees unprecedentedly share their policy-making authority.  To avoid 

exacerbating the distance concerning far too pervasive perceptions of “Big 

Government” derived policies, Leadbeater (Bason, 2010) asserted the need for 

governments to avoid a policy process that “in the name of doing things for 

people, traditional and hierarchical organizations end up doing things to people” 

(p. 1). The implication of this policy admonition is that an important political value 

in postmodern societies is the autonomy of individual citizens regarding how 

government policies are decided. How to fulfil this value is enormously 

challenging given another central aspect of postmodern lifestyles (i.e., 24-hour 

information overload and unprecedented daily “busy” schedules). 
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            To better understand the state of research regarding government public 

engagement processes to inform public policy, I initiated a literature review 

through the legislative library of British Columbia. This search resulted in over 95 

references of articles, website reviews, and books. My review of this research did 

not find persuasive evidence that extensive public engagement processes 

resulted in better public policy than that developed by acknowledged experts in 

the appointed field in question. I did find, however, that citizens who participated 

in co-created policy development generally felt better about their government -- 

felt more engaged and better understood why particular decisions were made. 

This increased sense of engagement often existed even when the citizens who 

participated did not get their personally desired outcome. (See Appendix B.) This 

finding is in part supported by the OECD observation that “public participation is 

an inherently complex and value laden concept. There are no widely held criteria 

for judging the success and failure of citizen participation efforts. Some 

advocates focused on the intrinsic benefits of participation and believe that its 

instrumental outcomes are irrelevant. Others focus on its instrumental outcomes 

for citizens, communities, policy and governance. Critics often doubt both sets of 

claims” (Nabatchi, 2001 p-13).   

           This thesis focuses on both co-creative and co-production models of 

policy evaluation and implementation to engage end users and communities of 

interest in both the development and the implementation of policies. These 

models involve an iterative multi-stage process rather that the traditionally more 

set and one-stage/one-way information process.  In the new modules, each 

stage allows for a reassessment of the process and the potential of policy’s 

impact on the ever-changing decision-making environment (Bason, 2010). Critics 

of public engagement processes such as co-creation typically cite three types of 

arguments against the involvement of citizens in public sector innovation. The 

first concern is that by allowing citizens to express their experiences and ideas, 

we might be depositing decision-making authority with them as well. The 

response is that citizens are not involved in the formal part of decision-making 

but rather as contributors to an innovative process. Decisions are reached 
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through deliberative democracy and, in most innovation projects, by presenting 

solutions and options to committees and political bodies that make the final 

decisions. The purpose of involvement is not to ask citizens which ideas they 

like, but rather to explore with them which ideas will work. This is an important 

distinction in public engagement processes. The second concern is that citizen 

involvement requires too many resources and too much time. It has been said 

that if you think knowing your customers is expensive, how expensive do you 

think it is to not know them? Realizing through citizen complaints, rising costs, 

and a lack of results that a solution didn't work is much more expensive in 

economic, human, and political terms. Citizen engagement is an effective means 

of ensuring that new approaches really do meet user’s needs (Bason, 2010). The 

third concern is that citizen involvement can create unrealistic expectations. This 

can be mitigated by an initial declaration that there would be no promises that 

any of the ideas presented would be turned into practice, but that a commitment 

would be made to take the process and citizen comments seriously and to advise 

them of the outcomes and the reasons for the decisions. 

 This process includes techniques such as a pre-mortem i.e., after a policy 

is initially developed, the leader (e.g., CEO, Premier) asks all participants to 

imagine a year into the future and that the policy has been an abysmal failure. 

Then each participant is given a limited time (3 min) to write down three reasons 

why the policy has failed.  This technique has two creative advantages.  First, it 

looks back with an understanding of failure, a vantage point different from the 

optimism typically surrounding a newly developed policy and, second, it gives 

permission to members, who tend to be fearful of being negative or of 

contradicting the leader, to be given “praise” for presenting reasons for failure.  

The cognitive and social permission embedded in the pre-mortem create a new 

decision-making environment (Klein, 2007). This is the first stage in obviating 

traditional top-down innovative policy making that inhibits creativity, and, 

secondarily,sets a flexibility principle in motion that allows for adjustment in the 

next stage where various techniques are used to obtain citizen or policy/program 

recipients to provide their feedback.  
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Creating Our Future: Metro Vancouver (Greater Vancouver 
Regional District) -- Steps Toward a More Livable Region    

 On July 29, 1990, the Regional Board of Metro Vancouver (Greater 

Vancouver Regional District), adopted a document entitled "Creating Our Future: 

Steps to a More Livable Region". "The 54 actions in the document [were] the 

result of an innovative program of public involvement in regional decision-

making. At stake was the enviable quality of life enjoyed by a growing region of 

1.6 million people. It was a special effort to reach and involve as many people as 

possible" (see Appendix D). The Creating our Future document consisted of 

seven main components: the seven challenge seminars, the urban futures public 

attitude survey, the children's vision poster program, the choosing our future 

forum, six community meetings in which 77 presentations were made, the 

overview of the creating our future proposals which were televised in June 1990, 

and a special briefing of municipal counsellors on the creating our future 

proposals held July in 1990, prior to their consideration by the GVRD board. The 

GVRD consisted of 18 municipalities and three electoral areas, but just one 

region. Within that region, there were 154 municipally elected individuals 

representing the 1.6 million people. Creating our Future was a challenge to 

renew the rights and responsibilities of citizenship at all levels of human 

endeavour -- individual, family, corporation, community, and region. It was an 

innovative effort to reach and involve as many people as possible. 

 By becoming the first urban region in the world to combine economic 

vitality with the highest standards of livability and environmental quality, greater 

Vancouver set out to represent in history what "Athens is to democracy or Vienna 

is to music". The Strategic Planning Committee was given responsibility by 

Gordon Campbell, the chairperson of the GVRD Board of Directors, to oversee 

this initiative, and I was appointed its chairperson. Our Future Vision was "greater 

Vancouver can become the first urban region in the world to combine in one 

place things to which humanity aspires on a global basis : a place where human 

activities enhance rather than degrade the natural environment, where the quality 
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of the built environment approaches that of the natural setting, where the 

diversity of origins and religions is a source of social strength rather than strife, 

where people control the destiny of their community, and where the basics of 

food, clothing, shelter, security and useful activity are accessible to all” (see 

Appendix C). 

 In May 1993, the school of urban and regional planning, at the University 

of Waterloo convened a conference entitled "Shared Visions - A Meeting of 

Metropolitan Executives". I was invited to present on the processes which we had 

employed for creating a regional consciousness. It is now clear to me that the 

processes which we followed provided a grounding for me in the iterative 

techniques of social innovation. I stated to the gathering that "the development of 

a regional consciousness is a continuing process which is never complete", that it 

is the right of each individual or community to pursue their own objectives. I 

further stated that the techniques for achieving regional consciousness can be 

divided into three main categories: involvement processes, communications 

programs, and promotion of individual action (see Appendix D). 

 I stated that in order for the process to be successful, we needed to get 

citizens involved, otherwise it would wither on the vine. This was some of my 

early and rudimentary thinking about what I came to know as the co-creation 

model of policy development -- doing things with rather than for people. Ken 

Cameron (Harcourt & Cameron, 2007), then the Manager of Policy and Planning 

with the G.V.R.D., noted that “it’s hard to have a dialogue with a couple of million 

people” and that “there are only two legitimate entities at a meeting: the individual 

and the group as a whole” (p.137). Thus, he developed a system of balloting that 

could be tallied on the spot. “This allowed us to move quickly towards group 

consensus. It was important that we were able to garner consensus from the 

member municipalities. We defined consensus as the absence of expressed 

dissent “(Harcourt & Cameron, 2007, p.137). His insights and practices helped to 

shape my thinking regarding public engagement processes in a political context. 
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 These examples of socially innovative policy formulation models are 

based on several of the key constructs of behavioural economics, public 

engagement, and practical experience by myself and other policy decision 

makers, and they will be illustrated in detail in the following chapters.   
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Public Policy – A Case Review of Social Innovation in 
British Columbia. 

 

 The policy process in British Columbia has traditionally followed the British 

Parliamentary model for the prioritizing of its political and hence policy and 

legislative agenda. The agenda is based upon the platform commitments made 

during the electoral process, and they reflect the political philosophy of the 

government. They are formally introduced through a throne speech, which occurs 

on the first Tuesday of each February. The speech introduces the government's 

agenda for the coming year. Other than the political campaign, with some 

significant exceptions, there tends to be very little formal consultation regarding 

the agenda development. The agenda is supported by a budget, which is publicly 

presented one week after the throne speech, and it provides a financial 

commitment to the agenda as outlined in the throne speech. Governments, over 

their 4-year electoral cycle, make decisions regarding which commitments will be 

addressed in each of the 4 years.  

 Governments tend to introduce the most contentious or politically 

damaging policy initiatives during the first 2 years, while initiatives considered by 

the cabinet as either less contentious or having an obvious electorally positive 

impact are put forward during the last years of the electoral cycle. Policy agenda 

items then are assigned to the appropriate ministries for detailed policy work. 

This traditionally involves a review of previous or similar policies in other 

provinces and in other liberal democratic countries, along with a review of other 

important nongovernmental sources of policy information (e.g., policy 

foundations/institutes, universities, the conference Board of Canada, UN, and 

other international bodies).  It is at this point that consultations may occur and the 

resulting feedback is assessed from both a political perspective regarding the 
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anticipated impact of the policy on key stakeholders (with a priority on pro-

government groups and individuals, both for media support and future election 

financing), as well as key political party constituencies, with a focus on future 

elections. In other words, a cost-benefit analysis occurs before a full policy plan, 

including its implementation, is produced with its appropriate timelines, 

resources, and measurable outcomes.  Legislation then proceeds to a legislative 

drafting team to put the policy into a form harmonized with other legislation, as 

well as in compliance with the Canadian Charter of Rights and any court 

decisions (most critically by the Supreme Court of Canada), which would affect 

the legality of the proposed legislation. The draft is then reviewed by a legislative 

review committee composed of elected members of the government. The 

minister responsible for the legislation presents it to the review committee. If 

approved by the legislative review committee, the legislation is then prioritized for 

introduction and first reading in the legislature. It is then subject to a vote of the 

legislative assembly, and it then proceeds through a second and third reading 

and, finally, adoption and royal assent (requires the signature of the Lieutenant 

Governor of B.C., appointed by the premier for 5-year term). Legislative 

amendments are very rare following the introduction of the bill. Many significant 

government policies and initiatives do not require legislation as they can occur 

through an order in Council or through the statutory authority delegated to and 

exercised by the government. 

 This elaborate multistage policy-making process is inherently complex and 

subject to unforeseen events such as recessions, scandals, natural disasters, 

dramatic shifts in public opinion, or other events beyond government control. 

Such events can immediately change a government’s priorities and schedules. 

However, typically, the general process is linear and, once set in motion, moves 

most predictably through the aforementioned stages. 

 However, in British Columbia by the mid-2000s, the social innovation 

approach (i.e., iterative, heuristic, and dynamic) to program and policy making 

was being recognized as a viable option for some of the province’s more 
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intractable and controversial social issues. This recognition led, in 2011, to the 

appointment of a community-based council, “drawn from government, Aboriginal 

and community organizations, and business agencies with an interest in social 

entrepreneurship, including credit unions, foundations, academics, local and/or 

provincial government, business, investors social entrepreneurs and 

innovators”(Social Innovation Council, 2012, p.1).  

 Social innovation refers to new ideas and approaches to address existing 

social, cultural, economic, and environmental challenges for the benefit of people 

and the planet. A true social innovation is systems’ changing; it permanently 

alters the perceptions, behaviours, and structures that previously gave rise to 

these challenges. 

 Social enterprises or businesses that direct their profits toward a social 

purpose are one common example of social innovation. Another example is 

social innovation labs, which use product design, testing, and prototyping 

processes to develop and implement solutions to social problems (B.C. Centre 

for Social Enterprise, http://www.centreforsocialenterprise.com). 

 The creative principles of social innovation, including the involvement of 

end users in the development of policy, helps to inform public engagement 

processes more generally. In effect, policy information could be shared at the 

initial discussion stage with a wide array of individuals, groups, and organizations 

that might both deliver policy services and receive them. Again, the guiding policy 

principle is that any preconceptions about the eventual impact and acceptance of 

the delivery of a policy in a non-traditional manner (i.e., government/civil service 

and monitored, typically non-profit contracted, delivered) are discussed in a 

deliberative rather than solely civil-service-determined context (e.g., provide 

services according to the one way contract conditions or don’t apply for the 

contract). As discussed above, the IT revolution facilitated and dramatically 

impacted this approach as much of the communication became instantaneous 

and pervasive in the rapidly emerging networked and connected society.   
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 As the recently appointed minister of the new Ministry of Children and 

Family Development (MCFD) in 2001, it was evident that fiscal restraint involving 

budget cuts across virtually all ministries was going to occur. Yet the resources 

needed to fully restructure the delivery of wide array of MCFD services had not 

increased and were to be reduced. I subsequently began discussing the social 

innovation strategy for the delivery of some of these services with the premier 

and cabinet colleagues as one possible option, which also could be considered 

consistent with the government’s electoral platform and current policy priorities.  

 The government became a world leader in the development of public, 

private partnerships for the delivery of capital projects. Public private 

partnerships (P3s) are a key part of British Columbia’s strategy to provide 

affordable infrastructure that meets public needs. In 2002, the government 

established Partnerships British Columbia, a company owned by the province 

whose mandate is to promote, stimulate, and help implement P3 projects – 

primarily by working with and supporting public agencies as they develop 

partnerships with the private sector (Private Partnerships, 2003). This creative, 

collaborative initiative appeared to me to have some potential for the delivery of 

social programs that were the subject of severe budget reductions. I discussed 

this possibility with the Premier and with the C.E.O. of Partnerships B.C. They 

agreed that there may be some potential but felt that the development of the 

potential of 3Ps should first be focused on capital infrastructure projects. I did 

literature searches in this field hoping to find examples of social projects utilizing 

this approach. I found little, but continued to explore and promote the potential of 

social innovation for B.C. 

 For reasons beyond the scope of this thesis, I resigned as minister in 2004 

(see Foster & Wharf, 2011), but I continued to promote social innovation through 

my role as Caucus Chair and in the various committees that I sat on.  

 In July 2005, I received a telephone call from Premier Campbell informing 

me that he was going to include social innovation in his upcoming September 
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Throne Speech.  This would be the first formal recognition of the social 

innovation approach by the government of British Columbia.  He wanted to know 

what I thought of the idea of a Pacific Centre for Social Innovation.  I had spoken 

with him numerous times about social innovation, about the leading edge work of 

British Columbian innovators, and about the work of the Center for Social 

Innovation at Stanford University.  The conversation focused on the potential of a 

government-supported initiative to leverage social, health, and environmental 

good.   

 The 2005 September throne speech addressed social innovation 

(Province of B.C., 2005): 

Leadership requires an ongoing commitment to social innovation in 

addressing the large societal challenges of our times.   

Bold, new, collaborative steps are needed to tackle the social 

challenges of housing, addictions, mental illness, poverty, literacy and 

skills development, and community safety. 

Fresh, creative actions are needed to cope with the societal challenges 

of fetal alcohol spectrum disorder, child protection, and women 

escaping abusive relationships.  

British Columbia is leading the way in Canada with novel innovations in 

many of these areas.   

 Most involve partnerships with other levels of government and with 

private-   sector organizations working shoulder-to-shoulder to make 

real progress.   

 Your government will build on that work with new measures this fall, 

including the establishment of a new Pacific Centre for Social 

Innovation. 
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 The centre will serve to stimulate social innovation and the 

development of best practices reports from across the country and 

around the world.  

It will engage governments, academics, and experts in various social 

disciplines to identify ground-breaking innovations now working in other 

jurisdictions to improve social outcomes and to successfully address 

contemporary socioeconomic challenges. 

 The centre will be asked to initially focus on three pressing social 

imperatives. 

One is the question of what might be done to better serve the needs of 

today's families at home, in the modern workplace, and in our changing 

communities. 

The recognition of these changes and a response to them will enhance 

the quality of life  for all British Columbians. 

The second priority will be to look at creative approaches being 

employed around the world to foster environmentally sustainable 

communities and other innovations to promote sustainable use of our 

natural resources. 

In British Columbia, we are already recognized for the quality of our 

cities and towns. 

As our population grows, we must find ways to maintain and improve air 

and water quality and maintain our natural landscapes for future 

generations. 

The third focus of the Pacific Centre for Social Innovation will be the 

issue of how to improve voter participation in elections. 
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           Voting is the most fundamental act of citizenship and it is on the wane.

  

 In the Throne Speech, delivered by the Lieutenant-Governor, the Premier 

alluded to a number of innovative approaches to the governance and delivery of 

services that had been implemented. They included the creation of Community 

Living B.C. (CLBC), a collaborative model of governance developed with parents, 

advocates, and professionals in the field of developmental disabilities and the 

initial development of Regional Aboriginal Authorities that were intended to 

provide Aboriginal people with greater authority over their children who were in 

the care of the state (for a more detailed description of these programs, see 

Foster & Wharf, 2007, p.192). Both of these programs were developed at a time 

when the prevalent public perspective was that the traditional policy-directed 

programs had not been well received by the intended service recipients, many 

professionals and experts, the media, and segments of the B.C. public. This 

negative image, unfortunately, also was based on several tragic incidents 

associated with or blamed on the traditional programs. These programs included 

Woodlands, an aging residential institution for the developmentally disabled and 

the damaging impact of Aboriginal residential schools. It was this image dynamic 

that contributed to the impetus for new approaches to old problems (Foster & 

Wharf, 2007). Social innovation was one such approach. 

          Through the ensuing years, within the cabinet and the Liberal Party 

caucus, as well as among many New Democratic Party opposition MLAs, there 

was considerable support for the social innovation policy model. It was evident, 

though, that this approach focused on certain types of social issues such as 

prevention and early intervention services, as well as the long-term sustainability 

of non-profit service providers, while traditional policy making continued to be 

employed by most others.  Yet within this decade, British Columbians led 

Canada in the growth of social innovation programs as recognized by the 

Commission on the Reform of Ontario’s Public Services (2012, Don Drummond, 

Chair); by the CEO of the National Organization, “Social Innovation 
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Generation”(a Canadian collaborative partnership with the expressed goal of 

supporting whole system change through changing the broader economic, 

cultural, and policy context to allow social innovations to flourish - 

www.sigeneration.ca ); and by the CEO of the McConnell Foundation 

(established in 1937, it engages Canadians in building a more innovative, 

inclusive, sustainable and resilient society 

http://www.mcconnellfoundation.ca/de/about).  

 Historically, the social innovation model had been identified most vividly 

with British Prime Minister Tony Blair and his ideologically centred Labour Party 

governments, which were in power through successive elections in the late 

1990s and early 2000s. Previously, the Labour Party was associated with the 

traditional decision-making model and program-delivered services. The Blair 

“new Labour Party” policies were controversial among the more left-oriented of 

Labour Party Members of Parliament and among their traditional constituencies 

(union members, civil servants) and key programs’ stakeholders. The perceived 

success of the Blair governments’ social innovation policies resulted in his senior 

policy consultants such as international writer Charles Leadbeater and senior 

cabinet policy advisors being invited to Ottawa by the Liberal Party governments 

of Jean Chretien and his successor, Paul Martin, to advise and speak to 

professional audiences. For example, as minister of Social Development, Ken 

Dryden, the National Hockey League Hall of Fame goalie, promoted social 

innovation models for over 2 years. Arguably, then Prime Minister Paul Martin 

incorporated this approach with his historic proposal to use this model to create 

and implement an unprecedented and massive multi-policy approach with 

provincial and territorial governments, and Aboriginal and First Nations’ political 

leaders and stakeholders to address fundamental poverty and related issues 

regarding Aboriginal and First Nations peoples. Premier Campbell and several 

cabinet members were involved in these discussions, though this initiative 

ceased when the Martin government was defeated in the 2006 federal election. 

Premier Campbell, however, continued to play a leading role in discussions at 

the Council of Confederation (premiers of Canada) to promote the new policy 
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making and program technologies based on B.C. experiences. During this 

period, B.C. furthered this approach with several key new policies that 

proponents of such national and provincial strategies as Charles Leadbeater 

lauded. B.C.’s unique collaborative blend of world class social innovators, 

businesses, and government provided fertile ground for progressive change. 

     In 2010, Premier Campbell appointed me as B.C.’s first parliamentary 

secretary for social innovation, and this was also the first such political 

appointment in Canada. Al Etmanski, an Ashoka Fellow and an internationally 

respected leader in this field, was a constant inspiration and reference for me as, 

together, we engaged interested people to collaboratively plan each stage of 

B.C.’s social innovation journey. 

 One such critical step in that journey was the establishment of the 18-

member BC Advisory Council on Social Innovation (BCACSI) in January of 2011, 

which consisted of three chairs representing the business sector, the non-profit 

sector, and government respectively (see www.partnersforsocialimpact.ca for the 

mandate and composition of the initial 18 members).  As mentioned in the 

introduction, social innovation is a broad construct in terms of the range of policy 

partnerships that government can develop, but the business and non-profit 

sectors are the most obvious for innovative program service delivery. The cross-

government Assistant Deputy Ministers Committee (ADMC) was created to 

address the “silo” phenomenon (which is the result of a myopic perspective that 

fails to see issues from a holistic perspective). The number of ministries and their 

specific policy-making committees, typically responsible for complex policy 

issues, has expanded dramatically over the last 50 or so years.  Nonetheless, 

their ability to share essential information, sometimes highly confidential (e.g., 

health and mental health, Revenue Canada, criminal records) remained limited 

by legislation, and the sequence of decision making remains protracted as each 

ministry committee coordinates a policy team regarding the information 

discussed above. For businesses and non-profit organizations operating under 

the traditional model, when seeking government contracts, the silo obstacles to 



78 
 

timely business planning is what has been called the enormous “red tape” 

disincentives.  The ADMC was charged with developing collaborative, co-

operative strategies within ministries and across government to facilitate the 

social innovation partnerships. The ADMC is an essential part of this process 

because its mandate included being informed by the perspectives of service 

users and providers as well as community members and experts in an open and 

iterative manner. However, setting up a viable ADMC in the face of all the 

entrenched silo decision-making obstacles was a challenge.  

 “Gord and I shared the goal of producing a report that would not simply 

gather dust because of the inevitable ministry/agencies stakeholders interests in 

preserving the status quo.  We needed something that would last longer than the 

social innovation council’s tenure and produce recommendations that would be 

acted on and set the stage for future ideas”. (Etmanski, A. 2015, P 93).  

I believed that it was necessary to move beyond the traditional 

inter-sector communication pattern where contacts usually were 

based on personal relationships established between individuals 

who already knew each other.  

For the social innovation model to work at this senior political 

decision making level with individuals who did not have prior trusted 

relationships, the co-chair structure of the BCACSI appeared 

essential (Etmanski A., 2015). 

 

 In addition, as discussed above, it was imperative that additional 

structures be added to streamline communication among the ministries involved 

in the social innovation process, and, equally critical, to implement the BCACSI 

recommendations. To promote this function, the Chair of the cross-government 

Assistant Deputy Ministers Committee (ADMC) also would be the government 

co-chair of the BC Social Innovation Council (BCACSI). Another key structure 
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was having both the ADM committee and the Council report to me as the 

parliamentary secretary for social innovation. Typically, senior ministry public 

officials (appointed) report directly to their minister, which, given the enormous 

time demands on ministers in their multiple roles in cabinet, the legislature, and 

in their constituencies, is part of the inherently longer traditional decision-making 

process. Finally, in order to again maximize the understanding of novel 

approaches to complex and highly controversial issues, I briefed the opposition 

members on our initiatives and gave them direct input into the iterative 

information-sharing and solution process, and an invitation was extended to the 

official opposition to send a representative to council meetings.  Traditionally in 

B.C., opposition MLAs only sit on committees that report directly to the legislature 

but do not sit on committees appointed by and reporting to government 

(Etmanski, 2015). 

 The 18-member Social Innovation Council members were recommended 

to me based on geographic representation as well as being representative social 

innovators from universities, community-based service providers, and businesses 

engaged in communities. They would interact through meetings, internet 

telecasts, emails, and a “summit” that was planned and podcast across the 

province. The summit brought together over 400 interested people to participate 

with experts, three premiers and international experts. The summit was held in 

Vancouver in November of 2012.  The purpose of the summit was to bring 

leaders from government, community, labour, and business together to explore 

how we could work together better, leverage resources, and build partnerships 

for greater impact. The broad focus of the summit was to develop and enhance 

partnerships to expand the role of the community sector, and the three key 

themes were working better together, enabling a social economy through social 

finance, and accelerating our collective impact. (See Appendix E for agenda and 

proceedings). 

 The Social Innovation Council’s mandate was to “make recommendations 

to the Parliamentary Secretary on how to maximize social innovation in British 
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Columbia, with an emphasis on social finance and social enterprises” (Province 

of B.C., 2012b).          In May, 2013, British Columbia, following a 

recommendation of the Social Innovation Council, became the second 

jurisdiction in the world to pass legislation to create Community Contribution 

Companies (CCC). CCCs create a legal entity that bridges both non-profit and 

corporate models. The recommendation for CCCs was the result of extensive 

research, discussion, and consultation with non-profit and for-profit service 

providers, businesses, volunteers, and service users. CCCs bridge the 

boundaries between business and the non-profits of “civil society”. They operate 

under a set of novel government regulation criteria and taxation policies that 

allow for more explicit entrepreneurial strategies. For example, they can sell 

shares, generate a profit, and pay share dividends all to assist them in achieving 

their community service functions. In effect, the once rigid traditional legislative 

boundaries that prevented innovative government services initiatives are vastly 

diminished under the CCC.  The CCC was one of 11 recommendations made by 

B.C.’s Social Innovation Council (see Appendix F).   

 Another initiative involved a partnership with LIFT Philanthropy Partners. 

LIFT is a not-for-profit organization that evolved from 2010 Legacies Now, where 

they leveraged the 2010 Olympic and Paralympic Winter Games to create social 

and economic benefits in communities throughout British Columbia. They are 

considered a best practice by the International Olympic Committee and are 

recognized as a leader in advancing social change, and they have shared their 

social innovation model with cities and events throughout the world. The Social 

Innovation Council and LIFT contracted with Ashoka International to hold a 

“collabitition” competition in B.C.  Ashoka is the largest network of social 

entrepreneurs in the world, with nearly 3000 Ashoka fellows in 70 countries 

putting their system-changing ideas into practice on a global scale. They are 

world renowned for using an IT-based “collabitition” process to reach and engage 

a wide audience in instantaneous participatory discussions. The collabitition 

theme for B.C. Ideas was a community of action, designed to recognize, 

convene, invest in, and celebrate B.C.’s best social innovations and ideas.  It 
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consisted of Ashoka Fellows providing on-line guidance and support for 

individuals from across the province to present their solutions to social issues, as 

well as their comments on each other’s ideas.  

  Part of the incentive to participate included the competitive awarding of 

small, one-time seed/development grants to help take their innovative ideas to 

scale. A combination of on-line voting and an expert panel identified the most 

feasible innovative proposals. According to Ashoka, the 466 submissions 

received by the first BC IDEAS collabetetion was one of the highest rates of 

participation that they had experienced in over two decades of running such 

competitions.    

           Initiatives such as this contributed to social innovation expert Charles 

Leadbeater’s assertion, during his 2011 visit to the province, that B.C.’s initial 

social innovation policy initiatives and actions were distinctive for several reasons 

(Etmanski, 2012, July 4).  First, the initial funding for social innovation initiatives 

came primarily from non-government organizations. This process gave great 

freedom to citizens and community organizations to take innovative and 

unconventional measures.  Second, the presence of First Nations leadership 

connected to a heritage of resilience and creatively amidst adversity and wisdom. 

They were actively engaged in the development and implementation of policies 

and programs. Third, B.C. had an unprecedented level of political, business, and 

non-profit sector consensus for the social innovation model and its engagement.  

Conclusions 

  The development of social innovation in B.C. -- its practices, policies, and 

legislation -- has evolved over a much longer period than is implied in this 

chapter. In a sense, the creation of the 18-member BC Advisory Council on 

Social Innovation in January of 2011 and a parliamentary secretary for social 

innovation was the culmination of a much longer trend reaching back into the last 

several decades of the 20th century. I will discuss this further in the next chapter. 
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It became obvious by the 1980s that much of the optimism of the late 1960s and 

early 1970s concerning the development of post-World War II “welfare states” in 

industrial countries had waned in several countries such as Canada, the U.S., 

and the UK. The causes will be revisited in the last chapter but the political 

reaction became tangible in B.C. in the summer of 1983 when the populist Social 

Credit Party lead by Premier Bill Bennett was re-elected. His government 

introduced a series of 26 bills that had not been in their electoral program but 

clearly constituted a radical departure in how government-funded program 

services had been traditionally determined and delivered. Certain legislation such 

as Bill 3 was explicitly directed at reducing the decision-making influence of 

B.C.’s powerful unions; it contained a provision that would allow government-

funded employers, including school boards, to fire employees without cause. 

Without a doubt, the entire legislative package sought to fundamentally change 

economic and social policy in B.C., and, not surprisingly, the B.C. Federation of 

Labour called for a general strike. The Bennett government subsequently 

moderated its most extreme legislative proposals in response to a very effective 

general strike and the increasingly broader negative public reaction. Yet, the 

general policy theme was set in motion and continues, in varying degrees and 

with certain exceptions (e.g., New Democratic Party governments in the 1990s), 

to this day -- the expansion of government services and their delivery by civil 

servants and non-private individuals and organizations would be restricted and 

subject to market-based or favoured principles such as balanced budgets and 

limited public debt related to such services. In essence, ideologically 

conservative governments sought to limit the decision-making influence of 

interest group and policy stakeholders that traditionally represented the opposite 

of this continuum. 

 As will be discussed in the next chapter, I experienced the challenges of 

undertaking policy planning under restricted or reduced budgets in every 

leadership position during this subsequent, nearly 40-year period. Again, this was 

the imperative that provided some of the impetus for governments, such as the 

Tony Blair governments in the UK and the Paul Martin government in Canada, to 
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explore alternative strategies. In B.C., these challenges were the motivation for 

the creation of PLAN and such innovative initiatives as Tyze and the world’s first 

Registered Disability Savings Plan (Etmanski, 2015). This trend was evident as 

well in the UK and in several American states with experiments in privatizing 

certain criminal justice services such as some prisons and primary/neighborhood 

schools being run by for-profit companies. In other words, the “privatization” of 

government-funded services needs to be considered as part of this late 20th 

century momentum that is connected, albeit, often very controversially and 

confusingly, to the social innovation model.  

 In the next chapter, I will describe my experience with the above 

challenges when I was appointed as the Minister of MCFD. As will be evident 

and somewhat obvious but, nonetheless, requires repeating, policy decision 

making is enormously subtle and complex, and therefore any attempt to reduce it 

to more simplistic model constructs as has been done in previous chapters is 

inherently misleading to some degree. Participant observation methodology is a 

partial attempt to present a more complete description of the context of social 

innovation in B.C.  
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Politically Driven Budget Imperatives, Innovative 
Policies, and the Politician 

  Arguably, in every substantial leadership position, budgets constitute the 

most persistent, controversial decision-making challenge. Of course, other policy 

themes such as a scandal or egregious program failure, episodically, can trump 

this finance primacy focus. When I was Director of the Willingdon Youth 

Detention Centre in Vancouver, B.C.’s largest remand and sentenced youth 

custodial facility, the annual budget cycle set the tone for nearly all the custody 

programs and, very critically, my ability to introduce innovative ones that required 

extra financing. For example, in 1985, I introduced the use of a trailer unit located 

within the high security yard but adjacent to the main residential building in order 

to facilitate a rewards-based system to encourage a culture of pro-social 

behaviour. The theoretical premise of this program was simple: Youth want to 

maximize their daily options for some level of autonomy, therefore, the trailer 

residence privileges included not only greater privacy and a greater allowance 

schedule but also more program options and the ability to order food from 

external restaurants. I sought to expand the array of such programs, but budgets 

typically played a key role in whether they were introduced and maintained 

independent of their positive effects on highly vulnerable youth who eventually 

returned to their communities upon completing their custodial sentences. (The 

trailer unit initiative was opposed by the majority of the custodial staff as they 

were concerned that the setting would make it more difficult to supervise the 

youth. In practice, the trailer, with its increased opportunities, worked well and 

presented very few operational concerns.)  Such innovative programs included 

the first Aboriginal sweat lodge, built in January of 1992, in a provincial custodial 

institution in B.C., as well as sports (swimming and basketball, including 

participating with home games in a community-based league called 
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NIGHTHOOPS9, arts, and brief supervised external excursions for low-risk young 

offenders, where I relied on volunteers, typically from nearby universities and 

colleges, to augment the number of opportunities made available.  Yet, even 

these programs required extensive administrative resources to recruit, screen, 

train, and monitor volunteers. Similarly, it became clear to me and my policy staff 

that a more systematic risk/needs assessment of each young offender would 

assist tremendously in both understanding each youth and in developing 

individualized case planning for individuals both in custody as well as upon their 

return to their communities.  

            Typically, for the most extreme or obvious risk/needs young offenders 

(e.g., murder, serious sexual assault), Youth Court Psychiatric Services, located 

in a nearby facility, provided excellent assessments, however, when the above-

mentioned series of deliberate self-harm incidents took place, it confirmed to me 

that more clinical resources were also needed. A part-time clinical psychologist 

was hired, but this position was completely dependent on supplemental budget 

resources being available. Nonetheless, research from other custodial 

institutions, primarily in the U.S, but also in our facility and elsewhere in Canada, 

indicated that young offenders were very diversified in their psychological and 

social needs’ programming. And, very importantly, by the mid-1990s, youth 

violence became a major national political issue for the first time in Canadian 

history (e.g., it was one of the two key issues that spawned the creation of the 

Reform Party). This violence trend was exemplified in several notorious 

                                                 
9 NIGHTHOOPS was a late night pro-social basketball program for at-risk youth that I founded it 

in 1996, with support from the federal and provincial governments and the NBA Vancouver 

Grizzlies. It became a poster program nationally for PARTICIPACTION CANADA and received a 

Basketball BC award for the use of sport for social change. Since its inception, over 4,200 boys 

and girls between the ages of 13 and 18 and over 240 coaches have participated 

www.nighthoops.ca. It used basketball as an innovative approach for dealing with behavioural 

issues. Youth were referred to the program by police officers, social workers, probation officers, 

or school counsellors).   
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incidents, such as the brutal murder in 1992 of 16-year-old Jesse Cadman by 16-

year-old Issac Deas who had been previously sentenced and sent to WYDC and 

was on “home remand” pending a trial for another criminal offence when he 

committed the completely senseless and gratuitous murder. Extensive media 

coverage included Deas’s apparent lack of remorse and his statement that he 

would likely only receive a 3-year sentence under the then Young Offenders Act 

(YOA, 1982) and be sent again to WYDC where he would be a much-feared “top 

dog”. Such sensationalized media coverage irrefutably raised related issues 

concerning the lack of individual and general deterrence or rehabilitation in B.C. 

and in other provincial youth custody facilities, as well as the academically 

contested assertion about the purported relationship between the YOA and the 

sharp increase in serious young offending since the mid-1980s and the mid-

1990s (Corrado & Markwart, 1994; Marwart & Corrado, 1995).  

                       In other words, during my 14 years as director at WYDC, attempts to 

introduce and maintain innovative policies were subject to budget imperatives 

that were confounded with, and even overwhelmed by, larger political issues 

raised by media and public perceptions of youth crime, and, ultimately, provincial 

and federal political parties’ responses.  

  A similar budget imperative in routine policy making was also a 

formidable challenge when I was Mayor of the city of White Rock, B.C. Cities are 

subject to a legislative requirement to annually balance their budgets. This fiscal 

requirement often meant that innovative, uncertain policy innovations that 

required funding or substantial risk or both were not supported. Creative 

interdepartmental initiatives that engaged end users (i.e., the development of 

official community plans) and the introduction of a number of advisory 

committees showed early promise as effective processes for informing both 

elected members and the citizenry. 

As discussed in the previous chapter, the provincial context of policy decision 

making is inevitably more complicated because of the obvious differences in the 
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scale of every component of policy making, again, most importantly, regarding 

the budget. After 

 10 years as an elected White Rock City councilor and 10 as mayor, in 1997, I 

was elected the MLA for the riding of Surrey-White Rock. I was appointed as the 

Opposition Critic for education and human resources and was also a member of 

the Official Opposition Caucus Committees on Health and Education. In these 

roles, I witnessed the differences within the government policy-making practices 

that had developed across 9 years of several different NDP government 

administrations. Despite the long-shared social democratic policy philosophy of 

this party, the ability to remain united concerning controversial polices, such as 

the extent of preserving large original forest island reserves and policing radical 

Aboriginal and First Nations groups, was not sustained. As with all political 

parties, behavioural economic themes discussed in the previous chapters 

explained part of these within-party disagreements, namely the “goal directed” 

bias in interpreting confusing or contradictory evidence. In the face of plummeting 

public poll numbers, the NDP caucus factions and their support groups and base 

in the B.C. public, nonetheless, repeatedly failed to unite on key controversial 

policies. Very importantly, the “dotcom” stock market bubble burst of 1999-2001 

set a pessimistic and fear-centered global economic context where deficits and 

public debt became central political and electoral issues. While the defeat of the 

NDP government was widely expected, the extent was somewhat surprising. The 

B.C. Liberals, led by Gordon Campbell, were elected government in 2001 with a 

virtual sweep of all the electoral ridings (77 of 79), and 58% of the vote based 

largely on the platform theme of getting the “fiscal house in order”.   

Core Review and Core Cuts in B.C.     

 Policy initiatives are impacted by their context and the quality of 

relationships.  
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  As discussed above, in parliamentary political systems, especially 

governments with large legislative majorities such as in B.C., the premier 

typically exercises near complete control of policy making and agenda setting. As 

expected, the cabinet was directed to engage their respective ministries in a core 

review process to identify staff and program reductions.  Only education and 

healthcare programs were exempted. With the third largest budget, the Ministry 

of Children and Family Development (MCFD) was subjected to extreme scrutiny 

that resulted in significant budget reductions.  The program reductions were 

described as “the largest budget and public sector cuts in Canadian history” 

(Caledon, 2002, p.1). The Ministry of Finance’s policy directive to MCFD required 

three budget reduction scenarios (at 20%, 35%, and 50%).  As minister, I 

participated in the key meetings with my DM and the ADMs responsible for the 

budgets of the various programs. After lengthy meetings with Treasury Board 

and over my objections, they selected a 23% budget reduction target.  The 

document that outlined the necessary program cuts to reach this near one-

quarter reduction was leaked to the media. It was widely believed that the leak 

was from a ministry staff member upset by the proposed cuts. The most 

politically sensitive potential impact of these program cuts raised the spectre of 

significantly increased risks to the welfare of already highly vulnerable youths.  A 

subsequent decision by Treasury Board resulted in $120 million being placed 

back into the MCFD budget (Foster & Wharf, 2007, p.191). 

           In contrast, the most immediately politically expedient reduction targeted 

contracted service providers. The Ministry of Children and Family Development, 

for example, had been advised that in the mid-1990s, even the then NDP 

government had contemplated a funding cut of 2% to all community living 

contracted services.  This threat caused an immediate vociferous reaction with 

demonstrations by service providers, typically part of the NDP support and 

electoral base and this was widely reported by the media. Not surprisingly, the 

NDP government backed down from these proposed program cuts. Given this 

historical precedent, I decided to hold a meeting with the executive directors of 

14 major social service providers to explain the direction that MCFD had received 
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from the Treasury Board (TB) and to seek the social service provider’s advice in 

formulating an informed response to the TB. Traditionally, governments applied a 

set percentage cut across all budgets and then informed the contractors of their 

new funding levels.  Instead, I had opted for an iterative cooperative approach to 

minimize the negative impact of the budget cuts to services.  In turn, the 

executive directors asked for 2 weeks to consult with other service providers. In 

the meantime, the MCFD’s financial staff advised me that an 11% overall cut 

from this sector was needed to meet the budget targets.  At the next meeting with 

the executive directors, and in the ensuing discussion, the 11% target was 

agreed to. While the executive directors believed that some service providers 

could absorb much more than 11%, others could not. With agreement achieved, 

MCFD’s financial staff worked sensitively with the contracted service agencies to 

determine the details of the cuts to each program necessary to establish the 

guidelines and protocols to achieve the overall 11% reduction. 

 This process was, to our knowledge, the first time that a formal co-

development model of budget policy had been implemented.  This process 

resulted in a more sensitive awareness of the impacts that reductions would have 

on services and, hence, resulted in better services for British Columbians than 

would have been the case with a global percentage cut.  The reduction was 

implemented without any significant outcry, and a positive, respectful, and 

understanding relationship between the service providers and government was 

maintained. This is in stark contrast to the outcry faced by the proposed 2% 

across the board reduction of the mid-1990s. 

            Policy that informs, respects, and engages the people who will be 

affected, even if it is adverse, can be effective.  As this case illustrates, policy 

initiatives are affected by the context of their development and the quality of the 

relationships that are built.  Values, vision, and connectedness can have a 

profound impact on the development of policies. 
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           Historically, while B.C.’s political culture has been characterized as largely 

populist, primarily because of the near half century of the Social Credit Party 

governments lead by W.A.C. (“Wacky”) Bennett and his son Bill. The B.C. Liberal 

Party has been the classic centre-right combination of liberal-to-conservative 

policy themes. Within this spectrum, Premier Campbell, the cabinet, and Liberal 

Party caucus were prepared to support the co-development model of budget 

policy to implement the above MCFD budget reduction target. We were all 

anxious to find a process that would minimize negative publicity. Stakeholders, 

media, and public reaction to this portion of the budget was largely silent and 

therefore seen as positive .The executive directors who recommended the 11% 

reduction appreciated the opportunity to be involved in this process that so 

profoundly affected their operations. This set of responses stood in stark contrast 

to the level of anger faced by the proposed 2% across-the-board reduction of the 

mid-1990s by the NDP government. Equally important, it was the beginning of 

setting in motion a decision-making model based on the most typically political 

sensitive policy theme of any government (i.e., electoral effect). This included 

demonstrating to understandably sceptical, and often cynical, stakeholders that 

their detailed information input was respected and incorporated into the final 

policy decision. As well, along with key members of my senior staff, as minister, I 

had established a certain level of trust with this set of stakeholders. This was 

evident in the personal feedback I received at the time and subsequently; even to 

this day, I occasionally meet people who were involved with and impressed by 

what took place. I recently met with Carol Carmen, the former senior 

communications staff member with MCFD, who participated in and contributed to 

the meetings with the executive directors and remembers how well the process 

worked. Within the behavioural economic perspective, this positive reaction was 

a fundamental step in reorienting the cognitive processes that inhibited 

positive/constructive interpretations of inherently negative information such as 

the government’s substantial reduction in program funding which, potentially, 

threatened the fundamental individual values of job security, income, and status.    
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            The next step was to generalize from this experience to another equally 

critical and even more historically controversial and intractable policy 

theme/issue —government decision making with Aboriginal and First Nation 

political leaders. In the Canadian context, seven Supreme Court of Canada 

decisions beginning with Calder et al. v. B.C. attorney general (1973) and, most 

recently, another B.C. originated case, William v. Canada (2014), in different 

ways, depending on the type of policy issue (e.g. land title, the rights of 

Aboriginal women), effectively established the theme that, when any Aboriginal 

and First Nation interests are at stake, all levels of government must 

systematically and routinely include consultations regarding “accommodation” 

with the appropriate local, provincial, and federal Aboriginal and First Nation 

political leaders. 

 Premier Campbell made the establishment of this consultation process a 

policy priority in 2006. The iterative consultative/cooperative model was 

completely appropriate for this extremely sensitive policy domain.   

A Politician and a Policy Initiative in B.C. 

Good policy development is dependent upon good will and political will. 

  As the new Minister of MCFD, I contacted Grand Chief Edward John and 

introduced myself. I expressed my appreciation for his leadership within his 

ministry and my desire to learn from his unique insights, perspectives, and 

experiences.  Obviously, his political career included both the program receiver 

stakeholder role and then, as minister, the key government decision-making 

stakeholder role. In addition, he had Aboriginal life experiences that clearly 

preceded some of the key themes of the social innovation decision-making 

model, such as sharing information in non-competitive or communal spirit, 

striving for a consensus solution, and a traditionally non-retributive follow-up 

concerning disagreements. As I anticipated, Grand Chief John was very 

gracious; going forward, he agreed to meet with me utilizing this decision-making 
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approach to Aboriginal and First Nations issues generally and, more specifically, 

to their policy priority listing.  In the latter regard, Grand Chief John was 

concerned particularly about the high number of Aboriginal children “in care”, 

both in temporary removal from their families or in permanent removal through 

the foster placement/adoption options.  For the sake of the children, both in terms 

of their immediate emotional health and their cultural identity in the longer 

perspective, he believed that MCFD child in-care policies should be based on the 

principle that Aboriginal people be given more responsibility for their children 

while in care. And further that the parent(s) and family be adequately funded, to 

provide for the longer term developmental needs of the child, even into early 

adulthood. Another key policy principle consisted of creating and maintaining 

program resources for the family that would build the capacity to improve living 

conditions in their home communities.  Consistent with a key theoretical policy 

theme of this thesis, he emphasized that government’s paternalistic approaches 

to Aboriginal and First Nations issues, though in many instances could be 

considered well-intended, were culturally ill-informed. As a result, several such 

policies, most egregiously, residential schools, had terrible intergenerational 

consequences over the past century.  Yet, he believed that a respectful and 

culturally supportive relationship between First Nations and government 

regarding policy making could be the foundation for reducing the historical harms 

and beginning the opposite trend: a healthy and empowered Aboriginal people. 

            As also mentioned in the social innovation model, trust is another key 

component. I believe this process began, to some extent, when the Grand Chief 

expressed his personal interest in who I was and what I had done with my life to 

that point and the life/political principles and policies that I valued.  It began with 

my experience as a foster parent of a First Nations youth and then talked about 

my close relationship with Grand Chief Bernard Charles and the Semiahmoo 

First Nation, as well my experiences as a youth probation officer and as the 

warden of Willingdon Youth Custody Centre. I explained that I had worked with 

Willard Cook (now Chief Cook) of the Semiahmoo people to set up the first sweat 

lodge in a custody centre and that I had hired Willard Cook to work at the centre 
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with the Aboriginal youth. The Grand Chief smiled at one point during the 

conversation about the Semiahmoo people and said, “I have asked about you.”  I 

believe that Grand Chief Edward John and I had made a trust connection that 

had been strengthened by my experiences and, especially, by my friends at 

Semiahmoo.   

 On September 9, 2002, a Memorandum of Understanding for Aboriginal 

Children (MOU), which expressed an understanding between the four major 

Aboriginal governments and the province of B.C. was signed at the Museum of 

Anthropology at University of British Columbia. It also was supported and signed 

by nine major Aboriginal service providers. Premier Campbell, myself as Minster 

of MCFD, and the Minister of Aboriginal Relations, George Abbott, signed the 

MOU.  Its purpose was “to establish a joint dialogue and decision-making 

process relating to the safety and well-being of Aboriginal children and families”.  

The MCFD Joint Aboriginal Management Committee (JAMC) was co-chaired by 

an Aboriginal leader and me, as the primary facilitators of this dialogue. The 

JAMC included the leaders of The First Nation Summit, United Native Nations, 

Metis Nation, and the Union of B.C. Indian Chiefs. Very critically, from the social 

innovation model perspective, this memorandum also structured the policy 

dialogue on a B.C. government to Aboriginal and First Nations government basis.  

A primary initial policy focus was reducing the number of Aboriginal children in 

care. By the summer of 2003, considerable progress had been made toward 

developing an organizational model for the delivery of Aboriginal youth services. 

(See Appendix G MOU and service model outline).   

            A persistent challenge with this decision-making approach was how to 

institutionalize it in a manner that avoided regressing to the traditional top-down 

decision-making structure once decision making had shifted from the level of 

JAMC to the regional and then local levels where actual case management 

decisions occur. Establishing a strong precedent was a necessary first step. The 

initial JAMC meetings progressed well, and, very importantly, the geographically 

defined MCFD regional boards  (Vancouver, Vancouver Island, Fraser Valley, 
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Okanagan, and the North)  were taking direction from the JAMC with little “push 

back” or resistance to the new policy model. Given the enormous population 

diversity of B.C.’s vast geographic regions plus the related variation in program 

recipient access to transportation and typically metropolitan/city concentrations of 

government program resources, it was critical to develop regional management 

decision-making and service approaches that facilitated the most effective 

delivery methods. The initial regional MCFD responses were very encouraging 

since they overwhelmingly embodied the key JAMC policy principles.  

 One year into the new social innovation model, my MCFD Deputy 

Minister (DM) concluded substantial progress had occurred and that the JAMC 

leaders should meet especially to formalize (i.e., institutionalize) this cooperative 

approach to reducing the number of Aboriginal children in care. Consistent with 

the standard approach with meeting with policy stakeholders, the DM, not 

surprisingly, suggested that a JAMC meeting be held at a hotel in the Vancouver 

area large enough to host its members. I said that I needed some time to think it 

through. I then discussed possible options with the Executive Director of 

Aboriginal Services, plus I called Grand Chief Bernard Charles of the 

Semiahmoo First Nation.  His suggestion was that we consider a First Nations’ 

approach, that is, a feast hosted by the Semiahmoo people with salmon, games 

like Indian Bingo, and lots of informal and personal interactions.  Again, this 

advice and option exactly reflected the key social innovation theme of building 

trust in order to non-reflexively process highly sensitive and controversial policy 

information by incorporating the human and distinctive cultural component of 

decision making. With this theme in mind, I initiated an unusual option (which 

was agreed to by all involved in the planning): I suggested MCFD staff would 

volunteer as “prizes” for the winners of Indian Bingo; staff then would work for a 

day in the service of the First Nation bingo winner. The feast was hosted by the 

Semiahmoo people on their land at Peace Arch Park adjacent to the main border 

crossing into the U.S.A. at Blaine. Each JAMC leader spoke and each received a 

Semiahmoo First Nation blanket presented by Grand Chief Bernard Charles and 

me. As anticipated, the communication environment feeling was informal and 
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very positive. More specifically, the eight JAMC leaders sat a picnic table and, 

after 3 ½ hours of feasting and playing, we agreed on how to proceed in 

implementing the process and programs regarding children in care in only 15 

minutes.    

           This initiative, as discussed above, took place in a broader political policy 

environment that focused on an extensive core review of services. With the 

assistance of JAMC, we, with minor exceptions that were based on the 

boundaries of traditional territories, aligned the novel MCFD service delivery 

areas with existing health boundaries (Vancouver, Vancouver Island, Fraser 

Valley, Okanagan, and the North) to facilitate program resource coordination by 

region. In addition, we agreed that a First Nations Leadership Council was to be 

appointed to lead the organization of all MCFD non-statutory services for 

Aboriginal children and youth, once an acceptable protocol had been reached. 

The MCFD also made the commitment to JAMC children to develop greater 

administrative capacity within First Nations regarding the unprecedented 

delegated program responsibilities.  As well, JAMC created regional policy 

committees, which were mandated, as stated above, to align their boundaries as 

well as possible with the health region and to proceed to form an Aboriginal 

authority for the delivery of services within each region.  After the initial year, the 

executive director of Aboriginal relations reported that the process was working 

well and progress was being made towards the delegation of more services to 

Aboriginal authorities. This innovative initiative occurred in the midst of the 

provincial government’s controversial referendum on eight principles to guide 

their treaty negotiations. Contrary to the perception of the referendum and 

somewhat ironically, the efforts of MCFD to give greater authority to Aboriginal 

authorities for their children in care, was viewed as progressive, collaborative, 

and innovative by the Aboriginal leaders. JAMC advised on policy, and each 

region developed service plans that were sensitive and adapted to the cultural 

traditions and values of their respective territories. Despite some disagreements 

regarding boundaries and the role of the ministry, there was a new positive sense 

of optimism and progress.  However, this regional development process ended in 



96 
 

2004, shortly after a new MCFD minister was appointed. The Aboriginal planning 

committees continued with a lower level of funding, and, in 2005, the new 

minister resigned and the premier’s office worked behind the scenes to develop a 

new relationship for revenue sharing to improve the health and welfare of First 

Nations (Foster & Wharf, 2007). During this year, 10 reviews of the deaths of 

youth in care were undertaken, followed by an extensive review of children and 

youth in care and, in 2006, legislation was introduced to create the office of the 

Representative for Children and Youth. The representative reports to the Select 

Standing Committee on Children and Youth. I was the first chair of the committee 

and based on my experience in MCFD, I was asked to provide advice to the 

Honourable Ted Hughes for his review that recommended the creation of the 

position of Representative for Children and Youth.   

          While the continuation of the expansion of regional development policy 

resources to the First Nations Leadership Council for the delivery of non-

mandated services to Aboriginal children in care did not continue, it did, 

nonetheless, illustrate the process of implementing a social innovation model 

approach to extremely sensitive policy issues. As was evident, consultations 

were not solely a traditional “rational process”; they, instead, also included 

cultural respect, emotion, respect of non-government leaders, and, even, fun. 

This fact was further reinforced when, in February of 2004, I received a letter 

signed by seven Aboriginal leaders who chaired regional Aboriginal authorities.  

The letter stated, in part, “We are writing to express our utmost thanks for your 

vision and leadership in our joint efforts towards achieving community 

governance.  Throughout the province your commitment to the citizens and 

families of British Columbia and unwavering support of regionalization has been 

invaluable”. “The children and families of British Columbia are closer to 

community governance and receiving care based on best practices because you 

made this issue a priority”. “Your vision has established a foundation for future 

success and we are proud to have been part of your work in this internationally 

recognized initiative of change” (see Appendix G).  One of the signators was 

Grand Chief Edward John, one of the first persons I contacted after being named 
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the Minister of MCFD.  In effect, Richard Wirthlin’s discovery in working with 

President Reagan, that values, vision, and person were more important for 

certain complex and historically embedded issues than resorting exclusively to 

research-based or “objective” policies was reinforced by the essential role of 

person-to-person experiences in both the feast hosted by the people of 

Semiahmoo and the Aboriginal Regional Planning Caucus. 

 The relationships developed prior to and during my time as the Minister of 

MCFD had an important policy impact years later when, in 2008, as the recently 

appointed Minister of State for Mining, I selected an advisory council consisting 

of all the key stakeholders from one of B.C.’s most essential industries. Because 

it was (and remains) a central part of B.C.’s economy, government polices 

concerning mining, especially proposed new mines in environmentally sensitive 

regions and/or when First Nations and Aboriginal land title rights were involved, 

increasingly had become intensely controversial and highly divisive. Yet, the first 

meeting of the Minister’s Council on Mining was one of the few times that First 

Nations/Aboriginal leaders and leaders of the mining industry had met in a 

consultative provincial policy setting.  This lack of systematic contact between the 

two key stakeholders concerning mining polices occurred despite First Nations 

having won over 30 consecutive court rulings regarding the use of their traditional 

lands. Again, the definition of what constituted these lands and the consultative 

decision-making process in their use remained at issue over a half century or 

more. Previously, provincial and federal governments controlled mining polices, 

almost exclusively, and, therefore, played the overwhelmingly dominant role in 

contract negotiations with the mining companies when “public” or Crown lands 

were involved.  Not unexpectedly, the now largely globally based mining industry 

corporations regarded these binding but complex judicial decisions as a 

fundamental challenge in their planning and investment decisions. This historical 

context was the major reason for my utilizing an advisory council. The first 

meeting of the Minister’s Advisory Council was started with introductions by each 

member. Unexpectedly, Grand Chief Edward John, President of the First Nations 

Summit, started his introduction with an apology to me for a questionable 
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comment  that he had made just before the meeting started.(In private, I had 

questioned him earlier regarding his comment.)  It appeared this apology had a 

positive impact on the council. For example, the president and CEO of the Mining 

Association of B.C. later commented how impactful the Grand Chief’s comments 

had been and what a wonderful relationship we must have developed.10 I had 

begun my involvement in introducing this social innovation approach to this policy 

issue by encouraging First Nations and Aboriginal leaders to meet with mining 

industry representatives. For example, during the May 2009 provincial election, I 

received a phone call from Stewart Philip, the Grand Chief of the Union of B.C. 

Indian Chiefs, where he mentioned that he now realized how important the 

meetings with the mining industry were.  He then thanked me for creating a 

Minister’s Mining Advisory Council and, thus, for providing a forum for the two 

antagonists who had met in court so many times to meet in a more consultative 

setting, to get to know each other, and to learn to understand each other’s 

positions.   

           From subsequent feedback, there is little doubt that the respect based on 

personal interaction that the First Nations/Aboriginal chiefs and the mining 

representatives developed for each other in the Minister’s Advisory Council 

became the foundation for the constructive decision-making process that resulted 

in innovative policies. It was, for example, this Minister’s Advisory Council that 

then provided the forum that eventually made possible the first revenue sharing 

from mines legislation with First Nations in Canada. The First Nations are now 

insured an agreed-to share of the revenue generated by government from such a 

major industry.  

 The social innovation approach to decision making at the provincial 

cabinet level typically involved enormously complex and historically embedded or 

long-standing issues. In contrast, I encountered a different policy-making 

challenge at the local level of administrative leadership. 

                                                 
10Pierre Gratton, President and CEO, Mining Association of B.C. 
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Policy Decision Making At Lower Administrative/Political 
Context Levels.   

  As the director (warden) of the Willingdon (Burnaby) Youth Custody 

Center (WYDC) for over 10 years, I encountered persistent and multiple 

behavioural and ethical policy challenges. As mentioned earlier, to illustrate the 

transposition of Ariely’s key behavioural economics “hedonic adaptation” 

construct into a policy context, in 1989, I encountered a new policy challenge: 

disturbing violent behaviour labeled by residents and staff as “slashing” and by 

healthcare professionals as deliberate self-harm (DSH). These incidents 

consisted solely of damage to the arms and wrists, predominantly the cutting of 

wrists. 

            The “outbreak’ of DSH occurred in late 1989 and early 1990 and began 

when a male youth resident cut his arm with a meal knife, which was immediately 

treated, requiring three stitches. By policy protocol, this youth was seen by a 

psychologist.  A few days later, another male youth cut himself, and then the first 

boy repeated the slashing, again requiring yet more stitches.  This behaviour 

escalated over the next month, including the first youth’s continuing to cut his 

wrists to a point where, according to the attending nurse, there was a concern 

that the stitches on his wrists might not hold.  A case conference was convened 

involving nursing staff, the youth’s probation officer, his social worker, a 

psychologist, and case management staff. His parents also were consulted.  

When I became director, I shifted the staff culture to the theme that, while 

security had to continue to be the obvious and immediate priority for staff, it was 

imperative to reflect that most research was then emphasizing social innovation 

type themes such as including youth in the decision making regarding certain 

interventions. The previous staff culture was divided between those who 

favoured a security approach only to youth and those who focused on 

rehabilitation as well. As part of the new approach, I supported the use of 

“contingency contracts” to respond to youth infractions of WYDC rules.  With this 

option available, the case conference group decided to engage this youth in the 
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following contingency contract:  I (name) agree that slashing my arms is doing 

extreme damage to me and that further slashing will result in my being placed in 

a straight jacket to protect my arms from further damage.  Both the boy and his 

case manager signed this contract. His community-based probation officer and 

social worker were consulted, as were his parents and our psychologist.   

However, by this time, the youth’s skin was not taking stitches well, and his life 

was considered at great risk if further slashing occurred. In emergency situations 

with the demonstrated potential for either the continuation of violence or its threat 

plus for the prevention self-harm, the temporary use of a straight jacket was a 

last-resort policy option. In this case, the straight jacket, as part of a desperate 

case management plan, was also approved by the attending psychiatrist and 

psychologist.  This option was stated in the signed contract (i.e., use of the 

straight jacket for only a short period of time in order to de-escalate the behaviour 

and protect the boy’s life).  The jacket was used once for approximately 15 

minutes. 

 During this period of intense and concentred efforts to assist this youth, 

nine more residents engaged in DSH. There appeared to be a contagion effect 

spreading in WYDC. Simultaneously, WYDC had come under negative media 

coverage for the above “inhumane straight jacket” policy, which was inevitably 

and understandably exacerbated by the slashing “contagion”.  The media 

coverage intensified, and the policy issues became the subject of debates, most 

visible during the question period in the B.C. legislature.  Obviously, as director of 

a custodial facility, an immediate policy explanation was required to respond to 

the allegations of misuse of the straight jacket. According to Kahneman’s key 

proposition, the media, public, and politician’s initial reactions would be based on 

“fast thinking” perceptions elicited by the inhumane straightjacket image. Instead 

of responding with a general defence of the more humanistic polices and culture 

that had been introduced in WYDC, I focused the response on the research-

based opinions of medical professionals and the extensive literature on DSH in 

youth institutions, plus the primacy of protecting the youth’s life. At the same 

time, it was critical to respond to the contagion beyond a protection approach. 
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 In consultation with our psychologist, the nine youths who had self-harmed 

were moved from the physical units/sections that they had initially been classified 

to and sent to a “special handling unit”. This unit included a private dormitory 

setting with increased staffing and an attending psychologist.  This was a unique 

option supported completely by the unit staff and the psychological staff as a 

positive therapeutic intervention.  Very importantly, it was viewed as highly 

appropriate by the very experienced psychiatrists at Juvenile Forensic Services.  

To intensify and institutionalize this option, I worked with my senior staff and the 

B.C. Corrections regional manager towards enhanced programming, staffing, 

counselling, and medical and psychological support for this special unit. 

           However, the slashing did not stop as hoped. I was sitting in my office at 4 

p.m. on a Friday afternoon when the special unit psychologist came to see me.  

He told me that he had learned that one boy was planning to slash himself for 26 

stitches over the weekend because the current record was 22, and the boy 

intended to break that record.  I asked what could be done, and the psychologist 

said we would not be able to prevent it.  The boys’ arms had been so 

compromised that he could rub them on a desk and they would open up. The 

psychologist and I debated the use of the straight jacket and decided, instead, to 

place the boy on one-to-one supervision.  He would have a staff member 

assigned to him 24 hours a day in an attempt to protect him from slashing.   

           I remember staring out of my office window wondering what we might do. 

Our actions had not reduced self-harm; they had only provided a more medically 

and psychologically defensible case management plan.  Soon after that, I 

decided to close the special handling unit and classify the “slashers” back to their 

previous living units.  The deliberate self-harm stopped almost immediately. 

            In discussions with the residents, the psychologist, and staff, an opinion 

was formed regarding why self-harm escalated and why it ended so abruptly.  

The belief was that the policy of treating these youths differently, with more of a 

medical-psychological approach, resulted in their garnering more attention and 
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prestige amongst their peers.  Staff realized that these youths tended to be 

smaller in stature, have lower self-esteem, and had a lower ranking in the 

institutional peer structure.  The attention they received from the staff and their 

own special handling unit gave them greater “face” in the institution.  The second 

factor was that by bringing in psychological staff and creating the special unit, we 

were telling the institutional staff that these youths were unique and special and 

that our staff could not handle them. 

           When we dismantled the unit and moved the youths back to the general 

population, their special status was diminished. The staff, whose expertise was 

behaviour management, were empowered and felt in charge again, and the other 

residents began to see the slashers’ conduct as “stupid”. Peer pressure and the 

contagion effect started to work in a positive direction as it applied to the medical 

well-being of these residents. 

            We had assumed that an obvious medical-related response to DSH 

would be the most effective to prevent this contagion dynamic from continuing.  

The increased staffing and psychological intervention policy was well-received by 

the medical staff and peers, but it was not effective.  Instead, the policy that re-

involved regular staff and their utilization and the WYDC general culture’s ability 

to manage behaviour was successful.  The “innovative” policy initiatives relied on 

“expertise” from outside the institutional environment, yet their advice regarding 

youth at high risk for DSH did not transfer well to this custodial environment.  In 

other words, policy decision making ultimately is contextual and policy 

preconceptions need to be tentative. A “quasi experimental” approach may be 

the most effective policy even in situations where policy-failure-related potential 

tragedies are feared. This approach requires a close communication framework 

where staff immediately can approach the senior leader with negative feedback 

about an innovative program and then quickly “brainstorm” concerning 

hypotheses about alternatives.  
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 Another theme that emerged from my WYDC leadership role was how 

important the decision-making process is during a “crisis” in the postmodern 

context. The 24-hour media cycle and the related marketing imperatives 

emphasize sensationalized representations of controversial policy issues. The 

need to provide immediate policy explanations to the media and specific interest 

groups about why a negative event happened when this information simply is not 

always so readily available creates a crisis management decision-making 

context. For me and my WYDC senior management staff, along with other more 

senior policy officials, it became apparent that interest groups had vested 

commitments to a particular explanation for both positive and negative events, 

and the media, too, was often the key part of this messaging dynamic. The 

dominant image that emerged not only had potential repercussions, again either 

positive (e.g., promotion) or negative (loss of position) for individuals in 

leadership positions, but also for various levels of government (primarily 

election/re-election), depending, of course, on the particular issue.  
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Policy, Politics, and Priorities 

 In the above discussion about the “silo” phenomenon among government 

agencies and funded non-government agencies, it was asserted that, despite the 

information technological breakthroughs of the last several decades in creating 

enormous ministry information electronic data sets, the willingness to share these 

data among ministries concerning related programs continues to be inhibited. 

Again, the explanation of this phenomenon involves a mixture of concerns over 

privacy/confidentiality of highly sensitive personal information, bureaucratic 

inertia (i.e., reluctance to adopt novel and challenging responsibilities such as the 

need to learn new data methodologies, more intense workloads, fear of the 

unknown concerning job security, and changing promotion criteria), and 

stakeholder interest group opposition. Yet, it is equally evident that most policy 

issues in comprehensive and multi-services ministries like MCFD and Health and 

Community Sport and Cultural Development, require just such inter-ministry 

cooperation, especially to either adjust existing novel programs or create and 

implement new programs. The interest group component of this challenge often 

involves regional and local disparities in political influence at the provincial level. 

In this specific policy context, a social innovation approach appeared appropriate 

following the review MCFD conducted concerning its school-based support 

programs in 2002. 

When Principle-based Policies Conflict with Interest-based 
Policies 

 The school-based support policy to assist students’ nutritional, social, and 

recreational lives and, ultimately, their school performances included meal 

programs, after school programs, one-to-one workers, and a range of other 

programs.  As the new MCFD minister, I was surprised to learn that the schools 

that were receiving the most money were in traditionally upper socio-economic 
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areas (West Vancouver, the west side of Vancouver, and the uplands of 

Victoria). This distribution of funds seemed inconsistent with the intent of the 

school-based support policy. I was told that the main reason for this 

inconsistency was that the applications for this funding were made by parent 

advisory councils (PACS).  The school act gives parents the right, through PACS, 

to assume an advisory role in every school. The PAC is the officially recognized 

collective of the parents of their school. A PAC may advise the school board, the 

principal and staff of the school respecting any matter relating to the school. 

Parents in lower income areas generally had less time to participate in these 

meetings. I instructed MCFD senior staff to undertake an analysis to determine 

the schools with the greatest needs. This analysis used four school-based 

criteria, the number of children in care, new Canadians, families on income 

assistance, and Aboriginal youth.                                                                                                       

There was considerable research that indicated that these four criteria, among 

others, identified the most educationally at-risk students. Students who attended 

schools with a 10th of its student population with this risk profile also were more 

likely to have their academic performances negatively affected. Very disturbingly, 

several schools in B.C. had over 50% of their students with this challenging 

profile (Wright, 2003).  

            The new proposed policy criterion for accessing this funding was based 

on this risk/needs profile. Once this review was completed, I presented it to 

government caucus members. MLAs from electoral constituencies whose 

schools would lose funding naturally expressed concern. Their argument was 

that funding should not be taken away because “effective” programs that 

benefitted their schools and which students had become reliant upon would stop. 

I held two meetings with these MLAs in an attempt to find an acceptable 

principle-based solution, but their level of concern was palpable, as was their 

lack of support for the proposed new policy.  Part of the strategy in responding to 

their concerns was to rebrand this program to CommunityLink (the latter word in 

the title an acronym that spelled out is “learning includes nutrition and 

knowledge”).  This change reflected the focus to community involvement in 
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assisting students in their schools based on meeting the above risk profile needs. 

Research showed that school-based programs, if they had support from the 

community, parents, and teachers were successful in improving the educational 

performance of at-risk students by up to one letter grade (Wright, 2003). 

However, the eventual caucus agreement consisted of only small adjustments to 

the funding, with any new dollars being assigned based on need. In effect, 

despite the research supporting the needs-based criterion, as well as the 

equity/fairness of “levelling the playfield “ of opportunity through appropriate 

levels education resources for all children independent of the community and 

family needs, the MLA stakeholders in defending the status quo and their 

constituents was too strong.  Nonetheless, I believed that the process of working 

with the caucus in trying to promote this community needs theme had longer-

term innovative policy change potential.  

            A decade later, for example, with the funding for the program now 

administered by the Ministry of Education, the funding criteria policy issue was 

raised again with similar meetings occurring. It was evident that both 

communities and MLAs were more aware of the above inequities issue, and a 

principle-based approach needed to be considered. However, the traditional 

MLA/ interest group funding model prevailed. This example is typical of the long 

acknowledged central role of interest-based policies versus the relatively more 

historically recent evidence-based policy development. Again, a key theme in this 

thesis is that the latter approach focuses on the long-term best interests of those 

in most need of program services as well as the broader societal interests of the 

majority. I believe that, due in part to the fact that I had become identified with 

this policy perspective, I was given the opportunity to use it in a novel policy 

initiative that spawned several creative and effective programs under the 

ACTNOW BC health promotion model which involved working with programs 

across 19 ministries.  
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Minister of State for ACTNOW BC – An Innovative Inclusive 
Approach to Health Promotion Policy 

            In August, 2006, Premier Campbell asked me to assume the role of the 

newly created position of Minister of State for ACTNOW BC. He said that we had 

a unique opportunity, as we were hosting the winter Olympics in 2010, to use the 

publicity, excitement, and energy surrounding the Olympics to promote the well-

being of British Columbians.  As result of these discussions, on August 16, 2006, 

I was sworn in as the Minister of State for ACTNOW BC. I became the minister 

responsible for British Columbia's expressed policy goal of being the healthiest 

jurisdiction ever to host an Olympic and Paralympic games.   

          We based the ACTNOW BC model on health policy themes that emerged 

from a number of World Health Organization (WHO) conferences.  The WHO’s 

first international conference on health promotion in 1986 resulted in the Ottawa 

Charter.  The fourth international conference on health promotion in 1997 

resulted in The Jakarta Declaration, and in 2005, the Bangkok Charter was the 

result of the 2005 international conference on health.  With senior policy staff 

from two ministries (Health and Community Sport and Culture), I adapted several 

of the main principles from these sources to the B.C. context and implemented a 

comprehensive coordinated series of initiatives involving large-scale cultural 

shifts that might require a generation or more to institutionalize. Our model was 

based on four key World Health Organization policy principles for effective health 

promotion and disease prevention: 

 Comprehensiveness - the model must use combinations of preventive 

strategies. 

 Multi-sectorality – the model must involve multiple partners in multiple 

settings (where people live, learn, work, and play -- everywhere).  

 Participatory – the model must place people at the centre of decisions and 

actions. 
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 Awareness raising - the model must provide for access to information and 

education as an essential component in achieving both the participation 

and the empowerment of people and communities. 

        We specified the following five specific, measurable, time-limited goals 

and developed baseline data enabling us to track and publish our progress 

towards them using a logic model: 

1. A 10% decrease in tobacco use. 

2. A 20% increase in fruit and vegetable consumption. 

3. A 20% increase in physical activity. 

4. A 20% decrease in those overweight and obese. 

5. A 50% increase in the number of women counseled regarding alcohol use 

during pregnancy. 

         Given the comprehensiveness of the policies across so many ministries, we 

assembled a group of staff members to identify the essential program elements 

that embodied the above four WHO principles for effective health promotion. The 

next step required the approval of Premier Campbell and the cabinet because 

the above goals involved program staff and resources from 19 ministries. The 

“silo” challenge of cross-ministry program coordination was inherent, even more 

so when a budget restraint principle was in effect. However, once the premier 

and, particularly, certain of the most politically influential ministers (i.e., typically, 

those identified as having the constant or immediate “ear” of the premier or the 

most trusted and respected, in this situation, by him) made it clear that a policy 

represents “all governments’" goals, and each of our 19 ministries is collectively 

responsible for achieving them, the multi-ministry silo resistance diminished. 

         Regarding comprehensiveness, the obvious image of the health focussed 

ACTNOW BC overwhelmingly implied that this policy would be solely the domain 

of the Ministry of Health. However, 19 ministries were mandated to include 

ACTNOW BC initiatives in their respective annual service plans, which were then 

reviewed by a small committee chaired by the Premier and included me, as the 
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programs’ coordinating minister. The plans stated the policy changes and the 

related programs each ministry identified, to implement the ACTNOW BC goals. 

In effect, Premier Campbell and I were responsible for ensuring that our cabinet 

colleagues and their ministries maximized their potential to reach both their 

respective program objectives and, collectively, the province-wide, integrated 

health objectives. 

            As with all policy implementation, the next essential stage for ACTNOW 

BC required the involvement of a technical committee of senior civil servants 

representing each of the19 ministries. They met monthly to share information and 

to develop strategies for specific programs. These included, for example: 

 The Ministry of Highways, through its local motion program, 

provided funding for bike paths, walkways, greenways, and 

improved access for people with disabilities. 

 ActionSchools BC provided training and resources to schools to 

increase the level of student physical activity. This was supported 

by the Ministries of Education and Health. We had 1,400 registered 

Action Schools serving 350,000 students. 

 Our school and vegetable snack program was supported by four 

ministries and was implemented in all of our schools. This program 

won a national award from the Agri-Food industry for "the snacks 

and the lessons" which it provided to students while teaching the 

importance of nutrition. 

 Our smoking cessation program was run by the B.C. Lung 

Association; it funded (by our ministry) people on income 

assistance and provided free nicotine replacement therapies. 

 We had a healthy schools initiative, which included resource 

materials for each student to take home. We had playground 

initiatives including North America's first seniors’ playground, and 

we developed guidelines for healthy beverage usage all our 
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schools and also required that each student have 30 minutes of 

physical activity each school day. 

 The multi-sector component of ACTNOW BC involved approximately 70 

non-government partners. One key partner was the BC Healthy Living Alliance, 

which encompassed nine major affiliated organizations including the Canadian 

Cancer Society, the Heart and Stroke Foundation, Dieticians of Canada, and the 

Union of BC Municipalities (UBCM), which represents all local governments in 

the province. The latter level of government typically provide health-related 

services in their immediate localities, and, therefore, were essential for the 

coordinated ACTNOW BC approach. Of course, the other key provincial role is 

financing. An additional $30 million was given to these partners for the 

development of innovative, creative new programs that would become an integral 

component of achieving our goal. In addition, given the overwhelming history of 

disproportionate health/mental health tragedies for Aboriginal youth and adults 

(see, for example, White, Maxim, & Beavon [2003]; Corrado & Cohen [2013]), it 

was painfully evident that there needed to be a focus on developing Aboriginal-

specific health promotion programs with our Aboriginal Chiefs Council partners. A 

$6 million program seed grant, for the development of Aboriginal-specific 

programing initiated their involvement. As well, another critical partner was the 

business community and the need to target programing healthy workplace 

initiatives. This initiative was led by the BC Chamber of Commerce and it 

primarily consisted of information regarding healthy workplace practices. 

            A significant participatory component consisted of 120 communities from 

across B.C. that registered as Action Communities. This initiative was supported 

and promoted by an umbrella organization the Union of B.C. Municipalities. 

These communities self-selected and developed strategies to encourage 

physical activities that catered to the nuances and needs of their specific 

communities. Their initiatives were coordinated by the B.C. Recreation and Parks 

Association which is the umbrella organization for municipal parks and recreation 

departments. A research team from the University of Victoria lead by Adjunct 
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Professor Les Foster developed a provincial wellness atlas that used 120 

wellness indicators to provide separate profiles for 16 B.C. geographic regions. It 

then compared these regional ratings against province-wide baselines. These 

ratings facilitated the targeting of sets of service programs to those communities 

specific areas that fell below provincial health performance averages. In addition, 

I appointed a leadership council consisting of 12 non-governmental 

representatives including professional athletes, medical doctors, business 

leaders, media representatives, and amateur sports organizations. They met 

quarterly and provided commentary and advice regarding our initiatives. They 

were also respected and reliable spokespersons who helped to raise both 

awareness of and interest in ACTNOW BC. 

            The awareness-raising component was one of the key foci of innovation 

since it was essential to reach large numbers of individuals in the highest needs 

categories. ACTNOW BC social marketing programs used major electronic and 

print media campaigns focused initially on physical activity and then on healthy 

eating. The first campaign targeted 6- to 10-year-olds and heads of households. 

One of the television commercials won commercial of the week for North 

America. In addition, the Canadian Football League and the B.C. Lions, among 

Canada’s most popular professional sports teams, with their broad game 

attendance and media reach, agreed to advertise these two ACTNOW BC 

themes at their games and on their broadcasts.  In a related initiative, I visited 14 

communities with star players from the B.C. Lions along with their recently won 

national championship Grey Cup trophy. Each visit promoted the importance of 

eating healthily and physical activity often to crowds of up to 1,000. Another 

campaign consisted of a portable 9,000-square-foot pavilion with interactive 

physical activities and games, which visited 22 communities. It also included 

public health nurses who did medical testing and provided health assessments 

for the pavilion’s visitors. This tour reached over 100,000 people. Each 

community visit involved local elected representatives, usually the mayor and 

local representatives of the nine-member Healthy Living Alliance partners. 
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           All of these ACTNOW BC tours, and community groups encouraged 

people to visit our website, register, and receive ongoing health tips.  Website 

visits were monitored to assess the level of recognition of the ACTNOW BC 

brand. Another key message/awareness theme was that little life style changes 

made a big difference. A related theme was “making healthy choices, the easy 

choices”. As well, program feedback from focus groups and specific program 

evaluations were a crucial component of these adaptations. We developed a 

“Measuring Our Success Baseline Report” to establish our status regarding our 

five goals and follow-up status reports in November, 2006, and January, 2008. 

The 2008 report found that we were on target to meet our tobacco prevalence 

rate as well as the percentage of pregnant women involved in conversations 

about healthy choices. B.C. had the lowest overweight and obesity rates, the 

most active citizens, and ranked 2nd in consumption of the recommended levels 

of fruit and vegetables in Canada. (See Appendix H). These are the results of the 

last “Measuring Our Success Report” completed. The political will to continue the 

progressive nature of ACTNOW BC waned, the program was moved back to the 

Ministry of Health, and it lost much of its profile and impact.  

          ACTNOW BC received both national and international acclaim and awards 

from organizations such as the Dietitians of Canada, the Canadian Public Health 

Association, and Participaction Canada. As the minister appointed to 

“experiment” with this social innovation model approach to a critical and 

intransigent heath policy issue, the various positive sources appeared to provide 

credibility to its utility. For example, in its 2009 report “Mobilizing Intersectoral 

Action to Promote Health: The Case of ACTNOW BC in British Columbia, 

Canada”, the World Health Organization’s Collaborating Centre on Chronic Non 

Communicable Disease Policy concluded that  “ACTNOW BC may be changing 

the way that the government within the province does business” (Government of 

Canada, 2009, p.3). Obviously, I was personally pleased when this report stated 

further: “Some (interview) respondents also made it clear that the person 

appointed as Minister of State for ACTNOW BC, within the Ministry of Tourism, 

Sport and the Arts, showed tremendous leadership in promoting ACTNOW BC 
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both within and outside of government.”  The Public Affairs Bureau stated that 

the awareness of ACTNOW BC’s programs and messages grew dramatically 

following the appointment of the Minister of State in August of 2006 (p. 17).  

However, beyond my personal reaction, this feedback indicated that for the social 

innovation model approach to be effective, political leadership at the ministerial 

level with the explicit support of the premier and cabinet likely would be a 

prerequisite. In addition, these reports supported the essential role of political 

leadership involving personal and trusted contacts for a major and sensitive 

intersectoral policy initiative. The subsequent termination of most ACTNOW BC 

programs, again, reflected this key theme; this particular health policy simply no 

longer was a major priority in the post Olympic and Paralympic games period. 

Summary 

            This ACTNOW BC example plus the examples in the previous chapter 

illustrates the social innovation model decision making “policy in practice”. Of 

course, they largely involved my participant-observer’s perspective, and, 

therefore, there is no assertion that these examples constitute a systematic 

validation of this policy model. Nonetheless, they do illustrate several key 

principles derived from the extensive discussion of the importance of behavioural 

economics-based policy development approaches 

           To reiterate, the external impact of the core review and the subsequent 

budget cuts on the Ministry of Children and Family Development’s contract 

services were largely mitigated. This occurred, in large part, because of the 

“respectful engagement” of the stakeholder participants. In effect, the values, 

context, and connectedness expressed and followed by the participants had a 

significant impact on the development and acceptance of the budget reductions. 

Regarding the development of policy initiatives for Aboriginal youth in the care of 

the state, the policy innovation attempted to incorporate a holistic, respectful 

process consistent with traditional Aboriginal approaches. In other words, the 
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process was “organic” and was neither top-down dictated nor involved a rigid set 

of timeframes, flowcharts, and procedures. 

           Similarly, the previous discussion of the policy initiatives initially 

implemented at the Youth Detention Centre regarding deliberate self-harm 

illustrated that the reliance on client-centered, psychological, and traditional 

/research medical expertise failed. Part of this policy failure appeared to have 

occurred because community-based expertise in this instance did not transfer 

well to the custodial institutional setting. The key theme was that controversial 

policy initiatives and expert opinions are more effective when based on a 

sensitive understanding of the environmental context and the motives of the end 

users of the policies. The funding of the school-based support programs example 

illustrated that policy innovation was inextricably bound by powerful political 

factors (i.e., “good public policy is not always good politics”). 

         The ACTNOW BC initiatives garnered international recognition and 

acclaim. This program used a unique integrated model of governance, combined 

with advertising and co-ordinated community-based organizations. It was seen 

as a world leader and ended when the political will subsided as the Olympic and 

Paralympic games came to an end. However, while its “success” revealed the 

importance of senior political leadership or policy “champions” to generate major 

innovation, policy priorities can still shift quickly and innovation can be tentative. 

The next chapter explores why innovation in the government contexts, in 

particular, are so apparently fragile. 
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The Elements of a Social Innovation Approach to 
Policy Making and Inherent Challenges    

              As discussed above, electoral cycles are constants in all policy 

formulations at every level of government. Even within the same political party, 

leadership changes, too, typically, are determined by this cycle and often rapidly 

and unexpectedly. Trying to introduce a policy formulation paradigm shift in this 

context, in contrast to the business domain, is, therefore, predictably tenuous 

even when successful (i.e., specific policy programs’ goals are achieved). A 

second constant is ideologically goal-driven perceptions of what constitutes both 

policy innovation and success. The latter, according to behavioural economics, 

intractably affects perceptions of policy “facts”. A key theme in this thesis is that 

the attempt to introduce such a paradigm shift includes research into well-being, 

happiness, and subjective well-being which are now providing a broader context 

for the understanding and analysis of public policy and government action. This 

context includes greater openness, meaningful engagement, and information 

sharing. For example, research relating gross domestic product (GDP) and 

subjective well-being (SWB), cognition and evolution, and consultation and 

engagement have provided new ways of looking at the decision-making process 

and public policy goals.  The examples of policy development provided in the 

previous chapters illustrated the value of political processes in enhancing 

subjective well-being and happiness as valued and measurable outcomes. It was 

asserted that co-creation, active consultation, and engagement policy-making 

methods between politicians and citizens contributed to these outcomes.  

Another theme is that these and other elements of the social innovation approach 

to policy making, especially when controversial issues and austerity/budget 

constraints on political contexts are involved, have been explored since the latter 

part of the 20th century. For example, in criminal justice polices, restorative 

justice programs were introduced in New Zealand and in other national 
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jurisdictions as were for-profit operated custodial facilities as well. In other words, 

it has long been recognized politically and theoretically by policy researchers that 

“modern” or the traditional decision-making process had resulted in major policy 

failures in numerous areas, including criminal justice, First Nations/ Aboriginals, 

healthcare, mental health care, gender equality, immigration, the environment, 

transportation, and economic growth/jobs in countries such as Canada, New 

Zealand, the UK, and the U.S., all advanced industrial liberal democracies.  And, 

furthermore, these policy failures, albeit to far differing degrees, increasingly 

were becoming evident in the wealthier countries with smaller and more 

ethnically/racially homogeneous populations such as Denmark, Netherlands, 

Norway, and Sweden, historically governed by social democratic political parties 

identified with “progressive policies” on such seemingly intractable issues. As 

was evident in B.C., the introduction of novel policy decision-making approaches, 

therefore, occurred relatively independent of government ideology or electoral 

party platform. Again, the social innovation policy decision-making model does 

not assume the primacy of any ideological perspective in its utility. For example, 

as discussed above, social innovation in the UK has been identified with Tony 

Blair’s “New Labour” party governments, which often were subject to sceptical 

critiques from among traditional MPS within his party, as well as to the expected 

scathing ones from MPs from the ideologically opposite end of the Conservative 

Party. 

 However, the momentum for the social innovation model accelerated in 

the new millennium in Canada and elsewhere in the context of the serial 

economic crises discussed above. A common theme that emerged to promote 

new policy approaches to controversial issues was that they could enhance novel 

solutions (i.e., result in effective program solutions) in liberal democratic political 

governance contexts.  
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Enhanced Policy Development 

          In Canada, for example, the National Collaborating Centre for Healthy 

Public Policy’s 2008 report (Gagnon & Kouri, 2008) asserted that the nature of 

the power of a democratic state to affect change is seen and exercised either as 

a legal authority of the state to impose through a constitutional delegation or as 

the persuasive ability to co-ordinate public and private resources. Those 

jurisdictions that chose to use the “ability to co-ordinate” approach have usually 

recognized that public policies have the potential to engage citizens and that 

central public administrations no longer have exclusivity over policy development. 

“The efficiency of integrated governance initiatives launched by central state 

agencies can be said to depend on their ability to coordinate complex networks 

that do not only involve state agencies, traditionally referred to as the 

government (provincial and federal ministries)” (Gagnon & Kouri, 2008, p. 14). 

The report also found that “to effectively coordinate the public policies of various 

activity sectors, integrated governance initiatives must make use of innovative 

control mechanisms and procedures that will rise above the established 

boundaries between ministries and organizations” (Gagnon & Kouri, 2008, p. 14).  

 Based on key themes related to findings from behavioural economic 

research, the several “successful” attempts to use the social innovation model 

approach in other political jurisdictions and my own experiences and continued 

involvement in promoting this approach, there are key elements of this model 

that can be further explicated. This model necessarily is tenuous but, arguably, it 

continues to further research and policy experiments necessary to assess its 

validity as an effective approach to resolving complex and controversial issues in 

liberal democratic political contexts.  

 First, in their political party platforms, policy leadership teams need to 

introduce basic innovation program themes consistent with their ideological 

perspectives. At a minimum, this forthright provision of policy information 

prepares the public for potentially unsettling initial reactions to non-traditional 
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policy involvement by themselves or their stakeholder’s representatives that 

formally represent their positions on a controversial electoral issue. Social 

innovation requires both narrow stakeholder “buy in” plus the broader public 

understanding of the “the process and outcome visions respectively”. This is 

crucial to mitigate the deep-seated cynicism of the traditional decision-making 

process, and the widespread contemporary distrust of politicians generally and 

the government officials responsible for delivering or administering programs. In 

other words, it is necessary to avoid the “no surprise” introduction of complex 

policies that involve difficult to comprehend and inherently confusing information, 

which is further confounded by routine media sensationalism and the usual 

opposition political parties seeking political advantage or “scoring points” by 

focusing on both the “sneaky” image of unpalatable policies and the public fear of 

their negative impacts. While this key initial theme applies at every level of 

governance, the challenge of adhering to it increases at the higher levels but so 

do the available policy process resources. For the sake of brevity and of avoiding 

repetition of this caveat, the following elements will focus at the provincial level. 

 Second, a social innovation policy champion within cabinet mitigates the 

inherent opposition of ministers to any diminishment of their traditional decision-

making control of their policies and related programs. As well, ministerial 

acceptance of the influence of a cabinet champion can help reduce the “silo”  

resistance within the next level of ministry decision makers (e.g., DMs, ADMs, 

directors of specific policy domains), as well as frontline workers who actually 

implement or administer non-government delivery of program services. 

Obviously, it was Premier Gordon Campbell’s idea to create a Minister of State 

for ACTNOW BC, and it became an ideal model to both test and implement the 

principles of social innovation. The budget restraint theme has persisted in most 

liberal democratic countries, somewhat independent (i.e., extent of program 

elimination or reductions typically increase along social democratic-liberal-

conservative ideological continuum) from the political party in government. 

Without a pro social innovation proponent within cabinet, it is enormously difficult 

to counter popular images among ministers from the center to the right end of the 
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continuum that social innovation programs are essentially university derived 

abstract experiments that invariably require increased government resources, 

services, and higher taxes. Provided with policy research that supports the 

perspective that certain social innovation programs can be perceived as 

consistent with their ideological positions and those of their electoral base, 

ministers, in my experience, are far more open to supporting social innovation 

decision-making model based policies. At a minimum, such cabinet information 

debates and discussions gave social innovation policies the opportunity to be 

considered rather than being immediately and automatically rejected.  

  Third, the within-ministry policy leadership team responsible for creating 

the process for a social innovation policy and related specific program services 

needs to incorporate the key behavioural economics themes implemented in 

several policies discussed above. This process begins with the traditional review 

of existing policies within the specific jurisdictional context (e.g., B.C.) in terms of 

identifying program failures (i.e., outright inability to meet specified service 

objectives/targets) and partial successes (i.e., certain level of service deliveries) 

plus related research from other jurisdictions and other sources such as 

universities, foundation-based policy institutes, experts, and journalistic accounts. 

This review facilitates several additional steps, including identifying the 

stakeholders who need to be contacted preferably by government 

representatives who have had prior and positive personal contacts with these 

selected individuals. A collegial approach is mandatory so that it becomes clear 

from the beginning that the consultations are genuine; no policy has been 

established a priori and their policy input is valued. Beyond the initial stage, the 

process needs to be formalized into committees, but this context should be 

respectful of cultural distinctiveness whether race or ethnicity culturally based or, 

for example, civic volunteer, union, and professionally based. In addition, at an 

earliest stage in the meeting process, the most senior government official needs 

to be a key participant, again, as a colleague. The exchanges need to be 

forthright from every participant in order to avoid perceptions of hidden agendas, 

and government officials have to accept potential embarrassment if 
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confidentiality is not an agreed part of the process. My experiences have 

indicated that traditional expectations often are the default in these exchanges at 

the beginning: Non-government participants state that appropriate levels of new 

resources are the key to program success, and government participants typically 

state that few, if any, additional resources, are forthcoming or, more 

provocatively, fewer resources. However, the social innovation theme related to 

Kahneman’s “slow thinking” construct is critical since it involves altering 

perceptions of “facts” based on being aware of experience and or goal-driven 

biases. Respect is important, too, at this stage because of the tendency to invoke 

some form of authority (e.g., expertise or power) to assert the valid interpretation 

of policy “reality”. Instead, a respectful exchange acknowledges multiple 

perspectives and facilitates the opportunity mutually to create an accommodating 

perspective. Once the latter is achieved, often enormously challenging, given the 

deeply embedded values and history associated with many of the controversial 

issues discussed in the previous chapters, the next step involves the policy 

team’s developing the formal policy, whether requiring new legislation or under 

exiting legislation. Yet, again, the consultative/participatory process requires that 

the formal documents be discussed with all participating individuals to let them 

assess for themselves whether the formal document represents their policy view 

of the previously agreed policy perspective. For example, in Germany, union 

representatives on corporation boards play a key role in a somewhat parallel 

decision-making process with the asserted result that this country has a history of 

innovation, high productivity and profits, and high wages and benefits. 

  Fourth, formal evaluation processes of all programs under a specific 

policy are essential in assessing whether service targets have been met. This 

involves standardized methodologies, which often were resisted under the 

traditional policy model. The validity of this process is, therefore, critical to the 

final review process concerning program continuation. In addition, by establishing 

a standardized evaluation prior to program implementation, the partnership 

relationships with government can be perceived as less subject to political 

interference and bias both during program implementation and the final review. 
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Finally, the integrity of the social innovation partnerships model going forward is 

highly dependent on the valid image of a genuine or “objective” review process.   

  Fifth, for social innovation policies in particular, it is essential that a multi-

media approach be used to disseminate the key themes to the public. One key 

theme is that recipient feedback concerning service satisfaction is valued 

generally and for program evaluation, specifically. In addition, this feedback is 

important in assessing the effectiveness of the involvement of multi-ministerial 

relationships in certain programs; in effect, monitoring the silo concerns. Multi-

media methods facilitate the range of program-targeted participants and their 

feedback. Clearly, there is the ease associated with IT such as cell phones, 

applied and relatively inexpensive business applications such as “Survey 

Monkey”, and the more traditional yet innovative sampling associated with 

award-winning businesses such as Vision Critical (a B.C. company started by the 

highly successful Angus Reid Polling and a market research company) that has a 

permanent and large sample of respondents available for feedback (i.e., the 

Surrey Speaks project -- an online consultation platform that seeks comments 

from residents who register to receive requests for their input on specific city 

proposals). In addition, during this stage that the leadership team consider the 

successful adaptation of specific behavioural economics techniques such as the 

Behavioural Insights Team (also known as the Nudge Unit -- a social purpose 

company partly owned by the Cabinet Office) originally employed by the Blair 

government in the UK.  (The Nudge Unit developed ways to improve public 

services through individual decision making and identified public savings of at 

least £300 million since its launch in 2010. The methods of the unit, which is 

formally known as the Behavioural Insights Team, has sparked interest from 

foreign governments and organizations interested in adopting its cost effective 

techniques – (http://www.behaviouralinsights.co.uk). 

  Sixth, program response information then is reviewed periodically by the 

above described leadership team in order to adjust policies in the light of 

significant program delivery issues that are raised. Again, trust within this team is 
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necessary given that socially innovative programs are necessarily experimental 

in varying degrees, and, therefore, program challenges invariably occur, 

especially given the policy areas repeatedly discussed above. This review goal is 

not to sustain stakeholder self-serving “goal directed” interpretations of negative 

feedback, but, rather, it is to facilitate further creative solutions.  This process 

reinforces the non-linear direction of this model; it is dependent on multiple 

information iterations.  

 Seventh, based on their evaluations of the related programs, the 

leadership team has the responsibility to produce a final report concerning the 

policy. This summary document is then reviewed at the cabinet level with the 

understanding that, ultimately, even the most “successful” social innovation 

policies are subject to a continuation of decisions arising from political parties’ 

government ideologies.  

  As mentioned above, the latter obvious stage in the social innovation 

model routinely occurs under the traditional policy model as well, therefore, in 

both contexts, unfavourable cabinet decisions can exacerbate both the 

stakeholders’ and the broader public’s scepticisms concerning inherently biased 

and self-serving polices under either model. Yet, the more optimistic perspective 

is that the majority of the public and those who are most likely to vote will favour 

the social innovation model criteria regarding major policies. My experience as a 

cabinet minister, as the Liberal party caucus chairperson as well as the 

opposition party critic assigned to monitor a particular ministry, is that the latter 

view is increasingly tenable; both government leaders and opposition leaders are 

fully aware that credible polices do influence, at a minimum, swing voters, but 

also political party base voters. The recent elections in Quebec first, followed by 

Ontario and then, more surprisingly, in Alberta, indicate an electorate that is 

sensitive to government policies that are either too ideologically directed, goal-

driven, or not in the general public’s best interests. Arguably, also the surprise 

dramatic turnaround in the B.C.’s last election occurred, in large part, due to the 

NDP leaderships’ move from a more neutral or more policy-based approach, with 
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the need for an“ objective” review of their ultimate policy position on the intensely 

controversial pipeline issue and energy projects, to an absolute rejection 

identified with the more traditional NDP position (i.e., distrust of multi-national 

energy corporations’ environmental promises about the safety of their massive 

projects). In other words, at least, the key “swing voters” apparently are 

influenced by nuanced policy decisions so characteristic of social innovation 

based policies. This key political dynamic reinforces the second component of 

this model concerning the need for a leadership team to include a cabinet 

member “champion” to advocate the electoral advantages of social innovation 

policies. The persistent challenge to the utilization of the social innovation 

decision-making model regarding controversial issues is the historical tendency 

to default to the traditional top-down model that typically appeals most strongly to 

the political party base. This likely occurs, in large part, because the social 

innovation model approach is both complex and somewhat unfamiliar to the 

public, as well as being ideologically threatening to the traditional political party 

base supporters.  

  However, in the initial chapter I focused on several themes that are 

encouraging for the future utilization and even eventual institutionalization of the 

social innovation model outlined above. Chart I shows the differences between 

traditional and socially innovative approaches to policy creation as they apply to 

the steps of issue identification, decision making, processes, contexts, and the 

delivery of public services. It is also helpful as a guide for both evaluating models 

of policy formulation and as a step guide to follow in developing policies through 

either a traditional or socially innovative model.  
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Bill Drayton, the founder of Ashoka, has defined three levels of impact that can 

occur with new policies and practices. They represent direct service, pattern 

service, and mindset change. Chart II provides examples of each level of impact 

and methods by which the levels of can be measured and categorized. They also 

suggest methods for increasing the impact of various initiatives.  

 

             A fundamental challenge to the social innovation model remains: 

Individuals who are in positions of political power and/or have respected formal 
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authority are still dominant in policy development.  The classic early behavioural 

theorist, Stanley Milgram, for example, reiterated this theme in his most recent 

book Obedience to Authority (2009). He reasserted that “the aura of authority can 

put people or institutions beyond question and that this process has worked for 

the church in the past and often works for the state in the present”. Chart III, in 

the Strategy I quadrant is an example of the practices that are used by formal 

authority figures. They are vested in sustaining existing means, they tend to be 

risk adverse, and they attempt to improve their current practices within the 

current paradigm. They are in direct contrast with the disruptive transformative 

methods of Strategy IV. 

           In Chart IV, I have applied the three levels of change/impact referenced by 

Bill Drayton (and shown in Chart II) as a framework to assess 11 initiatives 

referred to in this thesis. Each initiative is examined for its impact on direct 

services (greater efficiency and effectiveness), for its impact on patterned change 

(did it result in new innovations and recognition beyond local practitioners?) and 

for the causes and impact of the changes. One initiative referenced was a failure, 

and the others had varying degrees of positive impact. None reached the level of 

a full mindset change.                           

.   
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 Political decision making is usually based upon information and 

recommendations presented to the decision makers.  The decision makers are 

individually and collectively subject to the previously referenced biases.  Loss 

aversions can make them too cautious, the anchoring effect can result in them 

valuing information inappropriately and confirmation bias can lock them into their 

already established beliefs.  A study found that organizations that worked at 

reducing the effect of biases in their decision making processes improved their 

decision making by up to seven percentage points.  (“The Case for Behavioral 

Strategy”. McKinsey Quarterly, Munich 2010). 

         Chart V, “Reducing Biases in Decision Making”, presents three sets of 

questions that decision makers can use to reduce the level of bias in their 

decision making. The first set are the preliminary questions that decision makers 

can ask of themselves, the second set are the challenge questions that the 

decision makers can ask of those who are making the recommendations to them 

and the third set are the evaluation questions that the decision makers can ask 

about those making the recommendations. Combined, the three sets of 

questions provide a useful framework for examining and reducing the level of 

bias in decision making.   
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            As previously discussed, the summaries of the key elements of a 

progressive interdisciplinary socially innovative method of policy formulation are: 

1. Policy leadership teams use innovative practices that are consistent with 

the expressed direction of their organization. 

2. The decision-making team has a social innovation champion to provide 

context and reduce silos and self-interest. 

3. The culture of the organization and its leadership understand the key 

behavioral economic themes. 

4. The organization has both formal and informal feedback loops and 

evaluations that include input from the end-users of the policies and that 

this input is used to test both the objective of and subjective impressions 

of the successes of the policy. 

5. There is consistent and active engagement of and communication with the 

citizenry regarding the key themes of the policy as well as an awareness 

of the assumed public personae of both the people and organization as 

well as the possible legal process challenges of those opposing the policy. 

6. There is an organic process used with an open willingness to adapt and to 

change policy processes and personalities based on program information, 

feedback, and evaluation. 

7. There is a consistent and ongoing evaluation of the policy, process, 

engagement, and decision making of related programs that easily 

facilitates constant adaptive adjustments and risk-taking. 

 These seven themes are each elements of an integrated context for 

change based on Kahneman’s fundamental assertion, largely from his research, 

that "in general, you achieve change by changing the context" (Kahneman, 

2015).  
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Conclusion: The Changing Pro-Macro Political 
Context for Social Innovation Policy Models 

 As stated in Chapter 1, there is sufficient evidence suggested by 

successive polls in numerous advanced industrial liberal democratic countries of 

a trend indicating a disconnect between governments and citizens. In the UK in 

2004, for example, their 12th annual “Audit of Public Engagement” survey 

reported that 60% of citizens said the government system “could be improved 

either quite a lot or needs a great deal of improvement”, but, by 2014, those 

holding this negative view had risen to 68%.  In response to such high levels of 

citizen disapproval, several countries have tried to induce greater citizen trust 

and even passionate involvement by exploring novel practices such as the 

examples discussed above. It is worth reiterating that such attempts even 

included adding “subjective well-being” to the traditional GDP. The small and 

somewhat geographically isolated Buddhist country of Bhutan, for example, 

considers a public “happiness” measure to take precedence over material wealth 

per capita measures. In a similar vein, President Nicholas Sarkozy of France, in 

2008, appointed the controversial Nobel Laureate in economics, Joseph Stiglitz, 

to be president of the Commission on the Measurement of Economic 

Performance and Social Progress. Its policy objective was to “identify the limits of 

gross domestic product as an indicator of economic performance and social 

progress and to connect what additional information might be required for the 

production of more relevant indicators of social progress” (Stiglitz, Sen, & 

Fitoussi, 2009). The commission was organized into three working groups: 

classic gross domestic product issues, quality of life, and sustainability.  A key 

message and unifying theme of the “Report by the Commission on the 

Measurement of Economic Performance and Social Progress” (2009) was that 

“the time is ripe for our measurement system to shift emphasis from measuring 

economic production to measuring people’s well-being… [because] there 
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appears to be a gap between the information contained in aggregate GDP data 

and what counts for common people’s well-being” (Stiglitz et al., 2009, p. 12). 

The inadequacies of GDP and the need for a measure of well-being were both 

outlined. Regarding this theme, the commission found that having a political 

voice was an integral part of fulfilling the quality of life goal: “Intrinsically, the 

ability to participate as full citizens, to have a say in the framing of policies, to 

dissent without fear and to speak up against what one perceives to be wrong are 

essential freedoms” (p.50).  The report further emphasized the importance of the 

public policy participation in influencing citizens’ subjective sense of well-being. 

In other words, this commission concluded that measures of both “objective and 

subjective well-being constitute essential dimensions of how citizens assess their 

quality of life” in France (p. 16).  

 Historically, France has been a country characterized by a highly 

centralized governance structure with a powerful traditional top-down policy 

process designed to ensure homogeneous policy outcomes throughout its 

various and diverse regions. However, by the end of the 20th century, France’s 

once heralded “welfare state” with its distribution of a range of benefits for all of 

its citizens and a high tax based economy, too, had reached “a crisis” situation of 

low growth and high unemployment. This crisis especially affected its large 

numbers of alienated youth, particularly, its immigrants, even from second and 

third generations. This was the context of youth riots in the “banlieue” immigrant 

suburbs surrounding most of France’s major urban centres. In addition, the 

European Union’s agricultural policies had resulted in a flood of lower cost 

agriculture products flowing into France. These lower cost products and anger 

over the threatened loss of government support and protection for French 

farmers caused this influential political interest group to engage in street 

blockades in major cities. Sarkozy was initially elected because he represented a 

new policy approach to solving this “crisis” situation. His policies, however, 

appeared to have exacerbated the alienation and anger of those marginalized 

citizens and residents of France, which originally set the stage for the Stiglitz 

commission and its recommendation that population surveys incorporate 
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questions that will capture people’s life evaluations, hedonic experiences, and 

priorities.  In effect, the first step toward facilitating greater citizen involvement 

and passion in the political policy process was to better assess the latter three 

themes. Yet, without additional changes in the policy process, as appeared in the 

French example, just having this vital information is insufficient for both deriving 

innovative solutions to inherently complex policy problems and implementing 

them without automatically effecting fierce citizen resistance, which, typically, 

causes policy failures.  

  In this thesis, I have argued that it is essential to engage citizens in the 

next stage as well: the balancing of traditional policy development components 

and innovative components associated, for example, with social innovation 

models. Again, the latter emphasize co-creation (developing new solutions with 

people not just for them) models of policy development, which include three key 

principles: (1) get very close to an issue – for insight into how value is created for 

citizens; (2) get far enough away from an issue to see the patterns and to look 

across the traditional silos; and (3) look at leveraging resources for better 

outcomes rather than at service delivery which includes assessing what 

resources are available to citizens (Bason, 2011). My general observation of 

policy makers, especially politicians, is that too many of them seldom either get 

close enough to controversial issues to experience them viscerally nor far 

enough away to accurately understand the citizen policy impact patterns. In other 

words, politicians tend to understand such invariably complex issues from the 

less informative space between close up and far away, which likely contributes to 

the too widely held alienating image of policy makers as myopic and unemotional 

concerning the impact of their polices on key stakeholders and program 

recipients.  Another persistent challenge for policymakers and their public images 

has been the need to be flexible and innovative in order to adapt to the dramatic 

pace of societal change instead of being rigidly ideological. In each policy role, I 

have experienced the need to be policy-solution oriented, which frequently 

precluded an inflexible or automatic ideological option. Of course, political parties 

are defined by such ideologies, however, with few exceptions, there very often 
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were innovative options within the broader definition of any particular party 

ideology. 

 Another important theme in this thesis is that, by the early 1990s, the 

information and manufacturing technologies both were transforming the policy 

processes in liberal democracies. As discussed in several of the chapters, 

traditional polices regarding economic growth, budget deficits, and public debt -- 

all central to government re-election and all party platforms in B.C. -- increasingly 

appeared inadequate in the emerging global context of manufacturing and 

services. More specifically, B.C.’s strongest industries, such as forestry and 

mining on which B.C. governments had been so dependent for jobs, employment 

growth, and tax revenue, had undergone a serious evolution in technology, with a 

resulting enormous loss of jobs and size. The latter was related, in part, to B.C.’s 

mining/smelting corporations shifting a substantial amount their new capital 

investments to developing countries, particularly to Latin American counties such 

as Chile, with their much lower costs of production and higher tax incentives. In 

effect, B.C.’s key industries had experienced structural changes that are unlikely 

to be reversed. In addition, the North America Free Trade Pact (NAFTA), signed 

in 1994, virtually integrated the Canadian, U.S., and Mexican economies in a 

manner that again has posed long-term challenges to an array of Canadian 

industries, including automobiles and agriculture. The likely forthcoming Trans-

Pacific Partnership (TPP) Treaty would remove most trade barriers among all the 

Asian rim countries other than China, with a resulting potential market of over 

800 million people. If signed, as is likely, the TPP will eventually accelerate the 

above-mentioned structural challenges to B.C.’s economy and tax base. 

However, it is possible to argue that the successful development of B.C.’s 

entertainment industry, which includes movies, television, and video games, has 

offset, to a certain extent, the decline in traditional industries. And further, these 

new entertainment industries’ polices appear to have required a novel policy 

approach like social innovation to be successful in the national (especially 

Vancouver, Toronto and Montreal) and global competitive context. Arguably, the 
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social innovation approach was evident in how several of B.C.’s Liberal Party 

governments negotiated the construction of tax incentives with the Los Angeles 

based industry, and how B.C.’s entertainment unions and municipalities were 

included in this process.  

 Again, it is important to reemphasize the rapidity of changing policy 

contexts both negative and positive. While a persistent theme in this thesis has 

been the long decline of citizen involvement in policy processes, it is possible to 

switch this theme somewhat to a more encouraging trend: In 2013, 65% of 

Canadians were members or participants in a group, organization, or association, 

an increase of 10% since 2003 (Statistics Canada, 2015). However, fundamental 

challenges remain as, despite the episodic increases in participation voter 

turnout in Canada, the general trend has been a decline over the past 50 years 

(i.e., voter turnout in 1963 was 79% but, by 2011, it had dipped to 61%). The 

Statistics Canada author of this report, Martin Turcotte, noted that civic 

engagement, along with political participation, can be considered a key indicator 

of the health of a democracy: “According to some political scientists, the higher 

the number citizens who participate and the more varied their backgrounds, the 

greater the likelihood that the principle of equality-essential to democracy will be 

respected” (Woo, 2015).   

 Throughout this thesis, I have tried to explicate the social innovation 

approach to enhance the positive trend of citizen participation in the policy 

process in B.C., Canada, and other national jurisdictions.  While I have also 

provided largely case study and participation-observer evidence for the 

effectiveness of this approach, it is all too obvious that no definitive assessment 

is warranted at this point. At best, it can be asserted and argued that there is 

tentative evidence to continue to both further develop the formal/theoretical 

models of social innovation and to implement related policies, especially for the 

intractable and controversial policy issues which can be so divisive in liberal 

democracies. I believe further that individuals can make a difference in 

implementing the social innovation approach, in part, because of the positive 
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political and technological context trends. Importantly, though, the political 

context does shift unpredictably, and, therefore, perseverance is essential, 

especially given how entrenched the traditional top-down policy model is in liberal 

democracies, even in “progressive” ones. 

 On September 10, 2015, I was appointed by Premier Clark to the role of 

Parliamentary Secretary for Youth Sport with the responsibility to promote 

healthy lifestyles and the pursuit of athletic excellence. The initial role is that of 

promoting and advancing youth participation in sport as an important element in 

building strong and healthy communities, with a special focus on First Nations 

and Aboriginal youth. This appointment is the seventh leadership responsibility 

that I have held since being elected at the provincial level of government. 

Consistent across these appointments has been the importance of personal 

relationships. These, combined with an integrated approach and political will from 

two premiers, have been essential components of the socially innovative 

approach. The approach must also be in concert with one’s personal and 

ideological beliefs and flexible enough to adjust quickly to the social and political 

realities of the day. 

 Rather obviously, Premiers Campbell and Clark have provided the political 

will necessary to generate the organizational support to accomplish the 

successes that we have enjoyed in so many areas. Without that support, the 

successes would not have had the same impact. 

 

 And, importantly, Einstein was right: “Politics is more difficult than 

physics”. 
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Appendix A. 
 
Question asked of 15 Politicians Regarding their 
Experiences with People Opposing Policy Initiatives  

Question- As an elected politician, is it your experience that people who oppose 

a policy, practice or piece of legislation tend to use these four strategies in an 

attempt to get you or your government to change positions? The strategies are to 

1.discredit the policy decision 2.discredit the process of decision making 

3.discredit the person or government making the decision 4.challenge the 

decision in court. 

All the elected members agreed that they had experienced these strategies that 

they can occur all at once or individually but not necessarily sequentially. 

The elected members who responded to this question are all current MLA’s in 

B.C. - Shirley Bond, Eric Foster, Jordan Sturdy, Peter Fassbender, Doug Bing, 

Simon Gibson, Moira Stillwell, Daryl Plecas, Sam Sullivan, Terry Lake, Dan 

Ashton, Bill Bennett, Donna Barnett, Marvin Hunt.  
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Appendix B. 
 
Letter to Premier’s Chief of Staff Regarding Engagement 
Processes, Well-being, and Political Voice  

From: Hogg, Gordon  

Sent: January 23, 2014 12:15 AM  

Dan,  

We have spoken about the process on consultation on a couple of occasions and I said 

that I would provide you with some notes on the subject. I believe that with a new 

mandate and new enthusiasm across the province that we can help to galvanize our 

support and sustain enthusiasm with a more robust engagement process.  While not a 

panacea, such processes have had a positive impact in other jurisdictions.  They are 

seen to assist in revitalizing a waning of confidence and participation in democratic 

governance and processes. Attached is a high level overview of some of the issues, 

practices and findings from other jurisdictions. There are, in addition, a number of newly 

researched strategies for engaging and informing the public.    

Thanks 

Gordon 

Issue 

- A growing disconnect in democratic societies between politicians/government 

and citizens. 

- When members of the public do not get the policy they want 

they tend to: 

1. First attack the decision. 

2. Secondly attack the process utilized for the decision 

making. 

3. Thirdly attack the decision makers. 

Perspectives 
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Canada  “On Authenticity – How the Truth can Restore Faith in Politicians 

and Government” Allan Gregg (2011) 

- Canadians were asked whether politicians shared their view of 

the most important problems facing them.  In 2005, 62% said 

no.  In 2011, 76% said no. 

“Rescuing Public Policy:  The Case for Public Engagement”, 

Public Policy Forum, Don Lenihan (2012). 

- Consultation – public provides their view on an issue. 

- Engagement - the public participates in making tradeoffs, 

setting priorities and taking some responsibility for solutions, 

invokes trust, openness, mutual respect, inclusiveness, 

personal responsibility. 

England  In each of the past ten years, England has done an audit of 

poitical engagement.  The 2013 report found that the public was 

“disgruntled, disillusioned and disengaged" and that the form of 

disengagement was more severe than anything previously seen. 

This disengagement has been trending in this direction since the 

assessments started. [2012 Executive summary attached). 

France           “Commission on the Measurement of Economic performance and  

                       Social Progress”, Joseph Stiglitz, Chair, Nobel Laureate, 

Economics  

- Found that political voice was an integral part of the quality of 

life.  “The ability to participate as full citizens, to have a say in 

a framing of policies, to dissent, to speak up against what one 

perceives to be wrong are essential freedoms”.  The process 

of policy development was found to have an impact on the 

quality of life of citizens (p. 50, Commission Report). 

 Denmark - Christian Bason  
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- Uses a co-creative/co-production process of policy 

development. 

- “Do not ask what people like – ask what will work”.  This 

insures government maintains control. 

- End users are engaged.  

- Government never gets close enough to viscerally experience 

the issues.  Need to be where people are living, meeting etc. 

to understand at the granular level and be far enough away to 

see the patterns that inform the policy. 

- Citizen Involvement is a cost effective means of ensuring new 

solutions really do meet users’ needs and that they hit the 

target in terms of service improvements and better outcomes. 

Context/Challenges 

1. “We conclude that inequality will be the single most prominent societal 

challenge for the E.U., changes in structure and directions are likely to 

pervade all policy areas”.    Report prepared for the Bureau of European 

Policy advisers to the European Commission, European Union (2013). 

2. “Policy issues today are more complex, more horizontal, and, in many 

ways, more intractable than ever before.  In today’s global information 

economy, every issue facing Canada has an international dimension, as 

well as a federal-provincial, municipal, local or Aboriginal perspective.   

On every issue, concerned citizens have a voice.  There are many more 

players on the policy field today than in previous years, and this is a good 

thing.  Government must be receptive to ideas and inputs from many 

sources.  (From the Sixth Report of the Prime Minister’s Advisory 

Committee on the Public Service Moving Ahead:  Public Service Renewal 

in a Time of Change, March 2012). 

Observations/Findings  

- Decision making has had greater effectiveness and public 
acceptance when:  

1. Many perspectives are considered. 
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2. Representatives of end users are participants in the 
development of the consultation process (co-creation). 

3. Principles/time frames and responsibilities are the first 
order of business in the development of the 
consultation 

- Public servants spend a great deal of time dealing with wicked 
problems.  They have three distinguishing characteristics: 

1. The extent of the problem is open to interpretation (ie: 
climate change, again, obesity). 

2. There are competing and often conflicting solutions (no 
agreed upon remedies). 

3. They will never be completely solved (ie: 
unemployment, healthcare). 

- Problems are often viewed as in tractable, not because they 
are, but because we tend to view them from traditional 
perspectives. 

- 3 principles of co-creation methods, for policy development: 

1. Get close to the details of people’s lives (feeling what they 
feel, meeting where they meet etc). 

2. Get far enough away from the details to get a systems 
view (this perspectives informs the design of new 
systems). 

3. Leverage all resources across ministries (delivery systems) 
to create integrated services and greater impact. 

Attachments 

1. Developments in the Economics of Well-Being, Treasury Economic 
Working Paper, No. 4, November 2008 

- Participants in engagement processes, better understood 
government decisions and felt better about their government, 
even if they did not get the outcome which they wanted. 

2. Executive Summary – “Audit of Political Engagement 1, The 2013 
Report”.  England 

- Finds great disengagement of citizens 
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- Recommends more transparency, information, and 
consultation (informed engagement). 
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Appendix C. 

UK Audit #11 and Summary of Commission on the 
Measurement of Economic Performance and Social 
Progress 

Appendix C is unavailable due to copyright.
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Appendix D. 
 
Shared Visions – a Meeting of Metropolitan Executives 
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Appendix E. 
 
British Columbia’s Non-Profit Partnerships Summit 
Agenda and Proceedings 
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Appendix F. 
 
Recommendations of the Social Innovation Council 
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Appendix G. 
 
Aboriginal MOU and Service Model & Joint Chairs Letter 
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Appendix H. 
 
ACTNOW BC – Measuring Our Success – Progress 
Report 
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