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Welcome, Wunya! 

Back in August 2019 we sat under a tree to talk about how Australian Universities could work 
better together and collaborate on projects that would support the social enterprise sector. 
This led to the formation of The Australian University Social Enterprise Alliance which now has 
over 50 members meeting regularly. A key goal of the Alliance was to host the 2022 Academic 
Symposium in collaboration with the Social Enterprise World Forum and Whitebox. And here 
we are today! 

On behalf of the Alliance, I’d like to welcome you. It is wonderful to have you as a part of this 
symposium, we are so excited about the new opportunities that evolve from the conversations 
and connections taking place today. 

We would like to acknowledge the Turrbal and Yugara, as the First Nations owners of the lands 
where Queensland University of Technology (QUT) now stands. We pay respects to their 
Elders, lores, customs and creation spirits. We recognise that these lands have always been 
places of teaching, research and learning and we acknowledge the important role Aboriginal 
and Torres Strait Islander people play within the community. 

We would also like to acknowledge Emerald Publishing for their sponsorship of the symposium, 
and everyone who has given their time including the co-chairs of each stream, the volunteers, 
and all the presenters and panellists who are sharing their research, experiences, and ideas 
with us. 

Have a fantastic and terrific day! 

Dr Ruth Knight 

On behalf of the Australian University Social Enterprise Alliance 

Welcome from Emerald Publishing 

As proud sponsors, we hope to support the advancement of research and education in this 
important area.  Our goal has always been to help those in academia or people in practice work 
together to make a positive change in the real world.  Going beyond the bounds of a traditional 
publisher, we want to be a facilitator of impact, encouraging equitable, healthy, and 
sustainable research and publishing for all. 

Thank you for your contributions. 

Emerald Publishing  
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Keynote Presentation 

 

Jo Barraket 

Professor & Director | Melbourne Social Equity Institute | Australia  

Michelle Evans 

Director | Dilin Duwa Centre for Indigenous Business Leadership | Australia  

 

Stream 1: Wellbeing economies and the role of social 
enterprise 

Panel: Mutual Mindset, Cooperative and Wellbeing  

Antony Mcmullen, BCCM 

Melina Morrison, CEO, BCCM  

Dr Paul Thambar, Monash Business School  

Richard Warner, Community Living  

Social enterprises help alleviate social inequalities within our communities (McKinnon, 
Kennedy and De Cotta, 2022). They contribute to improved individual wellbeing, enable 
growth, increased feelings of security and comfort amongst their beneficiaries and staff, and 
provide opportunities for social connections, therapy, and healing (Farmer et al., 2021, 
McKinnon et al., 2022). Social enterprises which are non-profit but focus on generating 
revenues for their purpose have sprung up in different parts of the economy and community 
to fill a space vacated by government and business. Social enterprises help individuals and 
communities thrive and develop services which enable wellbeing. 

Cooperative and mutual enterprises (CMEs) are an original form of social enterprise (Westoby 
and Shevelar, 2019) which is under-appreciated by the broader and more recently developed 
community of social enterprises. The CME business model has existed in many countries for 
decades but has had limited visibility as a functioning and effective organisational form focused 
on economic and social value creation. In Australia, eight in ten Australians belong to a CME as 
a member but only three in ten are aware of CMEs (National Mutual Economy Report, 2021, 
BCCM). CMEs collectively have around 31 million memberships, employ around 70,000 staff 
and contribute around $35 billion to the Australian economy (National Mutual Economy 
Report, 2021, BCCM). CMEs operate in many industry sectors in Australia including housing, 



 

Page 6 
 

education, welfare, health, disability and aged care, and Indigenous services. Globally, the top 
300 CMEs account for over US$2 trillion in revenues. For taxation purposes CMEs can be 
categorised as non-profit (some registered charities) or for-profit. CMEs create value for social 
reinvestment. 

Two elements of the business model make CMEs a distinctive form of social enterprise. First, 
CMEs are member-owned and focus on supporting and creating value and impact for 
members. Member value propositions are an important aspect of how CMEs enact this. 
Members are involved in the governance of CMEs and contribute by supporting the CME in 
different ways. Member wellbeing is a key focus for a CME and operational activities are 
designed and executed to enact this for members. CME members are part of city and regional 
communities and therefore, their individual wellbeing has positive implications for the 
community. CMEs can and do provide services directly to communities that they are 
embedded in and directly impact the wellbeing of their communities. Second, CMEs have a 
culture known as the Mutual Mindset. The Mutual Mindset is part of the DNA of a CME and 
provides a foundation for its identity and purpose. The Mutual Mindset is linked to the CME 
values and is aligned to how they make decisions, how they govern, how they are accountable 
and how they design and carry out operational activities. 

On this panel, we will discuss the CME business model in detail and how it functions as a form 
of social enterprise; consider a new performance measurement framework (Mutual Value 
Measurement Framework) which helps measure and report on the value generated by CMEs; 
and, showcase a CME that is actively contributing to community wellbeing. 

Workers’ social cooperative in the area of public mental health in Argentina: 

support for the wellbeing of stigmatised populations   

Dr Ana Inés Heras, National University of San Martín  

Social cooperatives are organisations co-created jointly by people who suffer from mental 
health issues, professionals of health (psychologists, occupational therapists and social 
workers), and volunteers (artists, students, activists) who create a social solidarity enterprise 
to support an inviting working environment for people who are usually stigmatised and find it 
very challenging to access work (Bejarano & Vázquez, 2021). In Argentina, these types of 
organisations are located in public hospitals, non-for-profit organisations, and universities. 
Sometimes, they are even situated in hybrid/border spaces (e.g., more than one organisation 
decides to network with others to create an in-between physical collaborative location, or a 
collaborative institutional agreement is made within one of the organisations). There are 
around 60 social cooperatives in Argentina; in turn grouped in a National Network of Social 
Cooperatives since 2017 (Bejarano et al., 2019). 
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Our team (institutionally placed simultaneously at a National Public University and at a non-
for-profit Institute) was invited to be a part of the Network in 2018, and since then we have 
been: a) documenting the learning processes that the social cooperatives develop, specifically 
in regard to the social solidarity frameworks at play in their cooperatives, and b) studying 
critically the public policy that regulates these types of organisations, to identify obstacles and 
suggest changes to better support these kinds of social solidarity small enterprises. 

In this presentation, I will organise my talk around three aspects. Firstly, I will provide an 
analytical description of some structures created within these cooperatives, documented by 
our collaborative work. I will characterise the flexible, always-in-transformation, and thus fluid 
structuring structures created by participants, showing the relationship between these 
organisational creations and the processes of direct participation of members (e.g., in monthly 
assemblies, committees, and small working groups) who are situated in different positions 
because of the role in which they were invited to join when they came into the group. 

Secondly, I will discuss how these organisational structures created within these cooperatives 
have been developing a praxis of care for wellbeing, highlighting both the possibilities and 
challenges presented to participants. I will relate this analysis to the overall concept of 
autogestion and heterogeneity in participation. 

Lastly, I will discuss a third aspect, namely how our collaborative research work on these 
processes and with these organisations has been informing recent changes in public policy. 
Thus, some of the results of the in-progress analysis was put to work in almost-real-time during 
2020-2022 because specific conditions of possibility were at place. 

I will conceptually ground my talk in the concepts of structuring structures, heterogeneous 
participation processes of autogestión, and collaborative knowledge generation of collective 
property. I intend to show that several tools, methods, concepts, and ways of thinking are to 
be composed together in a framework grounded both in disciplines (such as ethnography, 
interactional sociolinguistics, political philosophy, community and diverse economies, and 
psychoanalysis) and in the collective experience of participants who meet to think and act 
together with an understanding of parity and mutuality (Heras, 2014; 2018). 
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The Catalan co-operative movement and solidarity economy: co-operative self-

management, job quality, and social transformation in service-sector 

professions  

Dr Emma Lees, University of Sydney  

Dr Emma Lees will present from her PhD, research that traced the evolution of the Catalan co-
operative movement and the solidarity economy between the years 1975 and 2019. The 
solidarity economy proposes a transformative development model that prioritises putting 
people, planet, and social justice at the centre of its socio-economic activity, rather than capital 
and profit-maximisation. Emma will draw from her interviews with service-sector professionals 
and technicians of worker co-operatives based in Barcelona. She will share experiences of how 
these co-operators have approached the tensions involved in sustaining their ethical values 
while navigating multiple objectives and pursuing job quality in capitalist market environments 
that are often unfavourable to such aims. Her interviewees included architects, legal- finance- 
and organisation professionals, social scientists, journalists, educators, software and 
multimedia designers, musicians, and audio-visual technicians. 

The role of plural notions of a social enterprise in fostering well -being through 

the sharing economy  

Dr Bronwen Morgan, Professor of Law, University of New South Wales  

When the sharing economy emerged in the early 2000s, there were multiple understandings 
of its potential to foster well-being in a broad sense. Over its first decade, two competing ideas 
of the sharing economy emerged. The first, now familiar and strongly associated with the ‘gig 
economy’ or ‘on-demand economy’ was define in 2016 as “access-based consumption of 
products or services that can be online or offline” but usually using “online marketplaces and 
social networking technologies to facilitate peer-to-peer sharing of resources (such as space, 
money, goods, skills and services) between individuals, who may be both suppliers and 
consumers” (Barnes & Mattsson 2016). This commercial version of understandings of the 
sharing economy can be contrasted with a perspective that highlights a wide range of practices 
ranging across degrowth, grass-roots innovation, community economies, sustainability-based 
and eco-social enterprise and platform cooperativism. These share with the commercial 
version a focus on peer-to-peer frameworks, but with much less emphasis on profit and more 
on values of community, sustainability, equity or frugality. 

This paper returns to data collected almost a decade ago, primarily in 2013, to explore a 
longitudinal perspective on developments since 2013 that have undermined or favoured one 
or other of these two models. Our hypothesis is that the second model is better positioned to 
create broad community wellbeing. From 2012, under the auspices of the Australian Future 
Fellowship Award FT110100483, the author conducted primary research into five types of 
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community-based social enterprises that emerged as creative responses to resource depletion 
and climate change: car-sharing, community-owned energy, community-supported 
agriculture, co-working and reuse/recycle projects. Some of these, particularly car-sharing, co-
working and many reuse projects, use web-based technology to enable “access rather than 
ownership”, and as such resonated with the commercial version of the sharing economy. 
Others, especially in the energy and food sectors, focused on renewed forms of collective 
urban life that responded to the local situation and the interests and values of the 
communities, connecting consumers much more closely with producers and stressing the 
social nature of those ties, even while they also use technology to sidestep intermediaries such 
as supermarkets or large energy companies. 

Twenty case studies organised by ‘sector’ were conducted, including 50 interviews with 
founders or leaders (and sometimes with others from the initiatives) in Australia (mostly 
Sydney) and the UK (mostly Bristol). A further ten interviews with support organisations (legal, 
financial, local government, and business planning professionals) were also conducted, and the 
interview data as a whole supplemented extensive informal contact with policy and support 
issues for social and sustainable business through participant observation in workshops, 
conferences and policy working groups or taskforces. In this paper, the author will re-interview 
in 2022 a sample of the original interviewees, as well as analyse the original transcripts, to elicit 
the most important changes over a decade in the legal and regulatory frameworks for 
supporting social enterprise that promote or undermine broad well-being. 

Enabling a Genuine Sharing Economy for Improved Social Care Outcomes: A 

Platform Cooperative Case Study  

Jodie Hampson, PhD Candidate, University of New South Wales 

The sharing economy, with its foundations in solidarity, reciprocity and grassroots cooperation 
through shared access to resources, has been widely promoted as a positive direction for 
society. Too often, however, sharing economy ideals have been utilised for profit purposes, 
where competition and private ownership have been prioritised over cooperative social 
relationships of care and mutual support. As such, these capitalist-oriented sharing economy 
initiatives are often critiqued for exploiting labour, the resources of service users and for 
avoiding regulation (Schor, 2020). These negative impacts can be managed through a costly 
system of state regulation and/or the cultivation of more democratic sharing arrangements 
(Schor, 2020). 

In its potential to provide the structural interventions necessary, platform cooperativism has 
been positioned as a positive direction for enabling democratic sharing arrangements and a 
holistically sustainable model for the sharing economy. As cooperatively owned and 
democratically governed businesses that utilise an online platform to facilitate their services, 
platform cooperatives potentially bring together the benefits of cooperative governance with 
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internet technology. This incorporates the merging of the cooperative identity, including values 
and principles, with the transformational digital platform benefits of automation, sophisticated 
rating systems, the capacity to redistribute value and the scaling capacity of online networking 
(Schor, 2020). This research is focused on exploring the real-world experiences of social care 
focused platform cooperatives that place participation and collaboration, including digital 
technology enabled participation and collaboration, and democratic ownership, at the centre 
of social care interventions. 

In contributing to platform cooperative governance empirical evidence, this research utilises 
an organisational case study approach. Equal Care, as one of the research case-studies, is the 
United Kingdom’s first multi-stakeholder social care platform co-operative (Borkin, 2019). As a 
multi-stakeholder cooperative, Equal Care is owned by numerous member groups, including 
supported members, worker members, advocate members and investor members. As a newly 
emerging model, there is limited theoretical and empirical knowledge regarding multi-
stakeholder platform cooperatives, and Equal Care, therefore, are a valuable addition to the 
research case-study focus. 

Collectively, the multi-stakeholder cooperative form, their self-managed teams model, their 
sharing economy approach to care and the platform interconnect as an all-encompassing 
governance framework for Equal Care. The multi-stakeholder and sharing economy aspect of 
the model have the capacity to incentivise the diversity of skills, expertise, motivation, and 
good-will that is necessary to address the wicked problems currently experienced within the 
care sector. In addition, contrary to the siloed competitive approach dominating traditional 
business models, Equal Care see themselves as a part of a growing global ‘solidarity economy’ 
movement. This collaborative ecosystem, and the support associated, is instrumental to the 
continuing development of Equal Care. Whilst Equal Care remains within the early stages of its 
developmental journey, its potential for systemically transforming the care relationship and 
the sector is apparent. As such, this research will reveal the unique contribution of platform 
cooperatives in enabling the deeper levels of participation, including digital technology 
enabled participation and collaboration, meaningful relationships, sentiments of ownership, 
belonging, and worth that are foundational to community wellbeing and social care outcomes. 
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Is external support and business planning critical for Rural Social Enterprise 

Performance in Developing Countries? Empirical evidence from Uganda  

Dr Peter Musinguzi, University of New England Business School   

Professor Derek Baker, University of New England Business School  

Professor Renato A. Villano, University of New England Business School  

Social enterprises (SEs) are touted as a tool for steering equitable and sustainable development 
in both developing and developed countries through addressing today’s intractable challenges 
e.g., poverty and inequality (Bansal et al., 2019; Rahdari et al., 2016; Yunus & Weber, 2007) 
which are disproportionately faced in rural areas (Bird et al., 2012; Mair et al., 2016; Sabina et 
al., 2014; World Bank, 2021). This is because rurality poses challenges such as unprofitability 
and neglect by most states regarding service provision (Steiner et al., 2019; Steiner & Teasdale, 
2019; Steinerowski et al., 2008). SEs, hereafter Rural social enterprises (RSEs) have been shown 
to be vital for operating and providing essential services in regional/rural conditions (Barraket 
et al., 2019; Kabeer & Sulaiman, 2015; McKinnon et al., 2021; Richter et al., 2019). Despite a 
clear application of RSEs to marginalised rural areas, they have been sparsely studied in 
developing country contexts (Rivera-Santos et al., 2015). SEs require effective management for 
improved performance but there is a general lack of business and management research in the 
developing world especially in Africa (Barnard, 2020; Kolk & Rivera-Santos, 2018) which is 
infested with many organisational and enterprise management challenges (Bloom et al., 2012; 
George et al., 2016; Nkomo, 2017; Zoogah & Peng, 2015).  

To avoid poor enterprise management in SEs, there is need for design and employment of 
appropriate strategies (Austin et al., 2006; Ciambotti, 2020; Ciambotti & Pedrini, 2019; Yaari 
et al., 2020) which necessitates an understanding of SEs’ critical success factors (CSFs). These 
are conceptualised as resources and/or capabilities required for improved SE performance 
(Cheah et al., 2019a, 2019b; Satar & John, 2016; Sharir & Lerner, 2006). There is persistent lack 
of conceptual theorisation, and practical direction, about SEs’ performance given sparse 
quantitative and theory driven management research for enabling generalised approaches to 
improving SE performance (Short et al., 2009). Based on resource dependence theory (Ndofor 
et al., 2011; Pfeffer & Salancik, 2003; Sheppard, 1995), this study offers initial steps towards a 
solution by establishing a model and examining external support (financial and training 
support) and business planning as CSFs that influence RSE performance. A survey was used for 
data collection in 2020 from 521 RSEs from Uganda and analysis was conducted using 
structural equation modelling in AMOS (Thakkar, 2020) and SmartPLS for importance-
performance map analysis (IPMA) (Abalo et al., 2007; Hair et al., 2017; Ringle & Sarstedt, 2016). 
Results indicate a need for a close correlation of business planning with financial and training 
support for a significant impact on RSE performance. This concurs with Cheah et al. (2019b) to 
question mainstream wisdom that for-profit business management practices are not suitable 
for SEs. The IPMA was consistent with path coefficients portraying training support, business 
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planning, and financial support as CSFs for improved RSE performance, although training 
support and business planning contribute more to RSE performance when compared to 
financial support. This reiterates the importance of capacity building through relevant trainings 
and business planning practices that should precede financial support for improved RSE 
performance in rural developing country contexts.  

Our study contributes to; i) social entrepreneurship methods and theory through applying a 
quantitative and theory driven management research that identifies CSFs for enabling 
generalised approaches to improving SE performance in developing country contexts and thus 
broadly contributes to organisational effectiveness literature and, ii) practice by providing 
valuable information vital for appropriate strategy formulation and decision making by SE 
practitioners, future social entrepreneurs and supporting agencies with specific developing 
country destinations in mind. 

Necessity Entrepreneurship in Africa  

Jamil Ebrahim-Ahomed, The University of Queensland 

Necessity entrepreneurship has been defined as those that pursue ventures in order to survive. 
They are faced with a lack of opportunities for employment and government support, leaving 
the majority of those in the developing world no option but to start their own ventures. The 
concept of necessity entrepreneurship and the notion of starting and growing an enterprise in 
an underdeveloped context is worth exploring, particularly in Africa. This study seeks to explore 
an entrepreneurial venture in a fragile socio-economic context. It will involve collecting 
empirical evidence on the entrepreneurial journey of an aquaponic farm in rural Zimbabwe. 
We anticipate that the findings will give us a better understanding of the barriers faced along 
the journey, as well as the decisions made, and strategies used for starting up, for growing, 
and for generating social and community impact. The significance of this study is of great 
importance to practitioners, scholars, and policymakers, as it intends to shed light on how 
necessity entrepreneurship can be used as a development tool in poverty-stricken contexts. 

There will be three particular areas the study will focus on as it maps the journey of a venture 
in an underdeveloped context. These are: 

• The entrepreneurial mindset and the process of opportunity identification 
• The navigation of various barriers faced when starting up, operating, and growing 
• The social and community impacts that may outlive the venture 

The study intends to use the Gioia method for qualitative research which is designed to 
generate grounded theory. Raw data from the case will be synthesised into first order 
concepts, which will be descriptive and informant-centric. From this, second order themes will 
then be constructed, which are largely researcher-centric. Second order themes will form the 
basis of the grounded model. 
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The study seeks to gather data for analysis through: 

• Questionnaires designed to map the series of events from start to finish 
• Series of semi-structured interviews to analyse the decisions made and strategies used 
• Structured interviews to analyse the social and community impact 
• Secondary data will also be collected from media, social media, and existing data that 

the venture is willing to share in the form of reports 

The study aims to contribute in three areas. Firstly, the study seeks to have a theoretical 
contribution through advancing the theory and practice of social entrepreneurship in Africa. 
Secondly, from a practical standpoint, the study seeks to inform the design and development 
of support mechanisms for entrepreneurs in fragile contexts. Lastly, in terms of policy, the 
study aims to inform policy approaches that foster, facilitate, and maximise the social and 
economic impact of these entrepreneurs. 

Panel: Fostering wellbeing through enhancing collective capabilities in rural 

communities  

Dr James Gordon, Research Fellow, The Australian National University  

Dr Babita Bhatt, Senior Lecturer, The Australian National University  

Ms Ruby Power, Research Assistant, The Australian National University  

Professor Israr Qureshi, The Australian National University  

This session aims to advance the conversation on the barriers and opportunities for social 
enterprises to enhance the wellbeing of rural communities through the lens of collective 
capabilities. Capability expansion, the process of expanding the real freedom that people enjoy 
(Sen, 1999, p.3), is seen as important for market inclusion (Ansari, Munir, & Gregg, 2012) and 
to combat poverty and marginalization (Sen, 1999). The extant literature has examined how 
social enterprises expand the capabilities of marginalised populations by increasing their 
access to information, access to technology, or access to formal institutions (e. g., Haugh & 
Talwar, 2016). While the earlier research in this area equated providing skills, training, and new 
technologies with capabilities expansion, emerging research highlights the role of social 
context (Qureshi, Sutter & Bhatt, 2018) and community dynamics (Ansari et al., 2012) in 
building capabilities. This community-centric approach to capability development suggests 
using existing social structures to build collective capabilities for communities. However, given 
that heterogeneity and hierarchies are the defining features of communities, how social 
enterprises enhance the agency and autonomy of diverse groups (including the agency of the 
most marginalised) needs more understanding. This panel of four academics will bring their 
expertise in working on community engagement, social well-being, and market inclusion. 
Through examples of our various social enterprise research, the panel aims to demonstrate 
how social enterprises increase the participation of community members, enable communities 
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to lead their own development, and also enhance the agency of the most marginalised (Bhatt, 
Qureshi, & Sutter, 2022; McKinnon, Kennedy, & De Cotta, 2022; Roy & Farmer, 2021). Of 
particular interest is understanding the meaning and interpretations around “community”, 
paradoxes between individual vs collective capabilities, and the governance structure needed 
to enhance such capabilities. 

Social entrepreneurs’ wellbeing: Framing away and focusing on recovery  

Andreana Drencheva, Senior Lecturer in Entrepreneurship, King’s College London  

Wellbeing is a state in which individuals realise their potential, can cope with the normal 
stresses of life, can work productively, and contribute to their communities (WHO, 2014). 
Social enterprises, as organisations that address social needs through market mechanisms 
(Mair et al., 2012), can contribute to the wellbeing of individuals and communities in numerous 
ways: from providing healthcare to supporting the development of community cohesion and 
positive relationships (Mair et al., 2012; McKinnon et al., 2022; Roy et al., 2014). While there 
is increasing attention on the role of social enterprises in fostering wellbeing amongst service 
users, employees, and communities, the impact of starting and leading a social enterprise on 
social entrepreneurs’ wellbeing is poorly understood. 

Social entrepreneurship can be a source of wellbeing for social entrepreneurs as it enables 
autonomy (Kibler et al., 2019), authenticity, and growth (Au et al., 2021). However, emerging 
research also shows that social entrepreneurs can experience illbeing, including burnout, due 
to stress, depleted personal resources, and little focus on recovery outside of the work domain 
(Dempsey & Sanders, 2010; Kibler et al., 2019). Yet, recovery as the restoration of physiological 
and psychological resources through disengagement from work and recuperation from stress 
is essential for wellbeing (Williamson et al., 2021). 

In this article, we investigate why social entrepreneurs can experience low wellbeing or even 
illbeing by focusing on the narratives they employ to frame away their lack of attention to 
recovery through engagement with activities outside of work. To address this issue, we use in-
depth qualitative data from interviews with 40 Malaysian social entrepreneurs who founded 
social enterprises addressing a wide range of social issues including gender inequality, 
education access, unethical employment, and poverty. 

Our analysis shows that social entrepreneurs use four distinct narratives to explain their 
relationship with wellbeing and recovery: accepting, justifying, postponing, and learning. The 
acceptance narrative (“This is the job.”) involves internalising the demands of the social 
entrepreneur role as requiring long hours and little space and time for the self. The justification 
narrative (“It is for the greater good.”) defends the lack of recovery by focusing on the 
worthiness of the sacrifice to achieve social impact for others. The postponement narrative (“It 
is only for now.”) involves temporal boundaries within which the demands of the role are 
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accepted in the hope that at some point in the future, these demands will be lower, and thus, 
there will be space for recovery. Finally, the learning narrative (“I have learnt after burning 
out.”) involves initially framing away the lack of recovery and eventually engaging with 
recovery after episodes of burnout. 

From a research perspective, this article contributes to the emerging research on social 
entrepreneurs’ ill/wellbeing by shedding light on why social entrepreneurs may neglect 
recovery. Practically, the findings from this research can be used in support 
initiatives/programmes for (nascent) social entrepreneurs where insights can be embedded to 
better support social entrepreneurs in developing their personal approaches toward wellbeing. 

Mindfulness as a tool for building changemakers’ resilience and wellbeing  

Steve Williams, Founder, Mind Flow Grow  

What are we talking about? Mindfulness as a tool for wellbeing. 

Mindful awareness helps build resilience and increases wellbeing for changemakers. I use the 
term changemakers to capture a broad range of people working in and supporting the social 
enterprise ecosystem. This is an inclusive term that endeavours to capture everyone from 
social entrepreneurs, to academics, to funders, to policy makers. 

Mindfulness is a proven tool for building changemakers’ resilience and wellbeing. “Mindfulness 
is defined as a moment-to-moment awareness of one’s experience without judgment” (Davis 
and Hayes, 2011). This helps us stay absolutely present with whatever is happening, with the 
“ever-changing nature of inner and outer reality” (Siegel, 2010). Mindfulness helps 
changemakers in “maintaining an open hearted awareness of our thoughts, emotions, bodily 
sensations, and environment, in the present moment” (Bunting, 2016). 

So what does that mean for those creating social change? They can use mindfulness in their 
everyday life. 

Davis and Hayes (2011) in the American Psychological Association (APA) Journal state the 
“affective benefits” of mindfulness include, emotion regulation, decreased reactivity and 
increased response flexibility, interpersonal and intrapersonal benefits, and importantly 
decreased stress and anxiety. 

Mindful self-awareness then builds resilience and wellbeing in changemakers by helping us to 
come back to the present moment, enabling us to know what we’re thinking and feeling, 
increasing self-regulation, and decreasing stress and anxiety. This is as important in everyday 
life, as it is in the workplace. 
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Now what are the implications and significance of this? Changemakers will be less stressed and 
continue to create change (less burnout in the sector). 

Research on the effects of mindfulness on psychotherapists includes positive effects in 
empathy, compassion, counselling skills, and decreased stress & anxiety (Davis and Hayes, 
2011). Similar effects for nurses and nursing students were reported by van der Riet, Levett-
Jones and Aquino-Russell (2018), “The results of this review identified that mindfulness 
meditation has a positive impact on nurses' and nursing students' stress, anxiety, depression, 
burnout, sense of well-being and empathy.” 

A 2005 study reported in the International Journal of Stress Management stated that: 
“Employees and managers in a healthcare setting are regularly confronted with stress in the 
form of physical and mental suffering as well as strong emotions (their own or those of their 
patients). Adequate stress management (in the form of mindfulness training) can improve the 
health of these professionals and the quality of care they provide to patients” (in Janssen M, 
Heerkens Y, Kuijer W, van der Heijden B & Engels J, 2018). 

The implications of this for changemakers, social entrepreneurs, and the wider ecosystem is 
that mindfulness is a tool that can be used to address stress and burnout in the workplace for 
those designing and driving change, and flows on to the beneficiaries they are working with 
and for. Mindfulness helps changemakers continue to create change. 
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Stream 2: Social innovation and enterprise - teaching 
and practice 

Blended pedagogy: Perspectives on social entrepreneurship teaching and 

practice  

Dr Ayda Succarie, Lecturer Human Resources and Management, Schools of 

Business, Western Sydney, University.  

Dr Isaac Lyne, Postdoctoral Research Fellow, Institute for Culture and Society, 

Western Sydney University  

Social entrepreneurs are considered ‘change agents’ in the social sector, adopting a mission to 
create and sustain social value (Chell, 2007). They recognise and pursue new opportunities to 
serve that mission and engage in continuous innovation, adaption, and learning. Social 
entrepreneurs act boldly without being limited by available resources and are socially 
committed innovators (Aggestam, 2017). This paper provides insights about adopting a 
blended pedagogical approach by combining philosophies of social change with business 
management and organisation studies for a group of MBA students learning about governance, 
ethics, and social entrepreneurship. 

Historically, disciplines like appreciative inquiry inform change management. Likewise, 
organisation studies provide nuances in organisational learning of the third and fourth sectors. 
Nonetheless, exploring how change happens more critically using a management lens can 
inform the change process. Essentially, the overarching perspective on social entrepreneurship 
teaching and practice is the orientation of the change management discipline towards social 
change. When thinking about social change, there is a gap in how to apply that model (Miesing 
& Aggestam 2017). However, a change management perspective allows students to 
understand how to implement change by developing start-ups or ventures through a ‘theory 
of change’. 

While thinking about change through a critical and theological process is not an algorithm that 
creates a solution to social problems per se, when exploring organisational research, within a 
change management dimension, a behavioural approach enables the analysis of human 
behaviour and practice. Subsequently, when teaching social enterprise through business 
models, the focus is often economically driven and focuses on stakeholder modelling. 
However, the limitations to contemplating social change in this regard are compensated for 
when students consider sociological elements. 

The theory of change approach is used widely by practitioners of social entrepreneurship to 
“map out the steps that will lead them to have the intended positive change on society” (Bacq 
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2017, p.1). For instance, in a subject focused on teaching social entrepreneurship, a group of 
MBA students explored business models through the theory of change and developed a deeper 
appreciation of how to become change agents in the social sector. Students were able to 
critically examine their personal assumptions, discern the time needed for different results to 
be realised, and approach prevalent epistemologies from a more critical, interdisciplinary point 
of view. This added intrinsic elements of learning for students who become invested in the 
change process, striving to achieve a business model that really captured the needs of society 
from a more informed, bottom-upwards perspective. Essentially, students understood the 
importance of developing a business case for social change rather than a business case built 
dominantly on economic factors. 

This provides scope to leverage collaboration between a business school and other institutes 
into the teaching and development of curriculum for social entrepreneurship, governance, and 
ethics. We draw inspiration in this regard from cross-university social entrepreneurship 
initiatives elsewhere that bring different modes of analysis and capacity building to bear on 
instigating “pattern-breaking, sustainable and scalable solutions to social problems” (Meng 
2016, pp. 23-24). 
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Exploring innovative approaches to industry-academia collaboration  

Dr Ladan Ocora, Lecturer, Torrens University  

Dominika Ohana, Senior Lecturer, Torrens University  

Globally, social enterprises (SE) are on the rise, however due to contextual factors, there is no 
universally accepted definition of a social enterprise (Banerjee & Sahay, 2019). Broadly 
speaking, social enterprises are businesses that trade for a social purpose, aim to achieve social 
and/or environmental goals and generate some income from trading of which they reinvest 
the majority in the fulfilment of their mission. Due to a lack of funding, often SEs rely on 
volunteers and therefore lack subject matter expertise, face resource constrains or legacy 
mindsets (Bandyopadhyay & Ray, 2019). Those obstacles can hinder social enterprises’ 
sustainable viability and growth.  

This paper draws on primary and secondary analysis of source materials and the existing 
literature on academic, social enterprises, and wider industry collaboration. Selected examples 
from within Australia and globally will be presented. Companies and individuals often seek 
advice to improve or develop business products and often approach the university with 
business ideas. However, matching the needs and expectations of both university and business 
can be difficult (De Luca et al., 2014). 

There are numerous benefits of these initiatives for social entrepreneurs and social 
enterprises. For example, by having access to wider industry and academic experts, SEs are 
able to access subject matter expertise and best industry practices. As a result, they can 
increase viability and future success of their businesses, explore new business ventures and 
opportunities. Whereas for the academia and industry partners, it is the opportunity to 
network, provide practice-based learning for students, increase students’ employability 
capabilities, and work-readiness (Smith et al., 2014). It also enhances their understanding of 
how to apply knowledge to real-world problems that may lead to future employment 
(Goldberg et al., 2014) - all, while contributing to a social impact.  

Furthermore, the presentation proposes a future model of collaboration between academia 
and industry spheres by presenting an innovative model that is aspirational in nature. The 
model proposes to use the case of Westpac Foundation and the work that has been done in 
supporting early-stage SEs. By creating a practice-based curriculum that refers to how 
enterprises approach funding and what are the critical factors that can make SEs investor 
ready, students are able to explore various avenues and enablers, to prepare SEs for a 
successful business journey. Students are also exposed to and can apply real practices that are 
critical to the success of social enterprises and other businesses.  

It is proposed to seek insights from Westpac Foundation to understand their model of 
assessing and funding social enterprises, discerning the key factors that they focus on when 
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they make decisions to fund start-ups. Through collaboration, the academic partners would 
engage with Westpac Foundation to create a practice-based curriculum that will teach and 
assess students on the following: i) what is a feasible social enterprise business model? ii) what 
financial projections are necessary? iii) what starting capital is required and how will this be 
used? iv) what are the social outcomes and benefits that are being targeted and how will these 
be measured? Finally, v) what are the features that make a social enterprise investible? 
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Systems learning  

Jeremy Hale 

Systems learning is a counterintuitive methodology that I have found to be unique in high level 
sustainability founders. The typical entrepreneur is taught how to change their view from the 
“normal individual thought of problems are bad” to “problems are opportunities”. This is highly 
touted because it opens the capacity to assess situations and identify problems. This ability 
allows them to thrive when many of their peers struggle economically. 

Despite this beneficial skill, it continues to demonstrate negative repercussions when dealing 
with environmental situations and particularly rural and indigenous communities. This focus is 
counterintuitive and often results in narrow minded solutions that quickly fail. This continues 
into environmental and social issues because many are not rooted in a singular cause and 
require significant work to identify as many of the underlying issues as possible. Without an in-
depth understand of the cause and effect it is nearly impossible to solve the complex and 
wicked problems that many communities around the world face today. It is also important to 
take into consideration the history and culture, to quickly show there are no more magic pills 
that cure all ailments. 

https://espace.curtin.edu.au/handle/20.500.11937/55398
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Unlike the online entrepreneurs that are constantly fighting to stay up to date with changes to 
make a living, sustainability and social issues require time, energy, and an understanding that 
though there are similarities, each system is unique. In the long term, this provides a more 
dynamic skillset that meshes numerous fields and initiates strong partnerships and 
collaborations. The impacts come from diversity allowing a space that provides numerous 
perspectives and specialties to align and create lasting and impactful change. 

The dynamic nature makes it nearly impossible to teach in a classroom beyond theory and 
basic science skillsets. It provides a great opportunity to connect with summer internships and 
programs local and abroad and invites students to open their minds to possibilities within 
possibilities as they continue to learn, and problem solve wicked problems. This deep-thinking 
process fosters high level thinking and problem solving that is beneficial in nearly every 
business industry. It also trains students to understand the consequences beyond a singular 
decision. This will help a younger workforce support companies as they continue to struggle 
with sustainability and the impacts of their industry on the community and the environment. 

Simon Sinek talks about the infinite game of business and how very few leaders understand 
the difference between a finite game “a business that is focused on short term goals to make 
money for stockholders and board members vs a business who understands there are highs 
and lows and focuses on a mission and belief system”. The younger generation are seeking 
infinite businesses that have a mission they believe in and are inspired to work for and support. 
Finite businesses have little to no worker loyalty and employees know it. Younger generations 
want to work for something that inspires them and value their time more than a company 
workday on the weekend at the local amusement park. 

Dynamic learning provides students with the opportunity to understand the importance of 
teamwork but also provides an avenue for them to express their gifts in a healthy and 
supportive environment. 

Fostering student entrepreneurship: A hybrid dialogic and industry approach  

Cheri Flewell-Smith, Lecturer - Design and Creative Technology Faculty, Torrens 

University 

Twenty-first century learners are entering a rapidly evolving and competitive workforce where 
cross-cultural collaboration, critical thinking and enterprise skills are now essential (Teo, 2019). 
For today’s students, a value is placed on being able to create social change, impact and 
meaning in the world; social enterprise provides an avenue to foster this entrepreneurial spirit. 
Torrens University has employed a hybrid pedagogical approach to teaching social enterprise 
by embedding industry within curriculum and employing dialogic practice. Learning through 
industry collaborations bridges the gap between the theoretical application of knowledge and 
real-world practices by creating a deeper relevance to future career options (Karpova & 
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Marcketti, 2014), employability and job readiness, while dialogic practice can be a powerful 
tool to understanding (García-Carrión et al., 2020) and supports student sensemaking and 
theoretical wayfinding. This combined approach enables students to explore their 
understanding of ideas in relation to real-world enterprises and practitioners, as a pathway to 
construct new knowledge, and to engage with and identify knowledge gaps via discourse to 
create an invaluable shared learning experience. 
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The Chief Story Officer: Co-creating desirable futures through storytelling  

Dr Nico Meissner, Griffith University 

This paper explores the hypothetical role of the Chief Story Officer as a way to engage artists 
in social enterprise and use storytelling as a strategic innovation tool. To illustrate the concept, 
I will present applied research from a recent collaboration between Griffith Film School, 
Australia’s largest screen production school, and the ASEAN Foundation’s Social Enterprise 
Development Program. 

The theory and practice of storytelling has garnered growing interest in almost every academic 
field over the last two decades - from anthropology (Maggio, 2014) to mental health (Payne, 
2006), from biology (Gottschall, 2012) to neuroscience (Gulino & Shears, 2018), from 
marketing (Woodside et al., 2008) to innovation management (Sergeeva & Trifilova, 2018). We 
have come to understand that storytelling is an integral part of the human experience, shared 
across industries, cultures, and throughout history. But despite the extensive application in 
other fields, the social innovation and entrepreneurship literature and practice widely limits 
storytelling to its mass communication properties; mainly to gain support for and inspiring 
social change (Meissner et al., forthcoming). 

In this paper, I hope to outline how the role of the Chief Story Officer might play a strategic 
role in early-stage social enterprise acceleration, creating pathways into employment and 

https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2020.00140
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social innovation for creative arts students, while demonstrating to these students how they 
might help shape society through their craft. 

The paper will be divided into three parts. I will first introduce the concept of the StoryMap as 
a compass for innovation and change based on universal narrative principles. Borrowing from 
literature in the fields of philosophy, anthropology, leadership, health, and psychology, I will 
then suggest applications of storytelling and narrative in social enterprise and innovation 
beyond the advertising of products or services. 

In the paper’s third part, I will share results from collaborative action research between Griffith 
Film School and the ASEAN Foundation during the 2021 ASEAN Social Enterprise Development 
Program. As part of this program, screen production students engaged in experiential learning 
by collaborating with six social enterprises on a pilot study that tried to explore the potential 
role of a Chief Story Officer during the initial stages of a social enterprise’s growth process. 
Using a variety of story exercises, students and social entrepreneurs worked through a three-
step process: (I) Narrative Inquiry allowed us to identify the social entrepreneurs’ personal 
innovation journey, fears, and innovation roadblocks; (II) Narrative Futuring helped to co-
design desired futures and ideas for growth; (III) Minimum Viable Stories aimed to audio-
visually express the emotional core of the desired futures, not as advertising, but to 
strategically test ideas with crucial audiences and accelerate growth. 

It is my hope that the role of the Chief Story Officer might offer a way to improve collaboration 
between the arts and the social enterprise sector, while offering an opportunity to explore 
emotion and the human condition as integral parts of the growth process of early-stage social 
enterprises. 
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Learning with technology: Connecting students and industry for good  

Peter Graves, Torrens University  

Dr Paul Cerotti, Associate Professor, Torrens University  

Dr Hayden McDonald, Lecturer, Torrens University  

The “ted-talk” discussion will illustrate Torrens University (TU)’s paradigmatic shift (Kuhnm, 
1962) to embrace a contemporary social enterprise curriculum (Pathak, 2013). Specifically, TU 
has prioritised authentic student engagement, assessment, (Ormiston, 2010), work integrated 
learning, and live briefs. Developing global digital citizenship and social excellence is of 
paramount importance to TU. 

TU’s emphasis is on social enterprise immersion within curriculum (Kumar et al., 2021). This 
emphasis ushers a series of purposeful activities and learnings which act in concert to produce 
an agile network of students and academics where real time strategic thinking and application 
mirror industry practice. The immersion of social enterprise within curriculum, coupled with 
passionate teaching has resulted in outstanding student learning and engagement outcomes 
while delivering sustainable social change across the globe. 

TU’s vision in shifting to a contemporary, immersive curriculum model is to ‘connect the world 
for good’. TU has operationalised this vision of positive connection by providing a highly 
responsive and supportive framework for connecting social enterprises with academics, and 
students in real-world learning scenarios. This framework delivers an ecosystem where 
students consistently produce relevant transformative strategies “for good” as opposed to only 
understanding phenomenon. That is, the classroom becomes a vehicle for delivering social 
innovations to industry. Ultimately, this equates to curriculum that positively changes the lives 
of the learners and changes the community. 

The andragogical philosophy (Knowles, 1994) at TU choreographed with social enterprise 
partnerships challenges students to manufacture and shape new meaning and knowledge 
(James & Cassidy, 2018). This approach emphasises creativity as a priority in the landscape of 
Social Innovators (World Economic Forum, 2022). Ultimately, TU’s curriculum shift will enable 
the nurturing of world class social impact leaders. 

The ted-talk will discuss how Torrens University’s curriculum strategy and pedagogies: 
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• Provide students with global authentic investigations that are unique and resonate with 
currency in the digital economy. The learning experiences place students in an 
authentic strategic or decision-making situation, where carefully curated information 
presents an opportunity to design a series of digitally led activities and strategies that 
will transform people’s lives (Santos et al, 2015). 

• Students deliver original and creative content that goes beyond traditional curriculum 
learning outcomes such as the documentary films that showcase social enterprises – 
their vision, purpose, offering, and impact. 

• Deliver positive social impact in an educational landscape that transpires into industry 
and ‘work ready graduates’ around the world in the context of UN Sustainable 
Development Goals. 

• Respond to a learning environment impacted by Covid-19, where engagement (Eri et 
al, 2021) plays a critical role in learning (Burch, 2015) - these immersive social 
enterprise experiences harness student’s enthusiasm and steer their actions towards 
active participation. This adds real value in the learning journey as the students at TU 
cover a broad range of educational, geographical, cultural, and motivational 
backgrounds where a one size fits all approach is untenable. A suite of teaching tools 
created in a digital landscape, (Clark et al., 2022) and learning experiences that can be 
nurtured across the globe anytime, anywhere, and with anyone. 
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Workshop: Enterprise education founded in creating shared value to go from 

Purpose to Impact  

Associate Professor Bert Verhoeven, Associate Professor and Program Director 

Innovation and Enterprise, Flinders University  

Dees (2012) wrote that two cultures are at play in the field of social entrepreneurship: an age-
old culture of charity, and a more contemporary culture of entrepreneurial problem solving. 
Both have roots in our psychological responses to the needs of others and are reinforced by 
social norms. They are grounded in two philosophies: a normative moral rules driven (Kantian) 
philosophy in which certain things are inviolable; they are contrary to human dignity and must 
never be done. Morality has been a strong driver for charities. A second philosophy is based 
on a utilitarian, consequentialist view to produce the greatest amount of good for the largest 
amount of people, promoting well-being, and reducing suffering. It has been a driver of 
entrepreneurial driven problem solving for large target groups. The two cultures can work 
hand-in-hand or they can be at odds. Some of the icons of the social entrepreneurship 
movement have spoken harshly about charity, yet most of them rely to some degree on 
charitable resources. Vice versa there are ideas within social enterprise development that a 
capitalist, profit-driven entrepreneurial approach should be rejected as it may lead to 
objections of inequity. It appears however that a venture (profit or non-profit) oriented around 
a mission/purpose can build a competitive advantage and strong traction (impact), as the 
purpose encourages customers to want to purchase from them, employees to want to work 
for them, and partners to want to collaborate with them. It leads to the conclusion that the 
success of social entrepreneurship requires an integration of values from each of these 
cultures, in which the satisfactions of giving are correlated with social benefits of rigorous 
problem solving, getting the best of both worlds. 

This has consequences for how we educate our students. If enterprise education focuses on a 
narrow, private sector, business-creation interpretation of enterprise, and if the advocates of 
social enterprise insist on clearly separating it from other enterprises, then there will be little 
connection between the two. But if enterprise education takes a wider view of enterprise as 
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future (life) skills, and if social enterprise is an enterprise with social objectives, then there is a 
clear case for linking the two and including social enterprise in enterprise training. I want to 
present the outcome of the latter view into a Flinders curriculum based on shared value 
creation in which students explore how social entrepreneurs apply an entrepreneurial mindset 
of innovation, risk taking, and large-scale transformation to social problem solving with the 
potential to build value models that generate revenues as well as rapid and sustained social 
impact. The pedagogy is experiential, and challenge driven, with a focus on ‘learning by doing’. 
Project challenges encourage students to combine Purpose to Impact strategies with practical 
innovation and entrepreneurial tools for user-testing of their ventures. I present a canvas that 
combines the two cultures mentioned above and helps students understand how to bring the 
two together on one page. 
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Problem framing canvas for future entrepreneurs who are addressing social 

change  

Celeste Alcaraz, Griffith University  

More and more people are attracted to the idea of using business as a tool to solve problems 
and challenges facing communities and the globe. But how can they shape their well-
intentioned efforts to have the greatest impact? 

The reality is, many proposed ‘solutions’ to these problems are developed with little 
exploration of the core issues, and as a result may fall short of their aspirations to shift 
trajectories of change towards the real problem, hampering innovative change. 

Ensuring we are solving the right problems is central to the way we approach realistic change. 
And how we frame a problem is central to creative and innovative problem solving. 
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https://www.qaa.ac.uk/docs/qaas/enhancement-and-development/enterprise-and-entrpreneurship-education-2018.pdf?sfvrsn515f1f981_8
https://www3.weforum.org/docs/WEF_Future_of_Jobs_2020.pdf
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Understanding how to define and frame a problem is an essential skill for entrepreneurs and 
businesses who want to change the world. It is increasingly important no matter your role or 
organisation. 

As Kendall-Taylor and Gibbons (2018) share: Framing helps put perspectives around or expand 
perspectives we have around problems. If we can expand these perspectives and boundaries 
out this will more likely lead to effective responses. 

Problem Framing is a curiosity tool and one that is practical and sparks our imagination further. 

This interdisciplinary Problem Framing Canvas workshop is designed to provide educators the 
opportunity to look at the problems we are trying to solve, test our assumptions, apply 
sensemaking models, and put it on one page using interactive learning tools to gain clarity of 
what those problems are. These are all important components to help social enterprises, 
industry, and policymakers to identify the right problems, so they are solving them in the best 
possible way to obtain great outcomes. This will help shape the depth and reach of responses 
and opens more possibilities on how to respond differently. Framing is intimately linked to 
innovation and the innovation process by opening a variety of ways to respond in a changing 
world. 

This approach to social enterprise education or what we refer to as impact education is 
embedded in the formal course offerings and community projects facilitated by the Yunus 
Centre. Our Centre, established in 2019, sits within Griffith University’s Business School. We 
focus on action research, demonstration projects, learning programs, and applied innovation 
support to deliver on our goal of accelerating the transition to a regenerative and distributive 
economy. Our approach is experimental and iterative, and we intentionally seek to evolve and 
improve how we work on an ongoing basis. 
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Stream 3: Complexity and systems change approaches 
to social enterprise 

Addressing Autistic Unemployment through Autistic Owned & Led Social 

Enterprise: A Critical Systems Thinking Approach  

Dr Sharon Zivkovic, University of South Australia  

Australian governments are displaying significant interest in autism: in March 2022 the Senate 
Select Committee on Autism’s report was released, the Australian and South Australian 
governments are developing Autism Strategies and the Senate Select Committee report has 
recommended that the Australian Government develop a National Autism Employment 
Framework. This interest is in part due to autism being the most prevalent primary disability 
type supported by the National Disability Insurance Scheme, and the unemployment rate for 
autistic people being three times that of the disability unemployment rate (Senate Select 
Committee on Autism, 2022). 

Autistic unemployment has the characteristics of a wicked problem: it has a multitude of 
underpinning and intertwined causal factors, different stakeholders having a different 
understanding of what autism is, there is no clear solution, and attempts to address autistic 
unemployment can lead to unforeseen consequences (Australian Public Service Commission, 
2007). These wicked characteristics are influenced by the fact that every autistic person is 
different (Griffin, 2019, p.184), autism consists of a nonlinear spectrum of characteristics 
(Amaze, 2021, p.5), autism has a high level of co-occurring medical conditions (ND Australia, 
2021, p.2S), there are different models of autism (Anderson-Chavarria, 2021), and autism 
impacts on many areas of an autistic person’s life (Senate Select Committee on Autism, 2022). 

The Senate Select Committee on Autism report (2022) refers to two social enterprise 
endeavours for addressing autistic unemployment: supporting autistic people to start a social 
enterprise and supporting social enterprises that are autistic-led. Research has shown that 
autistic people are attracted to entrepreneurship, and can outperform neurotypical founders 
(Keller, 2022). Self-employment is also considered favourable as it enables autistic people to 
control their work environment (Senate Select Committee on Autism, 2022, p. 282) and focus 
on their passions (Robson, 2022). 

Traditionally there are two forms of systems social entrepreneurship that focus on addressing 
wicked problems: the social innovation school of thought and the complexity approach. The 
social innovation school supports the development of systems aware interventions (Martin and 
Osberg, 2007) which is appropriate for autistic self-employment, and the complexity approach 
supports the transition of ecosystem of initiatives to new system states (Goldstein et al., 2010) 
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such as the coherent transition of initiatives addressing autistic unemployment through social 
enterprise. 

While these two system social entrepreneurship approaches are appropriate for addressing 
some of the complexities of autistic unemployment, it is argued in this paper that there is a 
need for a third systems social entrepreneurship approach that supports autistic-led social 
enterprises. To address this need, a new emancipatory systems change approach is posited 
that combines the characteristics of the social innovation school of thought with the 
participatory governance dimension of the EMES social entrepreneurship approach. 

Critical systems thinking is then used to highlight how the proposed new emancipatory systems 
approach, the social innovation school of thought, and the complexity social entrepreneurship 
approach can be combined to better address autistic unemployment through social enterprise. 
The paper concludes by describing how this combined approach can be implemented in 
practice. 
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Complexity and systems change evaluation  

Julie Elliott, Independent Evaluator  

Susan Garner, Director, Garner Willisson  

In this paper, we explore the implications of performance measurement and evaluation with 
complexity in mind for shaping the direction of social enterprise evidence systems for 
accountability and learning purposes. 

Social enterprise practitioners need to be intentional in the direction and shape of their 
approach to measurement and building evidence for accountability and learning purposes. 
Assessing the value of system change interventions in situations characterised by complexity, 
and a plurality of values and perspectives, requires: 

• clarity about the purpose and acceptable standards of evidence are key to useful 
performance measurement and evaluation, whether at whole of sector or social 
enterprise level, and 

• engagement with the methods and associated theory underpinning complexity science 
traditions and approaches. 

Social enterprise practitioners can learn from the evidence revolution that has occurred over 
the last three decades in fields such as international development, public health, and social 
programming. To inform this process, we describe key aspects of evidence systems for 
accountability and learning purposes. 

• First, we set the context by outlining key features in the history of performance 
measurement, evaluation and knowledge brokering frameworks. 

• Second, we describe how far complexity has come to disturb the discipline of 
evaluation and identify common themes in evaluation with complexity and systems 
change in mind: positionality to ensure consistency with the worldviews of intervention 
stakeholders, setting boundaries around what is to be included and excluded, using 
concepts and theories to enhance program and evaluation theory, and broadly drawing 
upon systems thinking and the complexity sciences to inform systems change and 
develop capacity within organisations (Walton et al, 2021). 
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• Third, we discuss evaluation frameworks that support the design of systems evaluations 
in a comprehensive and practical way. 
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From self to social enterprise to system: How to talk about measurement and 

impact in a way that recognises and connects change across the individual, 

organisational and system levels  

Dr Kate Barrelle, Co-founder and Chief Impact Officer, STREAT  

Work integration social enterprises (WISEs)’s social missions aim to directly support vulnerable 
community members who face exclusion from the labour market (Rey-García et al., 2020). 
Well-designed WISEs are productive, inclusive for all staff, and enable training, employment 
and wellbeing for people disadvantaged in the workforce (Barraket et al., 2021; Farmer et al, 
2020; Roy et al., 2017). Systemic labour force exclusion typically co-occurs at the intersection 
of other wicked problems such as refugee migration due to war and persecution, family and 
personal violence, poverty, homelessness, juvenile justice, and discrimination and bigotry 
associated with race, religion, gender, sexuality, ability, neurodivergence, mental health, etc 
(Callioni, 2003). These complex social policy problems are also called wicked problems. 
Attributes of complex problems include a tangled interplay of causal factors, multiple 
stakeholders with diverse understandings and goals, no clear resolution, and intervention 
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attempts that result in feedback loops, and a constantly changing problem landscape 
(Australian Public Service Commission, 2007; Rittel, 1973). An additional challenge for the WISE 
sector working to address wicked problems is identifying what outcomes should be measured 
in these ever-changing complex adaptive systems, and how can system change be tracked (in 
addition to individual and program outcomes). 

Undertaking measurement, evaluation, research, program improvement and impact tracking 
in WISEs involves: (1) mapping progress at the micro/personal case management level during 
the program as well as outcome evaluation and longer term follow up with individuals, (2) 
traditional program/project planning, measurement and reporting with process, outcome and 
impact evaluation; and (3) organisational impact reporting across a portfolio of 
project/programs for the social enterprise, likely presenting both environmental and social 
impact efforts. At the meso level, measuring and communicating the combined achievements 
of multiple enterprises and organisations working towards a common goal requires different 
evaluation methods, including collective impact and narrative storytelling techniques. The 
other powerful approach for social innovation initiatives that cross organisational and sector 
boundaries is developmental evaluation. Finally, rising to the macro level, there is a need for 
evaluation approaches that can take a birds-eye view and identify changes in the system. The 
Wicked Lab tools offer one way of making complex adaptive systems visible, enabling 
organisations to locate themselves in the ecosystem of solutions (Zivkovic, 2015 & 2021). 

Each of these evaluation activities takes specialist knowledge and time to implement, and 
WISEs generally do not have a surplus of these resources. Using Melbourne-based WISE 
STREAT (www.streat.com.au) and the system-shifting network of for-purpose food-system 
enterprises Moving Feast (www.moving.feast.net) as examples, this paper presents a 
pragmatic approach to the challenge of integrating measurement, evaluation, and impact 
across micro, meso, and macro levels. STREAT’s preliminary evaluation dashboard traverses 
levels from self to social enterprise to system. Every effort has been made to keep it simple for 
practitioners whilst drawing on best practice methods that funders and other stakeholders will 
be familiar with. The framework references social determinants of health that WISEs have been 
shown to improve for individuals, as well as linking to community level outcomes (in terms of 
avoiding negative outcomes as well as positive contributions to society once economic 
independence is achieved). 
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Going Slow to Go Fast: How WISE navigate cross sector collaborations to 

create systems change  

Sally McGeoch, Senior Advisor, Westpac Foundation  

It is widely acknowledged that complex social problems such as unemployment need cross-
sector approaches that bring diverse actors together and take a systems lens to driving social 
innovation (Montgomery, Dacin, & Dacin, 2012; Selsky & Parker, 2010; Zivkovic, 2018). In 
particular, work integration social enterprises (WISE) that engage in cross-sector collaboration 
have considerable potential to create new solutions to integrate people at risk of permanent 
exclusion from the labour market into meaningful work (Rey-García, Calvo, & Mato-Santiso, 
2019). WISEs are uniquely positioned to act as “vectors for social innovation” due to their deep 
local knowledge and high levels of trust and social capital in the social ecosystem (Barraket, 
McNeill, Campbell, & Carey, 2021). Their strong convening power is also a feature of their 
hybrid social-commercial nature and entrepreneurial approach as “bricoleurs”, bridging 
sectors and forging collective solutions that create the enabling environment for systems 
change (Barraket et al., 2021; Di Domenico, Haugh, & Tracey, 2010; French, McGowan, Rhodes, 
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& Zivkovic, 2022). However, despite the evidence of their abilities as effective intermediators, 
there is limited empirical research on how WISE engage in cross-sector collaboration and 
network building to scale their impact and create systems change (Barraket et al., 2021; 
Phillips, Alexander, & Lee, 2017). This presentation shares early preliminary findings based on 
three case studies of WISE (STREAT, Jigsaw and White Box Enterprises) involved in a multi-year 
action research study to understand the role of cross-sector collaboration in supporting them 
to scale employment outcomes for Australians experiencing disadvantage. The findings 
highlight the key challenges and organisational tensions for WISE in resourcing collaboration, 
particularly when the pandemic has forced many to focus on short-term survivability.  

Cross-sector collaboration requires a level of systems leadership to look beyond organisational 
boundaries to develop the mindset and skills to foster connections and knowledge sharing 
across a messy and dynamic system. It is a complex, slow, and emergent process of building 
and bridging relationships of trust and shared learning but an essential prerequisite to 
transforming the employment system. The practical implications of the research suggest a 
need for greater investment in the collaborative capacity of WISE to allow them time and space 
to curate, connect, and participate in networks and collaborations to share and elevate their 
local experience and demonstrated impacts. Other actors in the system such as funders also 
need to adapt their approach to help create this enabling environment for WISE to lead 
systems change efforts. The conceptual implications of the research to date contribute to the 
reframing of WISE as having the capacity to act as complexity-informed systems stewards 
capable of engaging in cross-sector collaboration as a means of catalysing social innovation 
and systems transitions. 
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Challenge Labs: Developing and strengthening systems -aware Social 

Enterprises to tackle wicked problems  

Emily Humphreys, CEO and Co-Founder, Wicked Lab 

Wicked problems are complex social policy problems that cannot be definitively described and 
that do not have definitive and objective solutions (Rittel and Webber, 1973, p.155). 

Examples of wicked problems include place-based disadvantage, climate change, poverty, 
ageing populations, and obesity.  Despite their diversity, all wicked problems share the same 
characteristics: they have multiple underpinning causal factors, they have many 
interdependencies, different stakeholders have a different understanding of what the problem 
is and therefore they have conflicting goals, they have no clear solution, attempts to address 
them often leads to unforeseen consequences, and they are context-specific (Australian Public 
Service Commission, 2007). To tackle wicked problems effectively it is becoming increasingly 
accepted that systems-focused approaches are required (Zivkovic, 2020). 

Social enterprises can play a central role in addressing the underpinning causal factors of 
wicked problems in order to create systems change (Thornton, 2017). However, social 
enterprises are often started without an understanding of the problem system they operate 
within (Thornton, 2017) or the solution ecosystem of existing initiatives and organisations 
currently addressing the problem within a geographical community (Zivkovic, 2020). 
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To address this need, this presentation will discuss a methodology called Challenge Lab 
developed by the social enterprise Community Capacity Builders and delivered in partnership 
with the social enterprise Wicked Lab. Challenge Labs are designed to tackle a specific wicked 
problem in a geographical community through the strengthening or creation of systems-aware 
social enterprises which are embedded into solution ecosystems. The key elements of the 
Challenge Lab are: 

• It targets a wicked problem in a geographical community 
• Builds the capacity of social entrepreneurs to develop or strengthen system-aware 

social enterprises that address one or few casual factors of the target wicked problem 
• Connect the social enterprises into the existing solution ecosystem through mentoring 

and, 
• Incorporates a participatory budgeting process 

This presentation will discuss the journey of a government-led Systemic Innovation Lab focused 
on Greening in South Australia which highlighted the need to develop and embed systems-
aware social enterprises in the existing ‘greening’ solution ecosystems. The project surfaced 
that the majority of the initiatives within the solution ecosystem were government-led and 
that there was a need to support initiatives that simultaneously deliver urban greening 
outcomes and systems functionality (Zivkovic, 2020). 

Finally, this presentation will share current opportunities to deliver a Challenge Lab focused on 
disaster resilience with the government of South Australia. 
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The emerging social enterprise network: Complex systems theory and practice 

in Victoria’s emerging social enterprise network - a scholar-practitioner 

perspective  

Nick Verginis, CEO, Social Enterprise Network Victoria  

This paper will provide a scholar-practitioner perspective on establishing and growing a social 
enterprise network, by applying complex systems theory to the establishment and growth of 
Social Enterprise Network Victoria (SENVIC) in Australia. 

In 2021, I presented to the SEWF Academic Symposium on the importance of complex systems 
theory for social enterprise network-builders to optimise their value to members. In the first 
paper, I argued that social enterprise network-building without authentic theoretical 
foundations is bound to gloss over the hybrid nature and intersectionality of social enterprise 
ecosystems, exclude legitimate members of the social enterprise community, miss 
opportunities to grow markets and expand influence, entrench existing powerful interests, and 
at worst, create another industry lobby group. 

This paper will outline how complex systems theory has informed SENVIC’s development and 
how achievements in the past year reflect its emergence as a network of system-shifting 
networks. 

Part one will illuminate two foundations for a thriving social enterprise network. First, how a 
system-steward mindset enables the network to better articulate the unique value 
proposition, make better decisions, develop trust and transparency, and support progress 
towards the goals of institutional presence and financial sustainability. Second, the 
intersectionality and hybridity of social enterprise ecosystems. Networks will achieve their 
greatest potential if they embrace three key frames or systems that intersect with social 
enterprise practitioners; the social entrepreneur ecosystem, the community development 
ecosystem and; what I call enabling government. Enabling government through social 
innovation is the most neglected, but presents the greatest opportunity for growing the social 
enterprise market as the wider economy increasingly organises around the United Nation’s 
Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs). 

Part two will examine how complex systems thinking has influenced SENVIC’s strategy and 
programs and outline recent developments in Victoria. This examination will provide social 
enterprise network-builders with a compass to navigate a complex, emergent, adapting, and 
uncontrollable environment, and practical examples of what can be achieved with this 
approach. SENVIC’s strategy and approach provides a real-time insight on an emerging social 
enterprise community in Australia. 
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What are the policy and practice implications of the paper? 

The author is uniquely placed as the inaugural CEO of SENVIC in Australia, providing practice-
based research on the experience of building a new social enterprise network. By focusing on 
the theoretical foundations, the auto-reflective, scholar-practitioner paper will include 
transferable policy and practical value for both social enterprise practitioners and enablers. For 
example, the paper provides practical insights for social enterprise practitioners seeking to 
create and grow a social enterprise network. Part two will illuminate the unique value of 
networks for policy-makers and other enablers in the public and private sector. The paper 
encourages enablers to become active allies and advocate for the formation of independent, 
practitioner-led social enterprise networks as essential to ‘enabling government’ and achieving 
the UN’s SDGs. 

Leveraging the systemic influencing capacity of social enterprises: A relational 

perspective  

Sander Fleuren, Project Lead, Social Enterprise NL  

Social enterprises have the ambition to be a positive force towards a more sustainable 
economy far beyond the direct impact they create. Practitioner knowledge on this topic in the 
impact economy is nascent, particularly on the effects and approaches of social enterprises on 
systems change. Little knowledge exists, for example, about the different ways social 
enterprises try to influence socio-economic dynamics, and how effective these are. This 
scoping study draws on systems and transition theory to explore the methods adopted by 
social enterprises to influence the broader business community, governments, and other 
actors towards a more inclusive and sustainable economy. Using an exploratory methodology, 
a meta-analysis was conducted on a set of 945 papers in the academic social enterprise and 
business innovation literature and 15 empirical case studies were identified in the Netherlands. 
The findings were triangulated by experts from academia and the private sector.  

The study finds that social enterprises increasingly formulate explicit influencing ambitions and 
practices beyond their direct impact, undertaking various combinations of so-called influencing 
activities towards that goal. A model of influencing is presented that comprises of 11 different 
influencing activities, grouped into three broader categories: raising the possible, raising the 
desirable, and raising the acceptable. The study shows that social enterprises have the 
ambition to change economic systems through these indirect activities, further concluding that 
various barriers yet remain that inhibit their full influencing potential such as limited: 
resources, systemic awareness, and influencing competencies. 
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Understanding transformative dynamics of social finance: The case of 

alternative food networks  

Denise Gibran Nogueira, PhD Candidate, Queensland University of Technology  

Social finance comprehends the financial practices of social and solidarity economies, 
developed to support communities by providing funding and financial services. Historically, 
these financial practices are considered to be community-driven, meaning that they are 
controlled by communities as well as serve these communities in promoting emancipatory 
goals. More recently, social finance’s boundaries stretched towards markets, especially 
financial markets, shifting to an investment-driven model where the mobilisation and 
allocation of funds combine social and financial interests. In these new contours, social finance 
tends to operate as an instrument of neoliberal ideologies and capital maximisation rather than 
a practice of social and economic emancipation.  

The aim of this research is to understand the dynamics of emancipation and co-optation that 
emerge from social finance practices. For that, this research explores social finance 
experiences from alternative food networks. Alternative food networks are initiatives that 
(re)arrange food production, distribution and consumption, aiming to create just, sustainable 
and distributive local food systems. Some of these initiatives are engaging with social finance 
practices to support the development of a viable and scalable model. The research adopts the 
financial ecologies theoretical approach, which provides the lens to explore the relations 
between various elements (social actors, structures, knowledge, among others) to understand 
the dynamics and effects of social finance on different spaces. 

The research design employs a case study investigating alternative food networks’ social 
finance ecologies in Australia. Data collection will consist of documentary analysis and in-depth 
interviews with participants involved with these initiatives and their related financial ecologies. 
This PhD research aims to further develop financial ecologies as an emerging theoretical 
approach and expand the body of knowledge on social finance and alternative food networks, 
providing accounts on how to critically engage with these financial ecologies to promote 
transformative goals. 
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Stream 4: Knowledge, culture and sustainable practice: 
Indigenous social enterprise in a marketised world 

Digital for Good: Creating jobs and economic wealth  

Duncan Kerslake, Department of Tourism, Innovation and Sport  

Australia’s First Nations people are the longest continuous living culture on earth. With over 
65,000 years of innovation, science, and entrepreneurship we were the first doctors, 
astrologists, educators, and producers; trading with neighbouring island nations for many 
thousands of years. 

First Nations people are a working people; every day we cared for country and worked for the 
betterment of our people. In a capitalist society, economic participation is one way we can 
create purpose and opportunity. However, our approach to date has forced our First Nations 
people to choose between a life of family, culture, and country and a life of education, 
participation, and choice. 

However, as we charge into the Digital Industrial Revolution, people with digital skills are in 
high demand. After the COVID-19 pandemic, it is clear that with a digital connection, many 
modern jobs can be done from anywhere. With the rolling out of technology such as Starlink, 
no longer will First Nations communities be excluded from the economy. While many industries 
like manufacturing, tourism, agriculture and aquaculture require large establishment and 
infrastructure costs, digital does not. All you need is a digital connection and laptop. 

A new purpose-led approach is paving the way, creating legacy outcomes and benefits beyond 
a single investment. Opportunities are defined from a position of strength, not deficit, to create 
a future defined by self-determination and hope. It is underpinned by a landmark ‘Wealth 
Sharing Governance Model’ which can be activated by any Indigenous community to enable 
community-owned commercial operations to be established on community with revenues and 
profits re-invested in the enterprise and for community benefit. 

The first full activation of this ground-breaking approach is in Cherbourg, a community 
recognised through ABS Census data as the most disadvantaged Local Government Area in 
Australia (ABS, 2016). This has involved many partners to create commercial pathways, jobs, 
digital inclusion, education pathways, and other outcomes. Currently we have 14 employees 
in the Cherbourg Digital Hub including 5 school-based trainees. These roles range from data 
labelling, to IT Help Desk support, to Supervisors. 
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This approach is turning the tide. Because a digital job can be done from anywhere, First 
Nations people can stay in their communities, surrounded by family, living on country, staying 
connected to community, and practicing culture while having a good job. 

In this environment, companies are also thinking outside the box on how they can attract 
talent. Working in partnership with First Nations communities and providing jobs, training, and 
equipment so people can participate in the new digital world. As the Foundation Customer in 
Cherbourg, Fujitsu are one such company that is leading by example and creating real change 
for First Nations People. 

We have over 100 positions committed by our partners to be delivered on First Nations 
communities across Queensland. More importantly than just creating jobs, this is creating both 
a steppingstone for First Nations people to access a career in ICT and new economies on 
Community. 
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Emergence and adaptation: Social enterprise lessons from women’s market 

groups in Conakry, Guinea  

Marissa Kaloga, MSW PhD, University of Otago  

The rise of social enterprise as a concept has been seen in unprecedented growth of academic 
literature on the topic (Saebi, Foss & Linder, 2019).  Yet while the concept has garnered 
significant attention, and grown into new forms (Reiser, 2012; Kerlin, 2012), it is not “new.” As 
social enterprise continues to gain influence, it is critical to ground knowledge in the 
understanding that social enterprise draws from a long and rich tradition of indigenous 
organisation that addresses the social and economic needs of people (Akina, 2018). This paper 
explores one incarnation of social enterprise, founded on traditional cooperative models but 
adapted to meet the needs of the 21st century in a former colonial export city. 

Guinea is a coastal country in West Africa, bordering six nations, and home to 12 million people 
(World Bank, 2019). Approximately a third of Guineans live in Conakry, a port city built on a 
low-lying, narrow isthmus, created by French colonisers to extract and ship Bauxite ore to 
Europe (Fyle, 2001). Women have a strong presence in informal markets that dominate the 
city, and their ability to organise for political purposes has been documented previously 
(Dessertine, 2019). In addition, women in Conakry’s markets organise to support one another 
socially and economically in multiple forms of cooperative groups. 
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The origins of these groups in West Africa are precolonial, rooted in efficiency enhancing 
collective labour practices (Bryceson, 1995). Prior to French colonisation, they were primarily 
focused on rural agriculture. After Guinean independence 1958, intense international 
intervention continued with modernisation-type development (Fournier & Ouedraogo, 1996; 
Purkayastha & Subramaniam, 2004). Rather than modernisation leading to the end of 
cooperative groups, they became more widespread, and their base of popularity moved from 
the countryside to cities (Steady, 2005).  However, the specific forms of self-organisation that 
continue to evolve have not adequately been explored; in particular Guinean women’s unique 
forms of self-organisation are not represented in academic literature. This exploratory 
qualitative study asks: What forms of organisation do Guinean women use in informal urban 
market contexts, and how do they address economic and social needs? 

The dataset consists of transcripts from in-depth, semi-structured qualitative interviews with 
n=84 women members of twelve cooperative groups across six neighbourhoods in urban 
Conakry, Guinea. Purposive sampling captured maximum variation within the sampling frame 
(Morse, 2012). The researcher sought the greatest possible heterogeneity of groups based on 
(a) ethnicity; (b) geographic area of the city; (c) level of formality; (d) purpose of the group; (e) 
duration of the group. The results of a multi-phase coding process (Saldana, 2016; Charmaz, 
2014) show a resilient and fluid typology of groups that adapt to the emergent needs of the 
members. With a strong base of trust and reciprocity, savings groups known as tontines grow 
over time and expand in scope and purpose; the sere, association, and groupement overlap to 
address members’ social and economic needs. These flexible structures highlight how Guinean 
women’s indigenous organisational approaches can expand thinking towards a relationship-
based, and adaptive model of form social enterprise in other contexts and geographies. 
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Accounting for Indigenous experiences, freedom, and rights: The importance 

of Reconciliation Action Plans  

Dr Hayden McDonald, Lecturer, Torrens University  

Associate Professor Kerry Bodle, Griffith Business School Academic Director 

(Indigenous), Griffith University  

Purpose – The purpose of this paper is to investigate the integration of Indigenous business 
and socio-cultural values into accounting practices via Reconciliation Action Plans (RAPs). Prior 
cultural accounting studies have primarily focused on the impact national cultures have on 
organisations (de Lautour et al., 2020). This overemphasis on nations has ignored the richness 
and diversity of ethnic perspectives. Consequently, an understanding of how accounting 
practices can work better for Indigenous Australians is lacking (Baskerville et al., 2016; Ferry & 
Slack, 2021). 

Design/methodology/approach – A qualitative case study approach is undertaken in a large 
Indigenous organisation and their joint venture partner. Content analysis of each 
organisation’s formalised RAPs and interviews with employees are used to investigate how 
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Indigenous business and socio-cultural interests can be integrated into the accounting 
practices of organisations. 

Findings – RAPs enable organisations to include social and cultural outcomes pertinent to 
Indigenous people within their long-term strategic objectives. Both Indigenous and non-
Indigenous organisations marketed initiatives designed to assist stakeholders in being, 
knowing, performing, giving, and engaging Indigenous people and ideals. However, the 
translation of these values at operational levels is problematic. Currently, RAPs do not shift the 
focus from the myopia of bureaucratic, financial outcome-oriented thinking. Consequently, 
new ways to hold organisations accountable for the reconciliation initiatives reported in their 
RAPs are needed. 

Originality/value – A taxonomy is developed that considers how the social and cultural values 
inherent to Indigenous people are reported within organisations through their RAPs. This 
taxonomy provides a basis for streamlining social and cultural value creation processes by 
strengthening RAP governance processes. The paper is of particular importance to 
organisations if progress is to be made towards reconciliation between Indigenous and non-
Indigenous Australians. 
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Panel: Community aspirations and market economy in remote Arnhem Land, 

Northern Territory, Australia: A case study of two Indigenous Social 

Enterprises  

Leila Nimbadja, Senior Gurr-goni Traditional Owner, leader of the Maningrida 

bush foods enterprise  

Stuart Yirawara Ankin, Senior Burarra Traditional owner, tour guide, and leader 

of the Maningrida seafood enterprise  

Dr Ned Watt, Enterprise Development Manager, Bawinanga Aboriginal 

Corporation Clement Bresson, PhD Candidate, Centre for Aboriginal Economic 

Policy Research, Australian National University  

The remote Aboriginal communities of the Northern Territory (NT), Australia, are places of 
deep customary knowledge and strong traditional practices. The economic relationship 
between these communities and the mainstream market economy are highly asymmetric, with 
a very limited flow of products and services going from the remote communities to urban 
areas. Many Aboriginal leaders are interested in being involved in the market economy through 
the development of local enterprises. These enterprises are underpinned by strong aspirations, 
with community benefit at the heart of their approaches. They however face significant 
barriers to establish enterprises, that have been well-documented in the literature. Barriers 
include lack of financial capital, poor infrastructure, distance to markets, and a lack of business 
skills and experience. Rather than replicating mainstream business models, some Aboriginal 
leaders and organisations have been developing unique forms of enterprises, that can be 
described as Indigenous social enterprises, although there may be debates around these 
definitions. Could Indigenous social enterprises assist remote Aboriginal communities to 
overcome barriers and deliver on the aspirations of their leaders? 

We will use two case studies in Maningrida, Arnhem Land, the largest Aboriginal community 
of the Northern Territory, where strong local Aboriginal leaders have been supported by 
Bawinanga Aboriginal Corporation to develop enterprises. The first case study is a seafood 
enterprise and the second is a bush foods enterprise. First, we document the leaders’ goals 
and aspirations for establishing local enterprises. We then describe the unique market 
conditions in which these enterprises operate, with the seafood enterprise predominantly 
engaging in the local market while the bush foods enterprise focussing on external urban 
markets. We identify the specificities of the two enterprises’ business models. We briefly 
address the debate around definitions of such enterprises and explain how the two enterprises 
share characteristics of Indigenous enterprises, being strongly rooted in Indigenous 
worldviews, values, and culture (Mika et al., 2018; Peredo et al., 2004), social enterprises, in 
part through their purpose (Anderson et al., 2006; Barraket et al., 2010), community-based 
enterprises, in part through their collaborative use of the Commons (Fikret & Davidson-Hunt, 
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2010; Ostrom et al., 1999; Peluso & Ribot, 2020), and can also be seen as instruments 
contributing to the pursuit of Indigenous life projects (Blaser, 2004; Escobar, 2008; Myers & 
Peterson, 2016). Finally, we assess how the enterprises enable Maningrida leaders to engage 
in the market economy while contributing to local aspirations. 

We argue that these Indigenous social enterprises help their leaders to harness their 
community’s competitive advantages while realising community aspirations. The research 
demonstrates the need for greater promotion of alternative business models as suitable 
development options for remote Aboriginal communities, and for business planning tools that 
take better into account the cultural and market specificities of local communities. 
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Panel: What more can publishers do?  

Emerald Publishing 

Knowledge is at the forefront of pushing society forward. It has the power to make the world 
a better place for all. So, making sure knowledge is shared with those who need it most is 
critical. 

We recognise the importance of Social Enterprise businesses and their potential to transform 
local economies and society as a whole. We also recognise every Social Enterprise business 
needs to have access to relevant knowledge to enable them to grow, be successful, and 
ultimately achieve their social mission. But accessing knowledge can be a challenge, even more 
so if you are from a historically marginalised community where equal access has often been 
overlooked. 

The academic publishing sector has not helped in breaking down these barriers. It’s 
surrounded in outdated traditions and approaches which are holding back the change that is 
needed to ensure a fair and equitable environment where those within it can reach their full 
potential.  At Emerald, we are committed to making a difference by addressing what needs to 
change within our own practices while facilitating change within the sector. In this panel 
discussion we will touch on 3 key areas that Emerald Publishing are initiating to build 
reciprocity and trust with Indigenous Social Enterprise businesses and ensure academic 
research can continue to contribute to wider communities in a meaningful and sustainable 
way. 

Firstly, we will discuss knowledge sharing in the classroom.  Our Case Writing Competition will 
look to break down common stereotypes and recognise relatable role models to students by 
awarding a case study that represents a leader from an Indigenous background, teaching real-
life business situations that will inspire students in their future career. 

We’ll then move on to knowledge sharing in academia and the publishing practices we are 
implementing to address the challenges Indigenous Social Enterprises are facing. We’ll touch 
on the results of our latest Inclusivity survey findings which highlights the barriers that many 
Indigenous Peoples face and what more publishers need to be doing in this space, such as 
offering more content forms, opening up more publishing options and clearer guidelines that 
are inclusive for all. 

And finally, our panel will discuss knowledge sharing with practitioners and our plans for 
making content accessible to the end user and the partnerships we have implemented. 
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Workshop: Wayfinder to Knowing and Learning  

Robyn Latimer OAM, Associate Dean, Torrens University  

Rochelle Morris, Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Liaison, Torrens University  

Melinda Kapp, Learning Facilitator, Torrens University  

 

‘Star of Taroom’ (SoT) work integrated learning (WIL) case study explores collective learning on multiple 

levels: through connection of curriculum to problem solving within community, as well as via a 

transformative teaching and learning strategy enhancing development of the learner and learning, 

while simultaneously improving societal outcomes.  

The SoT project offers real-world integration and learning, assessment and context, and networking 

and nature, aligning with the CANWILL Work-Integrated Framework dimensions developed by 

Cantalini-Williams. Furthermore, SoT explores the indigenisation of curriculum through WIL requiring 

creation of genuine interaction with indigenous communities.  

‘Wayfinder to Knowing and Learning’ is a knowledge framework born from synergies between Design 

Thinking and Indigenous Thinking methodologies aiming to remove traditional barriers to education 

while developing a globally oriented curriculum taught within local cultural contexts. To obtain a global 

perspective we must be able to see through more than one lens.  

Indigenous Thinking aligns closely with and encapsulates Design Thinking, Universal Design Principles, 

Service Learning, and inclusion. By positioning Indigenous Thinking as the overarching framework, we 

are able to raise awareness, build cultural competency and improve understanding of First Nations 

people. This approach aims to instil the concept of Indigenous Thinking as the foundation pedagogy 

rather than embedding content. The learning takes place through culture, not necessarily about 

culture, building visibility of indigenous approaches. The use of cultural knowledge processes extends 

beyond what we teach to how we teach. It is this point of difference that permits application to non-

indigenous subject matter, expanding both learner and community engagement pathways for the 

world’s oldest continuous living pedagogy to co-exist in both learning and teaching.  

The intended aims and outcomes are to:  

• Explain the ‘Wayfinder to Knowing and Learning’ framework  

• Experience the framework in action throughout the session  

• Share the ‘Star of Taroom’ WIL project case study  

• Include student feedback from first-hand experience in the case study  

• Explore applications for the framework beyond indigenous settings and content  

• Discuss facilitator cultural confidence and competency needs  

Importantly the workshop will be experiential using the 8-ways pedagogy.  

 



 

Page 51 
 

References  

Bangamalanha Centre, RAET DET WNSW (n.d.). 8 Aboriginal Ways of Learning, Aboriginal Pedagogy. 
https://www.8ways.online/about  

Cantalini-Williams, M. (2015). Teacher candidates’ experiences in non-traditional practicum placements: 
developing dimensions for innovative work-integrated learning models. In N. Maynes & B. E. Hatt, (eds.), 
The complexity of hiring, supporting, and retaining new teachers across Canada. Canadian Association 
for Teacher Education.  

Yunkaporta, T. (2019). Sand Talk, How Indigenous Thinking Can Save the World. The Text Publishing 
Company. 

Workshop: Knowledges, Culture and Sustainable Practice  

Narayan Gopalkrishnan, The Cairns Institute, James Cook University  

Yvonne Cadet-James, Apunipima Cape York Council  

Jason Jacobs, Te Mana Consortium, SEE/CV Sports 

Michelle Evans, University of Melbourne 

Tizzita Tefera, Social Enterprise World Forum 

Joann Schmider, James Cook University 

 

We live in a world that is increasingly interconnected through the processes of globalization and where 

diverse cultures interact with each other in complex ways and social enterprise is no exception.  

This workshop has a particular focus on Indigenous communities and social enterprise and will use a 

World Café approach to explore a number of themes in this context. These include but are not limited 

to the questions such as: 

1. Can traditional forms of sustainable practice inform or change the way that the social enterprises 

and social enterprise ecosystems work? 

2. How can we build the visibility of Indigenous approaches and Indigenous social enterprises? 

3. How can the academic sector contribute to the growth of Indigenous social enterprise? 

This workshop will explore and expand on these themes with a particular focus on Indigenous 

knowledges and practices that can provide direction to the social enterprise sector. 
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