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The Loop, the Lens, and the Lesson: 
Using Resilience Theory to Examine 
Public Policy and Social Innovation
 Michele- Lee Moore, Frances R. Westley, Ola Tjornbo, 
and Carin Holroyd

Introduction

The role of social innovation and social entrepreneurship in addressing 
complex problems has increasingly gained traction in  policy- making 
circles with policy practitioners’ interest piqued about how  governments 
may best support such innovations (e.g. PRI, 2010). Various govern-
ments are attempting to support social innovation through a variety 
of means. For instance, the Office of Civil Society in the UK and the 
Australian Centre for Social Innovation are recent attempts by these 
national governments formally to institutionalize the fostering of social 
entrepreneurs and social enterprises. Other national governments have 
chosen simply to promote the ‘production’ side of innovation, by fund-
ing research and development, specifically for the technology sectors 
(Nelson, 1993). But while there is a growing body of grey literature that 
mirrors policy practitioners’ own interest in this field (e.g. Leadbeater, 
2007), scholarship within the social innovation and social entrepreneur-
ship community has largely neglected the role of public policy in sup-
porting or hindering social innovation (for an exception, see Chapman 
et al., 2007). Yet, without a substantive debate about the relationship 
between policy and social innovation, both scholars and practitioners 
will have only a limited understanding about the range of policy options 
that could best support the process of social innovation.

In response to this gap, this chapter aims to fulfil three objectives. 
Firstly, it will provide a theoretical framework for exploring the debate 
about public policy and social innovation by using resilience theory, 
and in particular its adaptive cycle, as a tool to analyse the process 
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of social innovation. Resilience theory identifies four distinct phases 
in the adaptive cycle, and in applying this cycle to social innovation, 
this chapter contends that different policies will suit different phases 
of social innovation. Secondly, the chapter will support the theoretical 
arguments put forth about the role of public policy by examining exist-
ing social innovation research and case studies. Thirdly, the theoreti-
cally informed insights will be used to highlight patterns in the social 
innovation–policy relationship and are intended better to inform 
the policy practitioners and social entrepreneurs who are engaged in 
 discussing, championing, and attempting to reform public policy to 
support social innovations. To meet these objectives, the chapter pro-
ceeds in the following manner: it begins by defining social innovation 
and distinguishing this scholarly domain from social entrepreneurship. 
Next, resilience theory will be introduced, and a brief description of the 
lens it provides for examining social innovation cycles will be provided. 
The chapter will then move to position itself in the debate on the role 
of government in social innovation, and present the methodological 
approach. Following that, each phase of the social innovation process 
will be characterized in detail and supporting case studies will be used to 
demonstrate optional policy tools that may support each phase. Finally, 
a single case study on Inuit art will be explored through all of the dif-
ferent phases to illustrate the dynamic policy process that needs to be 
considered in successfully fostering social innovation.1

In keeping with the outline above, given the focus of this book, it is 
important to clarify the differences between definitions and perspec-
tives on social entrepreneurship and social innovation at the outset. 
Social innovation is defined here as any new programme, product, idea, 
or initiative that profoundly changes the basic routines, resource and 
authority flows, or beliefs of any social system, and successful ones are 
those with durability and broad impact (Westley and Antadze, 2010). 
While much energy has been expended on defining social entrepreneur-
ship (Nicholls, 2010), less attention has been paid to social innovation 
and, in particular, the differences between the two scholarly domains 
(for some exceptions see Mulgan et al., 2007; Westall, 2007; Phills et al., 
2008). For the purposes of this chapter, social innovation is distin-
guished from social entrepreneurship because of the market orientation 
of social entrepreneurship (for further distinctions see Westall, 2007; 
Phills et al., 2008). Social entrepreneurship refers to individuals with a 
 value- based social mission who pursue opportunities within the market 
context, whether their own organization is considered  non- profit, char-
ity, or for profit (Nicholls, 2006). Social innovations do not require the 
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market context and quite often, because of their transformative nature, 
social innovations may challenge existing economic models and ideo-
logies (Antadze and Westley, 2010).

While both bodies of work are interested in the innovative nature 
of certain initiatives (Alvord et al., 2004), social innovation is focused 
on innovations that lead to systemic change (Antadze and Westley, 
2010). Whereas a social entrepreneur may be recognized as successful 
once his/her product diffuses in the market from one to many people, 
a social innovation, often created by multiple forces, disrupts a larger 
institutional context and therefore does not rely on mass adoption to 
be considered a success (Antadze and Westley, 2010). However, given 
that some social innovations will occur as a result of the work of social 
entrepreneurs, the two as areas of study and practice do intersect. Thus, 
social innovation research can be usefully informed by the knowl-
edge that has been advanced about successful social entrepreneurs 
(e.g. Leadbeater, 1997; Dees, 1998; Nicholls, 2006; Bornstein, 2007). 
Likewise, the driver of research in both areas is a shared understanding 
that complex social problems have yet to be addressed effectively by 
more narrow or traditional approaches (Austin et al., 2006).

Resilience and the process of social innovation

Social innovation is an important component of being resilient – new 
ideas keep a society adaptable, flexible, and able to learn. Thus, the  theory 
of resilience provides a meaningful lens to build a better understanding 
of the conditions that enable innovation to emerge and  succeed, which 
includes public sector policy support (Westley et al., 2006). Resilience 
theory stems from work in ecology in the 1970s (e.g. Holling, 1973) 
and the adaptive cycle, as represented by an infinity loop, is a key 
feature. The theory rests upon the idea that any resilient ecosystem is 
dynamically moving through an adaptive cycle, and that remaining 
stagnant in a fixed equilibrium is not healthy (Gunderson and Holling, 
2002). The adaptive cycle has at least four distinct phases in what is best 
pictured as a figure of eight: release; reorganization; exploitation; and 
conservation (Gunderson et al., 1995; Gunderson and Holling, 2002).

Resilience theorists use a forest subjected to fire as a classic example of 
a resilient ecosystem. Examining Figure 3.1, the theory claims that when 
a forest burns, biomass is released, and diversity becomes low (Gunderson 
and Holling, 2002). This is the release phase of the adaptive cycle. As 
resources become available once again and new life begins to proliferate, 
available carbon and nutrients become attached to a wide diversity of 
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life forms, described as the reorganization phase (ibid.). Eventually, in a 
competition for resources, some of the diversity dies out and the extra 
resources are appropriated by the remaining organisms. In the exploitation 
stage, the organisms increasingly accumulate biomass as diversity reduces 
until the system attains the conservation phase of a mature cycle (ibid.).

While this brief description provides a useful background on resil-
ience theory, this chapter does not focus on ecosystem dynamics; 
rather it will examine the dynamics of the social innovation process. In 
doing so, the chapter applies resilience theory and the adaptive cycle 
and argues that the cycle’s four phases (Figure 3.1) provide a meaning-
ful framework for considering the phases that social innovations may 
go through from inception to implementation (see also Moore and 
Westley, 2011). Through this application, the conditions of the different 
phases and how public policy can support or enable the process in each 
phase can be better understood.

In contrast to the ecosystem and forest fire example, the four phases 
of complex social innovation dynamics can be briefly described as 
 follows: the release phase is characterized by the collapse of rigid, power-
ful rules and institutions (Westley et al., 2006). Due to the breakdown, 

exploitatio
n

conservation

re
organization

release

Figure 3.1 The four phases of the adaptive cycle from resilience theory. Adapted 
from Panarchy, edited by Lance H. Gunderson & C.S. Holling. Copyright © 2002 
Island Press. Reproduced by permission of Island Press, Washington, D.C.
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however, the release phase may also involve new interactions and is the 
most likely site for creative (re)combinations of ideas, people, and other 
resources and ultimately, new innovations, as they are released from 
previous structures and organizations. The reorganization phase involves 
restructuring individuals around the visions for newly generated inno-
vations, selecting the best options, and trying to establish some level of 
order without dampening the creative process. The release and reorgani-
zation phases are collectively referred to as the back loop (ibid.).

Moving into the front loop, the exploitation phase requires the 
reorganized groups to leverage the resources that are needed – from 
establishing legislation to finding financial support – successfully to 
launch and scale up the innovation (Antadze and Westley, 2010). With 
those resources leveraged, the innovation may move into the conserva-
tion phase which then involves building the formal rules, norms, skill 
sets, and routine efficiencies as the innovation now becomes mature 
and the new status quo. Eventually, the reorganized social system will 
become so rigid with its rules, structures, and dominant authorities and 
resources that it will become vulnerable to external threats and any 
event may create a disruption, sending the system back into the release 
phase once more (Westley et al., 2006).

The characteristics of each of these phases will be explored in greater 
detail in the ‘Phases of social innovation’ section below. However, it is 
important to acknowledge that representing the process of innovation 
using a cycle has long been identified and discussed in the literature on 
social and technical entrepreneurship (e.g. Schumpeter, 1937; Utterback 
and Abernathy, 1975; Van de Venn et al., 1999). The distinct difference 
however, is that the innovative products of Schumpeter’s social enter-
prises do not require  system- altering disruptions. Nor do they create 
opportunities for portions of society to reorganize or necessarily lead 
to altered resource flows or sites of authority. Therefore, the resilience 
framework and adaptive cycle are better suited to understanding the 
systemic change process associated with transformative social innova-
tions, rather than just innovation or social enterprise in general.

Public policy agendas for social innovation

This chapter posits that government has a role to play in catalyzing 
social innovation through public policy. Although a consensus on the 
definition of public policy has not emerged within scholarship, the defi-
nition adopted in this chapter is the course of concrete actions selected 
by a political process to serve the public (John, 1998). But what does the 
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theory of resilience indicate the role of public policy to be with regards 
to social innovation? Given the dynamic cycle that the theory describes 
(Berkes et al., 2003; Holling, 2001), the role of public policy will need to 
be aligned with that dynamism. Likewise, given the growing literature 
on the need for governments and governance systems to be flexible and 
adaptive (e.g. Olsson et al., 2004; Folke et al., 2005; Vo� et al., 2006; 
Duit and Galaz, 2008), it can be inferred that a single, rigid policy is not 
going to be appropriate for any complex and dynamic process.

Instead, this chapter argues that resilience theory indicates that success-
fully innovating governments will need to employ a number of different 
policy tools depending on the phase of the innovation. Some policies 
need to be geared to the back loop of the adaptive cycle (release and 
reorganization) and emphasize idea generation, the emergence of new 
coalitions of actors; and the ability to move quickly to take advantage 
of available opportunities and resources. Other policy interventions will 
need to be geared towards the front loop (exploitation and conservation) 
and be focused on establishing innovations more firmly in the system 
and to allowing successful innovations to grow rapidly. The difficulty for 
policy practitioners may be in knowing which policy option to use and 
when. Thus, the section on ‘Phases of social innovation’ will explore the 
characteristics of each phase in depth and present examples of policy 
tools to highlight their options.

Methodology

In order to build on the  phase- based model of policy and innova-
tion developed in this chapter, a number of exploratory case studies 
are provided. The purpose of these examples is to populate the public 
 policy- social innovation model with cases of actual strategies used by 
governments or other agencies in examples of successful policy interven-
tions in the social innovation process. It is important to stress that these 
case studies are only intended to help add richness and detail to the 
argument, in order to help build hypotheses, and provide suggestions for 
further inquiry. The cases do not aim to provide firm conclusions, and 
it is hoped that they will lead to further rigorous empirical work. The 
methodological approach adopted here is best understood as an example 
of the explanatory case study approach described by Yin (1994).

Some of the examples are based on primary data collection conducted 
by one or more of the authors for previous research and case studies. 
These data were collected through interviews, document analysis, and 
participant observation in the communities and government settings 

9780230280175_05_cha03.indd   949780230280175_05_cha03.indd   94 11/26/2011   2:51:40 PM11/26/2011   2:51:40 PM



M.-L. Moore, F. R. Westley, O. Tjornbo, and C. Holroyd 95

described. Rather than focusing on examples in a single policy area, the 
cases presented cover a range of social or ecological problem domains. 
Problem domains comprise the actors, organizations, and institutions 
that are concerned and affected by a particular complex problem 
(Trist, 1983; Westley and Vredenburg, 1991; 1997). This methodology 
places an emphasis on identifying patterns common to cases instead 
of focusing on a single variable as a linear, causal effect (Young et al., 
2006). Given its complex and dynamic processes, social innovation 
involves a combination of numerous variables. Policy practitioners will 
not necessarily be able to adopt each policy option directly or expect 
to find an exact case in their own work. Rather, this  meta- analysis can 
serve to inform practitioners of the conditions that need to be consid-
ered in social innovation and the range of policy options available in 
different phases or conditions.

Phases of social innovation and relevant policy options

The following section describes the characteristics of the phases of 
social innovation in more detail as informed by resilience theory, and 
explores the potential policy initiatives that would be effective in the 
different phases. Examples are used to illustrate each.

Release phase: Policy approaches for ‘sense making’ for complex 
problems and/or when no tangible innovation clearly exists

Prior to the release phase, the problem domain can be imagined as abun-
dant in resources, rules, and institutions. The rigidity of these structures 
creates homogeneity and a strong resistance to change (Scheffer and 
Westley, 2007), but also vulnerability due to a lack of diversity (Westley 
et al., 2006). If a disturbance enters the social system, such as a market 
crash, a natural disaster, or much less dramatically, a regular democratic 
election, there may be a breakdown in some existing social structures. 
The consequence is that resources and capital – including social, intel-
lectual, and financial capital – are released and freed up.

In a phase marked by these characteristics, the greatest need is for 
new ideas and creative solutions. In this phase, people may be genu-
inely uncertain about ‘what the right idea is’ and how to make anything 
significant happen. In fact, many will not agree yet on the definition of 
the problem itself (Westley et al., 2006). With the lack of a clear problem 
definition and the high level of uncertainty about potential solutions 
that characterize this phase, policy levers that promote  discussion, 
interaction, and social learning are useful for building knowledge 
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(Hämäläinen, 2007). Research has shown that new knowledge and dif-
ferent ideas are more likely to emerge when diverse actors that do not 
normally interact closely with one another are exposed to each other’s 
ideas (Burt, 1992; Gilsing and Duysters, 2008). These findings provide a 
useful foundation for policymakers to consider.

To establish the mix of diverse forms of knowledge, along with the trust-
ing environment that can be critical to the building of new  relationships 
and to the sharing of risks often associated with innovation, public pol-
icy instruments that are most useful in this phase are those that convene 
different individuals or groups together.  Multi- stakeholder consultations, 
Royal Commissions, and participatory planning processes based on mod-
els such as Future Search (Weisbord and Janoff, 2000) are all excellent 
examples of tools that provide a forum for sharing ideas and the range of 
issues that contribute to the complexity of a problem. For example, the 
creation of the Central Coast Land Resource Management Planning proc-
ess for the Central Coast Timber Supply Area in British Columbia brought 
together a  conflict- ridden logging industry, environmental protestors, 
indigenous peoples, and  resource- dependent communities. The process 
eventually enabled a more nuanced understanding of the complexities of 
a situation that was not merely a profit versus environment conflict, but 
a social justice, community economic diversification, and cultural iden-
tity issue as well (Tjornbo et al., 2010). The outcome today is the adop-
tion of Ecosystem Based Management practices in what is now known 
as the Great Bear Rainforest, and a five point deal between the different 
groups that fundamentally changed the flow of financial resources and 
the sites of authority (Tjornbo et al., 2010).

The Yukon 2000 Economic Planning Process is another example 
of this kind of  community- based policy development process (see 
Yukon Territory Department of Economic Development, 1988; Northern 
Perspectives, 1988–9). In the 1980s, the Yukon Territory of Canada had a 
 resource- dependent economy and had just faced the closure of its major 
mine, creating great uncertainty for the territory’s economic future. In 
1986–7, the Territory government brought together the different sectors 
of the Yukon economy and society – including the mining sector, indig-
enous peoples, environmental groups, social activists, small businesses, 
tourism operators, government officials, and village representatives – to 
set out a new plan for a sustainable economy. Meetings were held across 
the territory with local consultations focused on infrastructure needs and 
how to achieve locally controlled finance. Perhaps more importantly, 
the meetings brought together groups which previously had rarely met 
and often had antagonistic relationships (Green, 1988). The consultation 
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process was deemed successful, with people deeply engaged in the proc-
ess and the plans for the future (Coates, 1988).

The Yukon 2000 Process had significant and  far- reaching implica-
tions. A strong consensus emerged about the need for greater local 
decision making, territorial venture capital and development funds, 
and improved access to local administrative and technical support. The 
process bridged social, cultural, and economic gaps, providing a mark-
edly different environment for the negotiation of land claims and the 
repositioning of Yukon indigenous people within the territorial order.

Eventually, the collaborations started in the Yukon 2000 meeting  carried 
over into new and mutually beneficial discussions surrounding a new 
treaty incorporating indigenous concerns into economic and  political 
planning. New programmes, such as the Yukon Economic Strategy, the 
Yukon Conservation Strategy and the Yukon Training Strategy, came into 
being as a direct result of this territorial collaboration (Yukon Territorial 
Assembly, 1989). But the realization that all groups shared common 
interests helped overcome – if not entirely remove –  long- standing divi-
sions in Yukon society, providing a very different foundation for future 
relationships.

The Yukon 2000 process was not responsible alone for transforming 
the  socio- economic order in the Yukon. But the process initiated formal 
and face- to- face discussions that all agreed were long overdue and that 
provided a dramatically different foundation for internal discussions and 
collaborations in the territory. In many ways, the Yukon 2000 Process 
illustrated how frank discussion about a fairly simple  question – how to 
diversify the territorial economy – brought to the surface the complexi-
ties and subtleties of the territorial order, resulting in a consensus about 
the need to work collaboratively to solve  long- standing and interrelated 
problems (Downes, 2001).

Proposition 1: When complex problems need to be better understood and new 
ideas are needed, policies that create and support processes to enable interac-
tions and build trust between previously disconnected groups are helpful to fos-
ter new insights, new partnerships, and the generation of social innovations.

Reorganization phase: Policy approaches for reorganizing groups 
around new ideas, visions, and innovations and policies to 
ensure selection

In the reorganization phase, the actual definition of the problem is 
far more clear than in the release phase and the result is that groups, 
structures, and opinions become formed and organized. In fact, this 
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phase marks a key transition from mere ‘idea’ or ‘talk’ to planning for 
implementation. People will start to cluster around the new ideas that 
have emerged and in groups with others who share a similar vision for 
the future (Van de Ven, 1986). Experiments with prototypes on a small 
scale or in a ‘safe’ space are likely to occur (Geels, 2002; Vo�, 2007).

Public policies that support social innovation in this phase are those 
that assist innovators and newly formed groups to develop short- and 
 long- term plans and then encourage a selection process to choose 
among the range of options or ideas that emerge. That is, forums for 
the mere generation of new ideas are not needed in this phase; rather, 
decisions about which innovation will be chosen and, therefore, which 
one should be invested in become a primary concern. One of the most 
significant difficulties with selection processes that governments and 
others face is the lack of appropriate evaluation techniques to measure 
social innovation and the often intangible benefits it provides. Without 
appropriate metrics, it becomes difficult to determine which innovation 
is worth moving towards the next phase. With social innovations, a 
single ‘best’ innovation to select may not be obvious – these are trans-
formations that may dramatically shift current resource and authority 
flows, or norms and beliefs that are at the core of a complex social 
problem. The most valuable contribution a policy tool provides in this 
phase is to create a place where people can debate and collectively select 
an innovation that has emerged as the most appropriate for the relevant 
group of people, at that time, in that place.

Pilot projects with complete evaluations are effective in this phase. 
Likewise, challenges that are intended to stimulate, select, and reward 
innovations are also increasingly popular. For example, the ‘Big Green 
Challenge’ was hosted in 2009 in the UK to stimulate  community- led 
responses to climate change. The potential reward was a £1 million 
prize and the challenge required communities to submit proposals. 
The organizers selected 100 of the most promising groups, and the Big 
Green Challenge team then provided technical support to the com-
munity groups to develop the ideas into detailed plans. From there, ten 
finalists were shortlisted who put their ideas into practice to compete 
for the prize and to reduce CO2 emissions in their community. While it 
is still too early to determine the effectiveness of the challenge in gen-
erating socially transformative solutions, early indications are that some 
novel ideas emerged and that they came from communities and actors 
who would not normally have applied for, or led activities to, reduce 
carbon emissions (NESTA, 2009).

9780230280175_05_cha03.indd   989780230280175_05_cha03.indd   98 11/26/2011   2:51:40 PM11/26/2011   2:51:40 PM



M.-L. Moore, F. R. Westley, O. Tjornbo, and C. Holroyd 99

Another example was demonstrated in Japan in the computer industry 
(see e.g. Anchordoguy, 1989). In the 1960s, still recovering from the war 
and with little capital or technology, Japan decided that it wanted to 
build a computer industry to compete with IBM. As a means to encour-
age corporations to become involved and to be competitive in the indus-
try, the Japanese government used a variety of strategies to select key 
innovations and build the industry around those advances. Examples of 
their policy choices include negotiating for patent permissions from IBM 
to preclude individual domestic companies bidding against one another, 
thereby changing the nature of national competition in terms of intel-
lectual property. Additionally, the government devoted substantial 
financial resources to support seven Japanese companies to begin pro-
ducing computers – again, a selection mechanism for the entrepreneurs 
believed most likely to succeed. As well as encouraging the companies to 
compete against each other aggressively, the government also sponsored 
 co- operative research and development projects in which different com-
panies were assigned different tasks or different approaches to solving 
the same problem while sharing the results. Not all of the  co- operative 
research projects were immediately successful, but gradually Japan built 
a successful computer industry; this, in turn, proved critical in launch-
ing the country into the  high- technology economy of the late twentieth 
century (Holroyd and Coates, 2007).

At the outset, the case of Japan may appear to be one of promoting 
technological rather than social innovations. But radical technological 
innovations require social conditions that enable the technological 
innovations to take hold, and thus, social and technological  innovations 
are inextricably linked. In fact, social innovations may often provide 
the platform for multiple technological innovations (Collins, 1997). 
As Padgett and McLean (2006) demonstrate, the social invention of 
business partnerships during the Renaissance shifted certain norms and 
practices and enabled multiple technological innovations. Therefore, 
public policy options must be informed by the conditions and social 
reorganization taking place to understand more fully which innova-
tions to select and support.

Proposition 2: policies that not only motivate and reward the generation of 
innovative ideas but also involve an evaluation or selection process to choose 
among the many potential innovations that may be legitimate in the current 
social context is one of the more successful options for the reorganization 
phase.
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Exploitation phase: Policy approaches for leveraging 
resources and removing barriers to achieving scale

The exploitation phase is characterized by the need to leverage resources 
to support the development and adoption of the innovations selected 
in the previous phase.

Often by this phase, an innovation has already been successful at 
a local level and the goal becomes to scale out the innovation more 
broadly (Chappin et al., 2009). Many innovations get trapped here 
because they are unable to ensure support or cannot frame their inno-
vation in a way that it appears legitimate, desirable, and needed; an 
essential step given that transformative innovations initially do not 
have an established ‘social market’ (Geels, 2002; Scheffer and Westley, 
2007). Without sufficient resources devoted to these innovations, many 
never get past the pilot project stage.

Therefore, this phase places less demand on the actual process of inno-
vating and instead emphasizes the need to address any structural barriers 
to the innovation. Structural change will typically require resources and 
a source of authority or power that may not previously have existed for 
those seeking the change (Mulgan and Albury, 2003). Scholars studying 
social movements, networks, the relevance of social capital, innovation in 
the private sector, or the increasing role of a range of actors in governance 
all provide useful insights as to how different people and groups may seek 
to gain access and legitimately leverage new resources in certain circum-
stances (e.g. Ernston et al., 2008; Bodin and Crona, 2009). But public 
policy can also proactively support social innovation and the necessary 
structural changes. Policymakers may aim to reduce a range of uncer-
tainties that serve as barriers to different actors, for example uncertainty 
about: available resources; the feasibility of adopting the innovation; the 
relationship between the innovation and the structures in which it will 
become embedded; or the risk perceived by both the innovators and 
adopters (Van de Ven and Polley, 1992; Meijer et al., 2007).

Government incentives for environmental technologies – such as 
hybrid cars, geothermal heating systems, or water and energy efficient 
 appliances – are good examples of policies that may be useful within this 
phase because these incentives help to create a market for innovations 
that are already established or invented (e.g. Braun and Wield, 1994). 
Policies in this phase are not intended to support the innovation in the 
phase when it was first trying to create a hybrid car but, rather, support its 
adoption. In fact, a growing body of research has  demonstrated that regu-
lations, taxes, and market mechanisms do not encourage the generation 
of innovations but may encourage their  adoption (Chappin et al., 2009).
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While this phase may sound less difficult than some of the other 
phases, it requires governments to have a strong capacity to adopt inno-
vations. In many cases, the innovation may not have come from within 
that specific geographic region but rather is the result of external efforts. 
The capacity to recognize these innovations, adopt them in a timely 
fashion, and adapt them as needed to the local context is referred to as 
the ‘absorptive capacity’ (Cohen and Levinthal, 1990).

An example of a policy attempt to reduce uncertainty and remove 
structural barriers to ensure adoption is provided by Japan’s major recy-
cling initiatives. As the host of the international consultations that led 
to the Kyoto Protocol on Climate Change, Japan has taken its environ-
mental commitments to heart (Holroyd, 2009). In a series of measures, 
some of which predated the 1997 accord, the government of Japan 
undertook steps to address energy consumption, encourage recycling, 
and otherwise decrease the nation’s environmental footprint. These 
policy initiatives have ranged from procurement changes, regulations, 
and subsidies to  high- profile leadership actions by key national figures, 
including former Prime Minister Koizumi. Recycling efforts, which have 
enjoyed considerable success in Japan, are among the most  high- profile 
initiatives (Holroyd, 2009).

The Basic Law for Establishing the  Recycling- Based Society, which went 
into effect in 2000, established a framework for both recycling generally 
(source reduction or waste prevention, reuse, recycling, energy recovery, 
appropriate disposal) and extended producer responsibility (EPR) for the 
recycling of the products and services they produce (Yamaguchi, 2002). 
A Home Appliance Recycling Law went into effect in April 2001, and stipu-
lated that manufacturers and retailers of home appliances –  specifically air 
conditioners, refrigerators, televisions, and washing machines – are obliged 
to take back appliances for recycling. Previously, retailers did not accept the 
return of used appliances, which created a barrier for consumers who were 
willing to recycle. Manufacturers were consulted extensively while the law 
was being developed so that they had ample time to redesign their appli-
ances to ensure they could easily be disassembled. The Home Appliance 
Recycling Law put responsibility for the recycling of these large appliances 
clearly in the hands of the producers, and gave them a time frame in 
which to deliver a recycling system that would meet government stand-
ards (Ueno, 2002). Together, this created a new legal framework about the 
responsibilities for recycling and waste. Policy initiatives also channelled 
efforts and resources specifically into this socially and environmentally 
innovative area. Eventually, regulation led Japan to become an interna-
tional leader in recycling and waste diversion (Karpel, 2006).
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Proposition 3: Policies that enable social innovation and innovators to access 
resources – including social, intellectual, and financial capital – are critical 
to scaling out innovations from local successes to broader systemic change. 
Policies that create a market or demand for the innovation – whether it is an 
idea, programme, or technology – are necessary. These policies often involve 
proactively addressing structural barriers to social innovation, but must be 
very specific so as not to open opportunities for negative or needless exploita-
tion of scarce resources.

Conservation phase: Policy approaches for institutionalizing 
the innovation, scaling up, and preparing to be resilient 
in the face of the next disturbance

During the conservation phase it becomes imperative both to continue 
the process of completing the existing innovation cycle, and to consider 
what may happen next, what needs to be adjusted, what consequences 
and implications have occurred and how best to respond. Therefore, 
this phase involves two important aspects of the social innovation 
 process: (a) the need to institutionalize and possibly scale up the inno-
vation; and (b) the need to invest in developing the next innovation 
and prepare to be resilient in the face of the next disturbance.

With regard to the former, social structures that support the innova-
tion need to be established whether this involves certain norms becom-
ing accepted, institutions being created, or regulations being established 
(for further discussion on social structures, see Giddens, 1979). The 
specialization of skills, along with the productivity and efficiency of 
the new programme, product, or initiative, and the social relation-
ships involved, will need to be strengthened and become stabilized 
(Hämäläinen, 2007). While the freedom for further innovation tends 
to be negatively affected by the institutionalized nature of this phase 
(e.g. Braun and Wield, 1994; Chappin et al., 2009), it is equally impor-
tant for achieving system change as the initial openly creative process.

As the social innovation matures, it may be the most opportune time 
to determine if the innovation can be scaled up from one successful 
implementation to other regional or national settings, thereby affecting 
an even broader system or problem domain. One example of a policy 
that supports seeking opportunities to scale up innovations involves 
the  government- funded University of Waterloo’s International Tobacco 
Control [ITC] Policy Evaluation Project (Fong, 2006). The project  conducts 
survey research to analyse the effectiveness of  anti- smoking policies in 
various countries, which can inform policy adoption in other countries 
where comparable policies do not yet exist and smoking rates are still 
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very high. The ITC project first receives a guarantee from the  government 
of the country in question that it will implement the  research- based 
recommendations before the research begins (see [www.ITCproject.org]). 
Research is then  co- ordinated between the central ITC operation and 
national research institutions to provide local input into the policy devel-
opment process. In this way, successful innovations may be scaled up but 
not as a simple policy transfer or mirror adoption. Rather, the ITC seeks 
to adapt existing practices and policies from different contexts to fit the 
particular national and/or cultural situation (Fong, 2006).

With respect to investing in the next innovation, it must be 
 recognized that given the nature of the complex problems that these 
social innovations are designed to address, there will be unforeseen 
consequences and implications which will create new issues or areas 
of concern. Additionally, priorities will shift once one problem has 
begun to be addressed. Thus, at this stage, government policy will 
want to examine whether other innovations are needed and to begin 
to understand the complexity of new problems being faced. A real 
tension exists at this point, given that the more successful an inno-
vation is, the less likely people are to focus on new ideas, needs, and 
opportunities (Van de Ven, 1986). One approach is that adopted by the 
Canadian Social Sciences and Humanities Research Council (SSHRC) 
special project fund which both analyses what has happened and tries 
to anticipate what will happen next in terms of allocating its funding. 
The creation of the Forward Scanning Group in the Policy Research 
Initiative in Canada, whose primary purpose is to analyse trends and 
develop future scenarios to explore policy strategies, is also a potentially 
valuable approach. However, the group needs to remain well informed 
of any current innovation processes in the sector or subject it is analys-
ing to ensure the research focuses on  phase- appropriate analysis.

Proposition 4: In this phase, policies that help analyse what has occurred and 
which new policy priorities have emerged as a result of the innovation are 
important, along with investing in possible social innovation that will build 
capacity to be resilient in the face of future change.

Putting it all together

It may be useful to look at the role of public policy through the entire 
cycle of one social innovation. During the case example described 
below, and throughout any of the examples provided in this chapter, it 
must be emphasized that public policy is not the only factor  critical to 
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the generation, selection, adoption, and institutionalization or  scaling 
up of social innovations. Indeed, the emphasis on complexity by resil-
ience theory enables one to consider the full suite of social, economic, 
political, and environmental factors that comprise any complex prob-
lem domain. However, this chapter has focused on public policy as the 
key contextual factor in order better to understand the relationship 
between social innovation and the role of policy within different phases 
of the innovation process.

The full social innovation cycle can be explored through an examina-
tion of the policies that promoted economic development for the Inuit 
in the Arctic in the 1950s. During that decade, starvation and hardship 
led to a situation where life on the land was no longer viable for Inuit 
peoples – it had become difficult to find wage labour, no clear economic 
alternatives existed, and there was a dire need for an option other than 
perpetuating dependency on the Canadian federal government. Few 
viable alternatives presented themselves beyond traditional harvesting, 
which was in decline, and occasional/seasonal wage labour, which was 
uncertain. The worsening conditions served to break down some of the 
existing social structures – those that provided wage labour for instance. 
Consequently, the Inuit communities along with the government 
entered a release phase. The government created a policy to determine 
the issues that were at the crux of the difficulties and to find economic 
development ideas for the Inuit: a process described as creating oppor-
tunities for ‘learning by searching’ and ‘learning by interacting’ (Meijer 
et al., 2007).

Within this phase, government action was led by a civil servant named 
James Houston who played a pivotal role in identifying and developing 
the possibilities for transforming the local livelihoods to include art. 
Houston was an artist and writer, working as a Northern Service Officer, 
assigned to the Eastern Arctic. He worked with Inuit artists, whose 
work had previously been seen as only cultural curiosities, and made 
connections between northern communities and southern galleries 
(Houston, 1995). The Government of Canada, eager to find an alterna-
tive to the  faltering subsistence economy in the Far North, supported 
the effort,  hiring Houston to expand the programme. Inuit sculpture 
and, later, printmaking attracted global attention, again with signifi-
cant  government investment. By the early 1960s, and largely due to 
Houston’s engagement as a champion, Inuit art had been established as 
a major cultural and commercial phenomenon (Graburn, 1987).

During the reorganization phase, and as a result of the support for 
the concept of art as a livelihood, the government created policies that 
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promoted the development of art and sent a clear signal that this vision 
had been selected as the innovation that would be attempted for now. 
Examples of the policies included subsidies for promotional efforts and 
for initial sales, as well as the development of training programmes 
throughout the North. This clear signal reduced some of the uncer-
tainty about whether Inuit art as an economic development plan was 
feasible, and helped enable the success of the model throughout the 
North by creating more secure markets to allow new artists to engage. 
Arts had to be connected with galleries, and the galleries had to culti-
vate a substantial and sustainable market. With Houston in the lead, 
and supported by government funding, the artistic community fostered 
collectors’ interest in Inuit carvings. The process moved with dramatic 
speed, as Inuit  artists developed and displayed a remarkable ability for 
commercial art and a global market emerged for their soapstone carv-
ings and prints. The challenge, of course, rested with connecting Inuit 
artists to an international market; the small and remote Inuit commu-
nities lacked international business experience to develop sustainable 
operations (Graburn, 1997). Thus, the exploitation phase involved 
the Government of Canada developing policy to assist with inter-
national marketing activities and leverage support from the Canadian 
 co- operative movement, which provided an opportunity for the Inuit to 
form their own artistic  co- operatives in most of the artistic communi-
ties. This, in turn, enabled the innovation to mature and move into the 
conservation phase as it stabilized artists’ incomes, allowed for econo-
mies of scale to develop in everything from the purchase of supplies and 
artist training to shipping and marketing. Communities, particularly 
Cape Dorset and Holman, and even individual artists became interna-
tionally known and able to earn substantial and sustainable incomes 
(Crandall, 2000).

The Inuit proved just as adept at the management of  co- operatives as 
they were at the creation of Inuit art. With the government of Canada 
providing most of the capital and operating funds at the early stage, 
and with professional assistance from the Canadian and international 
 co- operative movement, the Inuit quickly established a network of 
viable  co- operative stores and related operations across the Arctic 
(the evolution and impact of the Inuit  co- operative movement can 
be traced in Duffy, 1988; Coates and Powell, 1989; Hamilton, 1994). 
Government and external  co- operative organizations placed a great deal 
of emphasis initially on the training of managers, ensuring that local 
expertise emerged in very short order to run the increasingly complex 
and substantial commercial operations (Ketilson, 2004). These steps 
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were all important to facilitating the transition from the exploitation 
to the conservation phase. Inuit art served as an important element 
in the commercial viability of the broader  co- operative movement, as 
the  co- operative system expanded into other sectors, including retail-
ing, transport, energy supplies, and tourism. Within two decades, the 
Arctic  co- operative movement had emerged as one of the more success-
ful indigenous adaptations to the  twentieth- century economy (Young, 
1995; Ketilson and MacPherson, 2001).

The conditions created by this innovation enabled the community 
to undertake further innovations. Perhaps most significantly, the 
 co- operative initiative that combined Inuit artistic activity and local 
community development became the foundation for Inuit political 
organization and legal mobilization. Training through the  co- operatives 
developed a region wide network of talented, motivated, and entrepre-
neurial leaders, many of whom became key figures in Inuit politics in 
the 1970s and onward. Furthermore, the region wide gatherings for 
 co- operative meetings generated the solid personal connections needed 
to mobilize Inuit discontent with political, legal, and economic rela-
tions. The connections forged during the Art  co- operative movement 
later came to underpin the Inuit land claims and autonomy move-
ments, and created a disruption in the system which moved it into the 
next release phase. The new interactions in the release phase brought 
together the two initiatives and the settlement of the Inuit land claim. 
Moving through the remaining phases of the social innovation cycle, 
this ultimately led to the creation of the new territory of Nunavut in 
1999, an  Inuit- controlled jurisdiction in northern Canada. What started 
as a means of creating employment in isolated communities and meet-
ing regional retail needs became, in fact, the foundation for political 
mobilization and the transformation of the Canadian Arctic into one 
of the most innovative indigenous political and economic regions in 
the world.

Conclusion

Certain policy instruments will have greater impact at specific points 
in the social innovation process. Recognizing that distinct phases of 
social innovation exist is central to understanding which policy will be 
most suitable to supporting the process; that is, different policies are 
appropriate for the generation, selection, adoption, and institutionali-
zation processes that any social innovation will need to undergo. This 
chapter has argued that  phase- appropriate government interventions 
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facilitate social innovation, and has used resilience theory to explain 
the characteristics of each phase and to demonstrate that an active role 
for government is entirely possible and even necessary.

Using a variety of case studies from different problem domains, this 
chapter examined empirical examples to support the theoretical frame-
work presented. Ultimately, the examples demonstrated the  patterns 
and characteristics described by the phases of adaptive cycle. Four 
propositions were put forth that outline policy options to support the 
different phases of social innovation. In doing so, this chapter made a 
significant contribution by building a deeper understanding of the intri-
cate relationship between public policy and social innovation than has 
previously been discussed in the social innovation and entrepreneur-
ship literature. Much of the scholarship in the past has focused on inno-
vations that are neither transformational nor systemic in their impact. 
Likewise, the literature has historically emphasized the role of govern-
ments as the primary financial supporters of research and development 
in the technology sector, which has limited the analysis of the range of 
policy tools available. Furthermore, although scholars have previously 
recognized that innovation processes may follow a cycle, the practical 
realities of aligning policy tools with specific phases of the innovation 
process has yet to be addressed.

Recognizing that while other factors do contribute to the context 
in which social innovation may occur, the conceptual framework pre-
sented here brings to bear the  co- evolutionary nature of policy choices 
by governments and the social innovations that emerge in various prob-
lem domains. Policies influence a system’s preparedness for the need for 
social innovation and then for its generation, selection, adoption, and 
institutionalization. In turn, the innovation itself affects the type of 
policy responses that are required by the public sector.

Any scholarly effort has limitations and this chapter is no exception. 
Adopting a comparative perspective to examine existing cases is dif-
ficult given that the methodological approach is not a conventional, 
quantitative analysis with common techniques to ensure rigour and 
reliability. But social innovations themselves – as complex, emergent, 
and nonlinear events that involve multiple actors and multiple scales 
across time – are not well suited to traditional techniques (Mumford, 
2002). Furthermore, a more conventional outcome of such a study may 
be to recommend a  well- defined macro policy framework with specific 
policy tools listed for each phase. Instead, the outcome of this chapter’s 
analysis is a description of the characteristics of each phase of the social 
innovation process. However, the chapter is intended to better prepare 
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policy practitioners to recognize similar patterns in their own decision 
making without reducing the complexity of this process to formulaic 
 problem- solution management approaches. This methodological tech-
nique has been recognized as an important tool for analysing complex 
 social- ecological problems previously (Young et al., 2006) and rigour 
can be improved with more detailed analyses in the future.

Moreover, future research could examine whether certain defined 
indicators exist that could help governments to more clearly determine 
how and when to know which policy lever is most appropriate to 
employ. While some research has begun to explore how policy instru-
ments can be combined (e.g. Foxon and Pearson, 2008), an understand-
ing of the dynamic interaction of multiple policies and innovations will 
better inform the process of determining phases and selecting phase 
appropriate policies. Ultimately, the exploration and debate of possible 
public policy reforms for social innovation has only just begun.

Notes
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1. The term ‘scaling out’ is used in the exploitation phase to refer to the replica-
tion of the same innovation in several different locations. The term ‘scaling 
up’ is used in the conservation phase to refer to moving an innovation into 
a broader system. Quite often, to effect transformative change in a broader 
system, the innovation will be reconfigured into an entirely new form to 
suit that context. For instance, the PLAN Institute of British Columbia scaled 
out its original innovation of creating support networks for children with 
disabilities, setting up networks for different families in numerous locations 
around the world. However, when it wanted to scale up its innovative think-
ing to a broader system about how society could provide  long- term security 
for people with disabilities, the social innovation required different tools 
and involved new legislation and new economic instruments, including 
the Registered Disabilities Savings Fund. The perspective suggested by this 
 chapter contends that the local networks and the national policies are all part 
of scaling up a single social innovation.

References

Anchordoguy, M. (1989), Computers Inc., Japan’s Challenge to IBM, Cambridge, 
MA: Harvard University Press.

9780230280175_05_cha03.indd   1089780230280175_05_cha03.indd   108 11/26/2011   2:51:40 PM11/26/2011   2:51:40 PM



M.-L. Moore, F. R. Westley, O. Tjornbo, and C. Holroyd 109

Alvord, S. H., Brown, L. D. and Letts, C. W. (2004), ‘Social Entrepreneurship 
and Societal Transformation’, The Journal of Applied Behavioural Science, 40 (3), 
260–82.

Antadze, N. and Westley, F. (2010), ‘Funding Social Innovation: How do We 
Know What to Grow’, Philanthropy, 23 (3), 343–56.

Austin, J., Stevenson, H. and  Wei- Skillern, J. (2006), ‘Social and Commercial 
Entrepreneurship: Same, Different or Both?’, Entrepreneurship Theory and 
Practice, 30 (1), 1–22.

Berkes, F., Colding, J. and Folke, C. (Eds) (2003), Navigating  Social- Ecological 
Systems: Building Resilience for Complexity and Change, Cambridge, UK: 
Cambridge University Press.

Bodin, Ö. and Crona, B. (2009), ‘The Role of Social Networks in Natural 
Resource Governance: What Relational Patterns make a difference?’, Global 
Environmental Change, 19 (3), 366–74.

Bornstein, D. (2007), How to Change the World: Social Entrepreneurs and the Power 
of New Ideas, Oxford, UK: Oxford University Press.

Braun, E. and Wield, D. (1994), ‘Regulation as a Means for the Social Control of 
Technology’, Technology Analysis and Strategic Management, 6 (3), 259–72.

Burt, R. S. (1992), Structural Holes, Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.
Chapman, T., Forbes, D. and Brown, J. (2007), ‘They Have God on Their Side’: 

The Impact of Public Sector Attitudes on the Development of Social Enterprise’, 
Social Enterprise Journal, 3 (1), 78–89.

Chappin, M. M. H., Vermeulen, W. J. V., Meeus, M. T. H. and Hekkert, 
M. P. (2009), ‘Enhancing Our Understanding of the Role of Environmental 
Policy in Environmental Innovation: Adoption Explained by Accumulation of 
Policy Instruments and  Agent- Based Factors’, Environmental Science and Policy, 
12 (7), 934–47.

Coates, K. S. (1988), ‘On the Outside in Their Homeland: Native People and 
the Evolution of the Yukon Economy’, The Northern Review, 1, Summer 1988, 
73–89.

Coates, K. and Powell, J. (1989), The Modern North: People, Politics and the Rejection 
of Colonialism, Toronto: James Lorimer and Co. Publishers.

Cohen, W. M. and Levinthal, D. A. (1990), ‘Absorptive Capacity: A New Perspective 
on Learning and Innovation’, Administrative Science Quarterly, 35 (1), 128–52.

Collins, J. (1997), ‘The Most Creative Product Ever’, Online: http://www.
jimcollins.com/article_topics/articles/ the- most-creative.html. Accessed: 19 
July 2010.

Crandall, R. (2000), Inuit Art: A History, Jefferson, North Carolina: Macfarland 
Publishers.

Dees, J. G. (1998), ‘The Meaning of ‘Social Entrepreneurship’, Report for the 
Kauffman Centre for Entrepreneurial Leadership, Online: http://www.fuqua.
duke.edu/centers/case/documents/dees_SE.pdf. Accessed: June 2010.

Downes, B. (2001), ‘Yukon 2000: A  Community- Based Planning Effort to Preserve 
“Things That Matter”’, Northern Review, 23, Summer 2001, 121–45.

Duffy, R. Q. (1988), The Road to Nunavut: The Progress of the Eastern Arctic Inuit 
since the Second World War, Montreal: McGill-Queen’s University Press.

Duit, A. and Galaz, V. (2008), ‘Governance and Complexity – Emerging Issues 
for Governance Theory’, Governance: An International Journal of Policy, 
Administration, and Institutions, 21 (3), 311–35.

9780230280175_05_cha03.indd   1099780230280175_05_cha03.indd   109 11/26/2011   2:51:40 PM11/26/2011   2:51:40 PM



110 The Loop, the Lens, and the Lesson

Ernstson, H., Sörlin, S. and Elmqvist, T. (2008), ‘Social Movements and Ecosystem 
Services – The Role of Social Network Structure in Protecting and Managing 
Urban Green Areas in Stockholm’, Ecology and Society, 13 (2), 39. Online: http://
www.ecologyandsociety.org/vol13/iss2/art39/. Accessed: 17 November 2011.

Folke, C., Hahn, T., Olsson, P. and Norberg, J. (2005), ‘Adaptive Governance of Social 
Ecological Systems’, Annual Review of Environment and Resources, 30 (1), 441–73.

Fong, G., Cummings, K., Borland, R., Hastings, G., Hyland, A., Giovino, G., 
Hammond, D. and Thompson, M. (2006), ‘The Conceptual Framework of 
the International Tobacco Control (ITC) Policy Evaluation Project’, Tobacco 
Control, 15 (3), iii3–iii11.

Foxon, T. and Pearson, P. (2008), ‘Overcoming Barriers to Innovation and 
Diffusion of Cleaner Technologies: Some Features of a Sustainable Innovation 
Policy Regime’, Journal of Cleaner Production, 16 (S1), S148–S161.

Geels, F. W. (2002), ‘Technological Transitions as Evolutionary Reconfiguration 
Processes: A  Multi- Level Perspective and a Case Study’, Research Policy, 31 (8–9), 
1257–74.

Giddens, A. (1979), Central Problems in Social Theory, Berkeley, California: University 
of California Press.

Gilsing, V. A. and Duysters, G. M. (2008), ‘Understanding in Exploration 
Networks – Structural and Relational Embeddedness Jointly Considered’, 
Technovation, 28 (10), 693–708.

Graburn, N. (1987), ‘The Discovery of Inuit Art: James Houston’, Inuit Art 
Quarterly, 2 (2) Spring, 3–5.

Graburn, N. (1979), ‘Eskimo Art: The Eastern Canadian Arctic’, in N. Graburn 
(ed.) Ethnic and Tourist Arts: Cultural Expressions from the Fourth World, LA: 
University of California Press.

Green, B. (1988), ‘The Indian Economy’, Northern Perspectives, 16 (2). http://
www.carc.org/index.php?option=com_wrapper&view=wrapper&Itemid=174. 
Accessed: 17 November 2011.

Gunderson, L. H. and Holling C. S. (eds) (2002), Panarchy: Understanding Trans-
formations in Human and Natural Systems, Washington: Island University Press.

Gunderson, L. H., Holling, C. S. and Light, S. (1995), Barriers and Bridges to 
Renewal of Ecosystems and Institutions, NY: Columbia University Press.

Hämäläinen, T. J. (2007), ‘Policy Implications: How to Facilitate the Structural 
Adjustment and Renewal of Advanced Societies, Ch. 5’, in T. J. Hämäläinen 
and R. Heiskala (eds) Social Innovations, Institutional Change and Economic 
Performance: Making Sense of Structural Adjustment Processes in Industrial Sectors, 
Regions and Societies, UK: Edward Elgar.

Hamilton, J. D. (1994), Arctic Revolution: Social Change in the Northwest Territories, 
1935–94, Toronto: Dundurn Press Ltd.

Holling, C. S. (2001), ‘Understanding the Complexity of Economic, Ecological, 
and Social Systems’, Ecosystems, 4 (5), 390–405.

Holling, C. S. (1973), ‘Resilience and Stability of Ecological Systems’, Annual 
Review of Ecology and Systematics, 4 (1), 1–23.

Holroyd, C. (2009), ‘National Mobilization and Global Engagement: 
Understanding Japan’s Response to Global Climate Change Initiatives’, Asian 
Perspective, 33 (2), 73–96.

Holroyd, C. and Coates, K. S. (2007), Innovation Nation: Science and Technology in 
21st Century Japan, London, UK: Palgrave MacMillan.

9780230280175_05_cha03.indd   1109780230280175_05_cha03.indd   110 11/26/2011   2:51:40 PM11/26/2011   2:51:40 PM



M.-L. Moore, F. R. Westley, O. Tjornbo, and C. Holroyd 111

Houston, J. (1995), Confessions of an Igloo Dweller, Toronto: McClelland and 
Stewart.

John, P. (1998), Analysing Public Policy, London, UK: Continuum.
Karpel, S. (2006), ‘Recycling Japan’, Metal Bulletin Monthly, 424, 33–4.
Ketilson, L. (2004), ‘Aboriginal Cooperatives in Canada’, Review of International 

Cooperation, 97 (1), 38–74.
Ketilson, L. and MacPherson, I. (2001), A report on Aboriginal cooperatives in 

Canada. Centre for the Study of Cooperatives: Saskatoon, Canada.
Leadbeater, C. (2007), Social enterprise and social innovation: Strategies for 

the next ten years. A social enterprise think piece for the Office of the Third 
Sector. Online: http://www.eura.org/pdf/leadbeater_news.pdf. Accessed: 
30 November 2010.

Leadbeater, C. (1997), The Rise of the Social Entrepreneur, London, UK: Demos.
Meijer, I. S. M., Hekkert, M. P. and Koppenjan, J. F. M. (2007), ‘How Perceived 

Uncertainties Influence Transitions: The Case of  Micro- CHP in the Netherlands’, 
Technological Forecasting and Social Change, 74, 519–37.

Moore, M.-L. and Westley, F. R. (2011), ‘Public Sector Policy and Strategies for 
Facilitating Social Innovation’, Horizons, 11. Online: http://www.policyre
search.gc.ca/page.asp?pagenm=pub_index. Accessed: 17 November 2011.

Mulgan, G., Ali, R., Halkett, R. and Sanders, B. (2007), In and Out of Sync: The 
Challenge of Growing Social Innovations, London, UK: NESTA. Available at http://
www.socialinnovationexchange.org/node/238. Accessed: 30 November 2010.

Mulgan, G. and Albury, D. Innovation in the Public Sector, 1 (9), 1–40. London: 
Prime Minister’s Strategy Unit/Cabinet Office, 2003. Online: http://www.cabinet
office.gov.uk/media/cabinetoffice/strategy/assets/pubinov2.pdf. Accessed: 
24 November 2010.

Mumford, M. D. (2002), ‘Social Innovation: Ten Cases from Benjamin Franklin’, 
Creativity Research Journal, 14 (2), 253–66.

Nelson, R. R. (1993), National Innovation Systems: A Comparative Analysis, Oxford, 
UK: Oxford University Press.

NESTA (2009), ‘People Powered Responses to Climate Change: Mapping 
 Community- Led Proposals to NESTA’s Big Green Challenge’, Full Report com-
missioned by NESTA, July 2009, London UK.

Nicholls, A. (2010), ‘The Legitimacy of Social Entrepreneurship: Reflexive 
Isomorphism in a  Pre- Paradigmatic Field’, Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 
34 (4), 611–33.

Nicholls, A. (2006), Social Entrepreneurship: New Models of Sustainable Social 
Change, Oxford, UK: Oxford University Press.

Northern Perspectives (1988–9), Mining the Popular Wisdom, 16 (2), March–April.
Olsson, P., Folke, C. and Berkes, F. (2004), ‘Adaptive  Co- Management for Building 

Resilience in  Social- Ecological Systems’, Environmental Management, 34 (1), 
75–90.

Padgett, J. F and McLean, P. D. (2006), ‘Organizational Invention and Elite 
Transformation: The Birth of Partnership Systems in Renaissance Florence’, 
American Journal of Sociology, 111 (5), 1463–568.

Phills, J. A., Deiglmeier, K. and Miller, D. T. (2008), ‘Rediscovering Social 
Innovation’, Stanford Social Innovation Review, 6 (4), 34–43.

PRI (Policy Research Initiative) ‘Talking About Social Innovation: Summary of 
International Round Table on Social Innovation’, Prepared for: PRI Project on 

9780230280175_05_cha03.indd   1119780230280175_05_cha03.indd   111 11/26/2011   2:51:41 PM11/26/2011   2:51:41 PM



112 The Loop, the Lens, and the Lesson

social management of risk, Government of Canada, 2010. Online: http://www.
policyresearch.gc.ca/doclib/2010-0047-eng.pdf. Accessed: 1 December 2010.

Scheffer, M. and Westley, F. R. (2007), ‘The Evolutionary Basis of Rigidity: Locks 
in Cells, Minds and Society’, Ecology and Society, 12 (2), 36. Online: http://www.
ecologyandsociety.org/vol12/iss2/art36/. Accessed: 17 November 2011.

Schumpeter, J. A. (1937), The Theory of Economic Development, Boston, MA: 
Harvard University Press.

Tjornbo, O., Westley, F. and Riddell, D. (2010), ‘Case Study: The Great Bear 
Rainforest’, University of Waterloo: SiG@Waterloo Case Study 003.

Trist, E. L. (1983), ‘Referent Organizations and the Development of  Inter-
 Organizational Domains’, Human Relations, 36 (3), 269–84.

Ueno, K. (2002), ‘Current Status of Home Appliance Recycling in Japan’, 
Environmentally Conscious Products (ECP) Newsletter of the Japan 
Environmental Management Association for Industry, 18.

Utterback, J. M. and Abernathy, W. J. (1975), ‘A Dynamic Model of Product and 
Process Innovation’, Omega, 3 (6), 639–56.

Van de Ven, A., Polley, D. E., Garud, R. and Venkataraman, S. (1999), ‘The 
Innovation Journey’, Oxford, UK: Oxford University Press.

Van de Ven, A. and Polley, D. (1992), ‘Learning while Innovating’, Organization 
Science, 3 (1), 92–116.

Van de Ven, A. (1986), ‘Central Problems in the Management of Innovation’, 
Management Science, 32 (5), 590–607.

Vo�, J.-P. (2007), ‘Innovation Processes in Governance: The Development of 
“Emissions Tranding” as a New Policy Instrument’, Science and Public Policy, 
34 (5), 329–43.

Vo�, J.-P., Bauknecht, D. and Kemp, R. (Eds) (2006), Reflexive Governance for 
Sustainable Development, UK: Edward Elgar.

Weisbord, M and S. Janoff. Future Search. San Francisco:  Barrett- Koehler, 2000.
Westall, A. (2007), How Can Innovation in Social Enterprise be Understood, 

Encouraged and Enabled? A Social Enterprise Think Piece for the Office of the 
Third Sector’, Online: http://www.eura.org/pdf/westall_news.pdf. Accessed: 
30 November 2010.

Westley, F. and Antadze, N. (2010), ‘Making a Difference: Strategies for Scaling 
Social Innovation for Greater Impact’, The Innovation Journal, 15 (2) article 2. 
Online: https://www.innovation.cc/ all- issues.htm. Accessed: 26 November 
2010.

Westley, F. R., Zimmerman, B. and Patton, M. Q. (2006), Getting to Maybe: How 
the World is Changed, Toronto, ON: Vintage Canada.

Westley, F. and Vredenburg, H. (1997), ‘Interorganizational Collaboration and 
the Preservation of Global Biodiversity’, Organization Science, 8 (4) 381–403.

Westley, F. and Vredenburg, H. (1991), ‘Strategic Bridging: The Collaboration 
between Environmentalists and Businesses in the Marketing of Green 
Products’, Journal of Applied Behavioral Science, 27 (1), 65–90.

Yamaguchi, M. (2002), ‘Extended Producer Responsibility in Japan’, ECP 
(Environmentally Conscious Products) Newsletter of the Japan Environmental 
Management Association for Industry, no 19.

Yin, R. (1994), Case Study Research: Design and Methods (2nd edn), Beverly Hills, 
CA: Sage Publishing.

9780230280175_05_cha03.indd   1129780230280175_05_cha03.indd   112 11/26/2011   2:51:41 PM11/26/2011   2:51:41 PM



M.-L. Moore, F. R. Westley, O. Tjornbo, and C. Holroyd 113

Young, E. (1995), Third World in the First: Development and Indigenous Peoples. 
London: Routledge, 239–45.

Young, O. R., Lambin, E. F., Alcock, F., Haberl, H., Karlsson, S. I., McConnell, 
W. J., Myint, T., Pahl- Wostl, C., Polsky, C., Ramakrishnan, P., Schroeder, 
S., Scouvart, M. and Verburg, P. H. (2006), ‘A Portfolio Approach to Analyzing 
Complex  Human- Environment Interactions: Institutions and Land Change’, 
Ecology and Society, 11 (2), 31. Online: http://www.ecologyandsociety.org/
vol11/iss2/art31/. Accessed: 17 November 2011.

Yukon Territorial Assembly (1989), Hansard, Speech from the Throne, 8 March 
1989. Online: http://www.hansard.gov.yk.ca/27-legislature/session1/001_Mar_
8_1989.html. Accessed: 1 December 2010.

Yukon Territory Department of Economic Development (1988), Yukon Economic 
Strategy – Yukon 2000 – Building the Future, Whitehorse: Government of 
Yukon.

Yukon Territory (1988), Yukon Training Strategy December 1988 Whitehorse: 
Government of Yukon. http://www.education.gov.yk.ca/pdf/yukon_training_
strategy.pdf. Accessed: 1 November 2009.

9780230280175_05_cha03.indd   1139780230280175_05_cha03.indd   113 11/26/2011   2:51:41 PM11/26/2011   2:51:41 PM


