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Abstract 
 
While wicked problems as represented in the SDGs are global in nature, they need to be 
addressed locally through collaborative place-based approaches due to their underpinning 
causal factors being context specific. Universities are recognised as a key stakeholder in these 
required collaborations. Despite this recognition, Universities have found it difficult to 
effectively participate in such collaboration for a number of reasons, including: academics 
having a lack of entrepreneurial culture, there being a gap between university and community 
needs for research, and the reward structures of universities focusing on peer-reviewed 
publication. 
 
By referring to the social entrepreneurship and complexity science literature, this paper 
argues that these identified barriers can be addressed if universities support social 
entrepreneurial scholar-practitioners. Frameworks for two social entrepreneurial scholar-
practitioners roles are advanced in this paper: scholar-system stewards who take a complexity 
approach to social entrepreneurship, and scholar-system social entrepreneurs who take a 
social innovation school approach to social entrepreneurship. These two social 
entrepreneurial scholar-practitioners roles are illuminated in this paper through the use of two 
case studies.  
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Introduction 
 
Collaborative place-based approaches are required to address the wicked problems that 
communities face (Bellefontaine and Wisener, 2011). Wicked problems are society’s most 
pressing social problems (Rittel and Webber, 1973, p. 160). They are the complex social 
policy problems, such as climate change and poverty, that societies face that cannot be 
successfully addressed with traditional linear, analytical approaches because they have a 
multitude of interdependent underpinning causal factors, that produce unforeseen 
consequences if attempts are made to address them with traditional approaches (Rittel and 
Webber, 1973). Even though many wicked problems are global, as represented in the SDGs, 
their underpinning causal factors are context specific (Westley et al. 2007) which requires 
them to be addressed locally through collaborative place-based approaches (Bellefontaine 
and Wisener, 2011, p. 5). 
 
Universities are recognised as a key stakeholder in these place-based collaborations (Murphy 
and McGrath, 2018). Despite this recognition, the operationalisation of university 
engagement has proven to be difficult (Barker, 2015). Identified barriers include: a lack of 
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entrepreneurial culture amongst academics, there being a gap between university research 
agendas and community needs for research, and university reward structures that focus on 
peer-reviewed publication (Jongbloed et al., 2008). These barriers are particularly relevant 
for entrepreneurship academics, as a significant rigour-relevance gap has emerged due to 
university and community needs for research being very different, and the marginalisation of 
external stakeholders from research occurring when entrepreneurship research became 
institutionalised and sought to be legitimately anchored in academia (Frank and Landström, 
2016, p. 53). 
 
This paper tackles these identified barriers. It addresses the lack of entrepreneurial culture, by 
positing that universities support the development of social entrepreneurial scholar-
practitioners that contribute towards addressing wicked problems. Scholar-practitioners are 
individuals who “have one foot each in the worlds of academia and practice and are pointedly 
interested in advancing the causes of both theory and practice” (Tenkasi & Hay, 2008, p. 50).  
 
By referring to the social entrepreneurship and complexity science literature, two social 
entrepreneurial scholar-practitioner roles are proposed that can contribute towards addressing 
wicked problems: scholar-system stewards and scholar-system social entrepreneurs. It is 
shown in this paper that these two roles can reduce the rigour-relevance divide of 
entrepreneurship research, address the gap between university research agendas and 
community needs, and shows that university reward structures focusing on peer-reviewed 
publication can be a benefit for communities. To illustrate how these scholar-practitioner 
roles are applied in practice, two case studies are described: a scholar-system stewardship 
case study that is informed by a complexity approach to social entrepreneurship, and a 
scholar-system social entrepreneurship case study that is underpinned by a social innovation 
school approach to social entrepreneurship.  
 
The paper is structured as follows. After describing the rigour-relevance gap in 
entrepreneurship research, a conceptual model for social entrepreneurial scholar-practitioners 
is discussed. Next, this conceptual model is enriched to include the specific characteristics of 
scholar-system stewards, and a case study is provided that illustrates the characteristics of 
scholar-system stewards in practice. Then, the conceptual model is adapted to cater for the 
characteristics of scholar-system social entrepreneurs and a case study of a scholar-system 
social entrepreneur is provided.  
 
 
The Rigour-Relevance Gap 
 
The entrepreneurship rigour-relevance gap has emerged as a result of entrepreneurship 
research becoming increasingly institutionalised. This increased institutionalisation is 
characterised by a rise in entrepreneurship chairs, more highly ranked journals, and the 
development of a fairly coherent set of research questions and methodologies (Frank & 
Landström, 2016, p. 53). In addition, the focus on academic legitimacy by many business 
schools, with emphasis placed on accreditations and using top journal publications for 
rankings, has further contributed to the gap (Frank & Landström, 2016, p. 53). These 
practices have resulted in the academic field of entrepreneurship favouring rigour at the cost 
of relevance (Frank & Landström, 2016, p. 51), and the interests of stakeholders external to 
the university being increasingly marginalised (Frank & Landström, 2016, p. 53). 
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While some researchers are cynical about the possibility of bridging the rigour–relevance gap 
in entrepreneurship research (Frank & Landström, 2016, p. 56), others consider the gap can 
be closed (Dimov et al., 2020; Kapasi and Rosli, ). Figure 1, adapted from Andersen et al.'s 
(2001) Fourfold Typology of Research, and Geng et al.’s (2017) 4Ps, highlights 
characteristics of research when there are different combinations of rigour and relevance. The 
horizontal axis in Figure 1 represents methodological rigor, and the vertical axis represents 
practical relevance.  
 
 

 
Popularist Research 
 

 
Pragmatic Research 

 
Puerile Research 
 

 
Pedantic Research 

 
 

 
Figure 1: Different combinations of rigour and relevance 

(Adapted from Anderson et al., 2001and Geng et al., 2017) 
 
 
In Figure 1, research that is shown as being low in both rigour and relevance is considered to 
be “puerile” or trivial (Geng et al., 2017, p. 2), and research that has a high level of 
methodological rigour but little or no practical relevance is considered to be “pedantic” 
(Geng et al., 2017, p. 2). The term pedantic research is employed to studies that while being 
fastidious in their design and analytical sophistication, fail to address an issue that is 
practically relevant (Andersen et al., 2001, p. 395). 
 
Figure 1 shows that the term “popularist” research is applied to research that has a high level 
of practical relevance but has a low level of methodological rigour (Geng, 2017, p. 2). 
Studies that are considered to fall within this category include those which are extremely 
relevant but have so little rigour that their findings cannot be relied upon (Andersen et al., 
2001, p. 393). Other characteristics of popularist research include inadequate referencing and 
a lack of peer review (Andersen et al., 2001, p. 394). 
 
Research that has both a high level of practical relevance and a high level of methodological 
rigour is considered to be “pragmatic” (Geng et al., 2017, p. 2). Being practically relevant is a 
core characteristic of pragmatism (Strübing, 2007, p. 583). While pragmatists are 
methodologically rigorous, they choose research methods, techniques and procedures that are 
best able to meet the needs for addressing their specific problem (Creswell, 2003, p. 11).  
 
 
Social Entrepreneurial Scholar-Practitioner 
 
The field of social entrepreneurship has many connections with pragmatism. Understanding 
and addressing problems is at the core of social entrepreneurship (Elkington and Hartigan, 
2008; Leadbeater, 1997), and social entrepreneurs want to develop interventions that achieve 
a social impact (Sherman, 2006, p. 10).  
 

Practical 
Relevance 

Methodological Rigour 
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The social entrepreneurial scholar-practitioner approach proposed in this paper takes a 
pragmatic approach and is conceptualised in Figure 2. Figure 2 highlights that for social 
entrepreneurial scholar-practitioners to address their combined research and practice 
problems, they need to firstly frame the problem correctly and then undertake a process of 
inquiry that is suited to addressing their combined problem.  
 
 

 
 

Figure 2: Conceptual model of social entrepreneurial scholar-practitioner approach 
(Adapted from Kapasi and Rosli, 2020) 

 
 
 
The problem framing phase has the dual objective of identifying a research gap, and 
recognising the type of problem that the social entrepreneur wants to address in practice. A 
gap in the research is defined as ‘a topic or area for which missing or inadequate information 
limits the ability of reviewers to reach a conclusion on a given question’ (Robinson, et al., 
2011, p. 247).  
 
The process of inquiry phase entails ‘the process of investigating a problem, a search for truth 
or knowledge that requires critical thinking, making observations, asking questions, 
performing experiments, and stating conclusions, thinking creatively and using intuition’ 
(Zuckerman et al., 1998, p. 202). For research, the process of inquiry also includes scholarly 
theorising, which is ‘a commitment to comprehend the world/problem through the lens of 
academic research’ (Kapasi and Rosli, 2020, p. 4). For social entrepreneurship practice, the 
process of inquiry chosen will depend on the type of problem that was identified in the 
problem framing phase, as different types of problems require different inquiry approaches 
(Snowden and Boone, 2007, p. 4).  
 
At the problem addressed phase, a problem has been addressed for the scholar component 
when the research gap has been effectively dealt with. For the practice component, what 
constitutes that a problem has been addressed will depend on the type of systems social 
entrepreneurship approach that has underpinned the process of inquiry.  
 
There are two systems social entrepreneurship approaches discussed in the literature: a 
complexity approach (Goldstein, et al., 2008, p. 12), and a social innovation school of 
thought (Martin & Osberg, 2015). The complexity approach underpins the scholar-system 
steward role described in this paper, and the social innovation school of thought approach 
underpins the scholar-system social entrepreneur role. By taking a complex systems 
approach, the scholar-system steward approach is well suited to addressing complex wicked 
problems. A social innovation school approach focuses on developing an initiative that 
addresses a complicated problem that is within a complex wicked problem: the social 
innovation school approach is therefore well suited to the needs of scholar-system social 
entrepreneurs who are commercialising their research by developing an initiative. 



Draft 
 
 
Scholar-System Stewards 
 
Universities have an increasing interest in addressing “grand challenges” with communities 
through collaborative processes (DePrince and DiEnno, 2019, p. 20). Grand challenges are 
another name for wicked problems (Mazzucato, 2018a), and many grand challenges are 
expressed as the United Nations Sustainable Goals (Mazzucato, 2018b). In addition to 
enabling universities to address the gap between their own research needs and community 
research needs (Jongbloed et al., 2008), addressing wicked problems in collaboration with 
communities is the most appropriate approach to inquiry when the object of the inquiry is a 
wicked problem. 
 
Universities recognise that in order to tackle wicked problems in collaboration with 
communities they need to shift from focusing on individual scholars or projects achieving 
isolated impacts to multidisciplinary work (DePrince and DiEnno, 2019, p. 24). The 
reasoning behind this need to move beyond individual initiatives when addressing wicked 
problems can be explained using Ashby’s (1956) law of requisite variety. This law states that 
‘only variety can destroy variety’ (Ashby, 1956) which suggests that to control the variety of 
a system, such as all of the causal factors and interdependencies underpinning a wicked 
problem, the approach for addressing the wicked problem needs to have as much variety as 
the wicked problem itself (Batty, 2007, p. 104).  
 
A solution ecosystem approach for addressing complex wicked problems has as much variety 
as a complex wicked problem. A solution ecosystem, for a particular wicked problem and 
geographical community, consists of all the initiatives that are addressing any of the 
interdependent causal factors that underpin the wicked problem and all of the organisations 
that are partnering on those initiatives (Eggers and Muoio, 2015).  
 
Within universities, academics can take on the role of a scholar-system steward, and steward 
solution ecosystems that are addressing wicked problems. Taking a system-steward approach 
to practice is aided through scholarly theorising, as stewardship is easier when practitioners 
have an ‘understanding of complexity and complex adaptive systems’ (Davies et al., 2012, p. 
8). A complexity approach to social entrepreneurship incorporates this understanding. 
 
The introduction of the complexity approach to social entrepreneurship can be traced back to 
2008 when the article “Complexity and Social Entrepreneurship: A Fortuitous Meeting” was 
published in the Emergence: Complexity and Organization Journal (Goldstein, et al. 2008). In 
the same year, an International Conference on Social Entrepreneurship, Systems Thinking 
and Complexity was held at Adelphi University, Garden City, New York. 
 
The complexity approach to social entrepreneurship builds upon previous applications of 
complexity science to leadership studies (Goldstein, et al., 2008, p. 12). Complex systems 
leadership theories consider leadership not to be held in a particular person or role but to be a 
process embedded in all of the interactions amongst agents in a complex adaptive system 
(McKelvey and Lichtenstein, 2007, p. 94). Complex adaptive systems are collections of 
many different agents or parts that interact in nonlinear ways without an external supervisory 
influence, and show emergent behaviours that cannot be explained by analysing the 
behaviour of the parts (Sturmberg et al., 2014, p. 66). 
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Communities are complex adaptive systems as they are collections of many different parts; 
such as people, institutions and infrastructure; they interact in nonlinear ways; cannot be 
controlled by an external supervisory influence; and they show emergent behaviours, such as 
the emergence of wicked problems that cannot be completely explained by studying their 
parts (Amadei, 2015, p. 4). Solution ecosystems are a type of community, and are therefore 
also complex adaptive systems.  
 
As a problem solving approach, complex systems leadership theories do not focus on finding 
the one way to solve a wicked problem, instead their focus is on providing a framework 
within which stakeholders can learn, interact and adapt to maximise their effectiveness in 
addressing wicked problems (Geyer, 2003, p. 254). Therefore, instead of creating 
interventions to solve problems using cause and effect logic, social entrepreneurship from a 
complexity perspective focuses on the creation of conditions for the agents within a complex 
adaptive system, such as the initiatives and the organisations partnering on initiatives in a 
solution ecosystem, to transition coherently from their current state to a new and improved 
state.  
 
Transitions are ‘non-linear movements or leaps from one stable level to another’ (De Roo, 
2012, p. 149). The direction of travel a system undertakes when transitioning to a new state is 
well understood. This direction of travel is highlighted in the following quote: 
“Emergence [of a new state] follows a now well-understood route ......In other words, a new 
order appears if forces at play exert tension on the system; a small change, if amplified, leads 
to a transformative process which, fuelled with the new imported resources and positively 
reinforcing forces, leads to a new equilibrium” (Thietart and Forgues, 2011). 
 
Empirical research has shown large complex systems, such as communities and solution 
ecosystems, require enabling conditions to be created in order to maintain the coordination 
required for transitions (McKelvey and Lichtenstein, 2007). Complex systems leadership 
theories inform five enabling conditions that support system transitions. These are: create a 
disequilibrium state, amplify action, encourage self-organisation, stabilise feedback and 
enable information flows (Lichtenstein and Plowman, 2009; Snowden and Boone, 2007; 
Surie and Hazy, 2006; Goldstein, Hazy and Lichtenstein’s (2010); Uhl-Bien et al., 2008).  
 
The first step in transitioning to a new state, a new way of working for the system, needs to 
be the creation of a disequilibrium state, as without creating a disequilibrium state ‘nothing 
would happen and the system would remain stable’ (Thietart and Forgues, 2011). This is due 
to complex adaptive systems, such as communities, often being locked-in to suboptimal 
states. The complexity theory concept of “attractors” is used to provide an understanding of 
such lock-ins. An attractor represents the stable patterns of a complex system (Svyantek and 
Brown, 2000, p. 71) showing the range of possible actions in the system set by their circular, 
nonlinear structure of beliefs, actions and results that strengthen each other and act as a non-
permeable barrier and attractor (Goldstein, 1994, pp. 76-77). Figure 3 shows a social system 
attractor that is locked-in to a way of working. 
 
Complex systems leadership theories often represent system transitions as the emergence of a 
new attractor from an original attractor through adaptive processes of change. The stages of 
the well understood direction of travel, represented as the emergence of a new attractor, are 
shown in Figure 4. Panel 1 in Figure 4 represents the current working relationships and ways 
of working for a solution ecosystem: the initial attractor. At Panel 2 the solution ecosystem is 
disrupted and a disequilibrium state is created. At Panel 3 the new way of working is 
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amplified to stop the solution ecosystem going back to the old way of working. At Panel 4 
the solution ecosystem is assisted to self-organise around the new way of working: a way of 
working that is more coherent, and has increased system functioning and performance for 
addressing wicked problems. At Panel 5 the solution ecosystem is stabilised around the new 
way of working: the new state. 
 
 
 

 
Figure 3: Conceptual model of a social system attractor 

(Goldstein, Hazy & Silberstang, 2010, p. 107) 
 
 
 
 
 

Fig. 4: The emergence of a new attractor (Goldstein, Hazy & Silberstang, 2010, p. 107) 
 
 
As practitioners, scholar-system stewards take responsibility for transitioning solution 
ecosystems to a new state that is better able to address a targeted wicked problem in a 
community. System stewards aid these transitions by ‘ensuring that systems can operate 
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effectively to produce desired outcomes’ (Lowe et al., 2020, p. 9), ‘rather than directing or 
engineering specific outcomes’ (Eppel et al., p. 6). Figure 5 provides a conceptualisation of 
scholar-system steward practice that is informed by a complexity approach to social 
entrepreneurship. 
 
 

 
Figure 5: Conceptual model of scholar-system steward practice 

(Adapted from Kapasi and Rosli, 2020) 
 
 
Approaches, informed by complex adaptive systems theory, that scholar-system stewards can 
take to ensure solution ecosystems can transition effectively to address complex wicked 
problems, include collective impact (Smith et al., 2017) and systemic innovation lab (Godrich 
et al., 2019) approaches. Collective impact is a method for addressing wicked problems that 
has been rapidly adopted by practitioners in the United States, Canada and Australia since its 
inception (Smart, 2017, p. 3). The term “collective impact” was coined by John Kania and 
Mark Kramer in their seminal paper titled “collective impact” that was published in 2011 in 
the Stanford Social Innovation Review. Collective impact stresses that when addressing 
wicked problems, the focus needs to be on a portfolio of mutually reinforcing activities 
(Kania and Kramer, 2011), that the emergence of systems change comes about from the 
interactions between these activities, and that this emergence can be informed by complexity 
science (Kania and Kramer, 2013). 
 
A Lab is a setting or process that involves stakeholders coming together to address a societal 
problem. There are many different forms of Labs, both within and outside of government, 
that are created for the purpose of solving social problems (Puttick, 2014, p. 7). Systemic 
Innovation Labs are a lab type that has been purposefully designed for addressing wicked 
problems by incorporating and synthesising all of the key factors that are recommended for 
addressing wicked problems (Zivkovic, 2018). These factors are: focus on addressing 
complex problems, take a place-based transition approach, enable coherent action by diverse 
actors, involve users as co-creators, support a networked governance approach, and recognise 
government as an enabler of change (Zivkovic, 2018). 
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Case Study: Scholar-System Steward Practice 
 
Academics at Edith Cowan University have taken on the role of system-stewards for the 
South West Community Systemic Innovation Lab. This pilot project commenced mid-2018 
and is addressing food insecurity in the South West region of Western Australia (Munday, 
2018). Guidance, feedback and oversight of project processes is being provided by a cross-
institutional core team and a reference group (Godrich et al., 2019). 
 
Wicked Lab’s online Tool for Systemic Change is being used by the Lab to record and 
continually update for the project’s solution ecosystem, all of the initiatives that are 
addressing any of the underpinning causal factors of food security in the South West region 
of Western Australia, and all the organisations that are partnering on those initiatives. In 
addition, the software maps each of the initiatives entered into the software to nine focus 
areas and thirty-six initiative characteristics that support systems change.  
 
Five of these focus areas and associated initiative characteristics are informed by the enabling 
conditions for emergence, and characteristics for transitions, that are identified in complex 
systems leadership theories (Lichtenstein and Plowman, 2009; Zivkovic, 2015, p. 3). These 
five focus areas align to the well understood path for system transitions (Thietart & Forgues, 
2011: 61) and are underpinned by four complex systems leadership theories: Lichtenstein and 
Plowman’s (2009) leadership of emergence, Snowden and Boone’s (2007) tools for 
managing in a complex context, Surie and Hazy’s (2006) and Goldstein, Hazy and 
Lichtenstein’s (2010) generative leadership, and Uhl-Bien et al.’s (2008) complexity 
leadership theory. Each of these complex systems leadership theories highlight conditional 
characteristics that enable the emergence of system transitions.  
 
The remaining four focus areas enable governments to support solution ecosystem 
transitions. Governments are traditionally reluctant to treat communities, such as solution 
ecosystems, as complex adaptive systems due to government needs that are more easily 
achieved when there are clear relationships between cause and effect: such as time pressures 
for making government policy, and the requirement of governments for simplicity, repetition, 
clarity, and accountability, (Mulgan, 2001).  
 
In order for governments to be able to take a complex adaptive systems approach to 
community problem-solving, government systems need to have the ability to balance the 
unplanned exploration of solutions with communities and the planned exploitation of the 
knowledge, ideas and innovations that emerge from community-led activities (Duit and 
Galaz, 2008, p. 319). The four remaining focus areas and their ten associated initiative 
characteristics therefore centre on developing the adaptive capacity of governments by 
building their capacity to balance unplanned exploration and planned exploitation. The 
characteristics for these four focus areas are informed by a diverse range of theories, 
including the concepts of seeds of emergence (Uhl-Bien et al. 2008, p. 208; Snowden 2008) 
and creating ecologies of innovation (Surie and Hazy, 2006, p. 17) from complex systems 
leadership theories; the concept of soft power from international relations theory (Nye, 2004); 
and the concepts of street-level bureaucracy (Lipsky, 1980) and metagovernance (Jessop, 
1998) from public administration theory. 
 
Once the data is entered into the online tool, a transition card can be created that shows the 
solution ecosystem’s density of effort towards systems change at each of the tool's nine focus 
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areas. Transition cards take the form of a matrix that lists all of the initiatives in the solution 
ecosystem and how each initiative maps to the nine focus areas and thirty-six initiative 
characteristics contained in the online tool. The software can then be used to identify the gaps 
in effort by highlighting initiative characteristics at each of the focus areas that are not 
currently being addressed by initiatives. When gaps in effort are identified, stakeholders can 
decide how to address these gaps. This could be by including more characteristics into 
initiatives or developing new initiatives that support transitions.  
 
Figure 2 shows the transition card for the South West Food Community pilot project. For this 
project, 51 participants were interviewed to determine if their initiatives had characteristics 
that aligned to the nine focus areas and 36 initiative characteristics of Wicked Lab’s tool 
(Godrich et al., 2019). The findings from these interviews are shown in the transition card at 
Figure 6: it highlights how the participants initiatives (y-axis) align to the 36 initiative 
characteristics that are listed in Tables 1-3 (x-axis) as at the 29 January 2019.  
 
 

 
 

Fig. 6: South West Food Community Transition Card 
at baseline mapping (Godrich et al., 2019) 

 
 
With this baseline data collected and analysed, the project determined that there was a 
substantial opportunity to strengthen the food security solution ecosystem by concentrating 
on focus areas 3, 6, 7, 8 and 9 of the transition card (Rewa, 2020, p. 3). Twenty participants 
attended a full-day action planning workshop in December 2018 to determine strategies and 
action for strengthening the food security solution ecosystem (Rewa et al., 2020, p. 3).  
 
Six months later, the participants who had attended the workshop were interviewed to 
identify what actions had taken place since the workshop and these changes were entered into 
the online tool (Rewa et al., 2020). Figure 7 provides a visual representation of changes to the 
transition card since the base line data was collected: it highlights that ‘Twenty-five desirable 
changes in practice across 15 initiatives had occurred’ (Rewa et al., 2020, p. 5). These 
changes are outlined in black. 
 
Many findings and lessons from the South West Food Community Lab have been published 
by the scholar system-stewards at Edith Cowan University in peer-reviewed publications 
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(Rewa et al., 2021; Godrich et al., 2020; Rewa, et al., 2020; Godrich et al., 2019). These 
publications are a valuable resource for the South West Food Community: they are providing 
rigorous evidence for potential funders and other stakeholders that are interested in scaling 
the pilot projects impact. 
 
 

 
 

Fig. 7: South West Food Community Transition Card 
at August 2019 (Rewa et al., 2020) 

 
 
 
Scholar-System Social Entrepreneurs 
 
Establishing a social enterprise is an increasingly common approach for commercialising 
social science research (Wyatt et al., 2020, p. 22). In 2018, the Aspect Network was formed 
in the United Kingdom with a £5m award from Research England’s Connecting Capability 
Fund (Wyatt et al., 2020, p. 13). Aspect is a network of organisations that are working 
together to ‘support innovation, entrepreneurship and research commercialisation in social 
sciences’ (Aspect, n.d.1), including supporting the commercialisation of social science 
through social enterprise. The members of Aspect include: Aberystwyth University, the 
University of Bristol, Cardiff University, Cranfield University, Durham University, the 
University of Essex, the University of Glasgow, the University of Greenwich, the University 
of Huddersfield, London School of Economics and Political Science, the University of 
Manchester, Nottingham Trent University, the University of Oxford, Queen's University 
Belfast, the University of Reading, the Royal College of Art, the University of Sheffield, the 
University of Surrey, the University of Sussex, the University of York, and Zinc (Aspect, 
n.d.2) 
 
Academics and higher degree by research students can be supported within universities to 
commercialise their social science research through social enterprise. By supporting scholar-
system social entrepreneurs to commercialise social science research, universities are able to 
address a weakness in business planning competitions and hack-a-thons that have 
traditionally been used to engage students in social enterprise. These competitions and 
hackathons have been criticised as they support students ‘to prove their business solution will 
work without first making sure they understand the problem’ (Papi-Thornton, 2016, p.29). 
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It is recognised that significant research about a problem is required before it is addressed in 
order to create effective solutions, especially if the desired solution includes being able to 
influence systems change (Papi-Thornton, 2016, p.2). In contrast to business planning 
competitions and hackathons, taking a scholar-system social entrepreneurship approach 
requires an in-depth understanding of a target problem as it focuses on scholars 
commercialising their social science research that is addressing a research gap.  
 
A social innovation school approach to social entrepreneurship supports the aim of scholar-
system social entrepreneurs of developing initiatives that addresses a complicated problem, 
and these initiatives also contributing towards addressing an overarching wicked problem. 
The social innovation school of thought originated in the United States (Hoogendorn et al., 
2010, p. 7; Defourny & Nyssens, 2010, p. 38). Bill Drayton, who coined the term social 
entrepreneurship (Sen, 2007, p. 536), is considered to be its leading figure (Hoogendorn et 
al., 2010, p. 7; Defourny & Nyssens, 2010, p. 38).  
 
Systems thinking underpins the social innovation school of social entrepreneurship (Martin 
and Osberg, 2007, p. 38). Using systems thinking, social entrepreneurs that take a social 
innovation school approach identify an opportunity in a non-optimum complex system where 
they can intervene in order to create a better future state (Martin and Osberg, 2007, p. 35).  
 
This identified opportunity involves selecting and addressing a few of the underpinning 
causal factors of a complex wicked problem: those that they consider will produce the 
greatest impact (Martin& Osberg, 2015). Complicated problems have clear relationships 
between cause and effect, the relationship between inputs and outputs is linear, and solutions 
can be determined in advance (Westley et al., 2007; Snowden and Boone, 2007). While these 
selected underpinning causal factors are treated as a complicated problem, there is 
acknowledgement that complicated problems are part of larger complex wicked problems.  
 
In practice, the process of inquiry for scholar-system social entrepreneurs involves the 
development of a systems-aware theory of change, that addresses the complicated problem. 
Theories of change contain the underlying assumptions about how and why an initiative will 
achieve the expected results, the outcomes the initiative is expected to achieve over time, and 
the connection between the initiatives strategies and outcomes (Gutierrez and Tasse, 2007). 
In addition to achieving outcomes for the complicated problem, the initiative will also make a 
contribution towards systems change as it is one initiative within a solution ecosystem that is 
addressing the complicated problem’s overarching wicked problem.  
 
Publishing in academic journals throughout the commercialization process, can be very 
beneficial for scholar-system social entrepreneurs, as peer-reviewed publications provide 
rigorous evidence for potential funders and customers of the merit of the scholar-social 
entrepreneur’s initiative. Figure 6 provides a conceptual model for scholar-system social 
entrepreneur practice.  
 
 



Draft 

 
Figure 6: Conceptual model of scholar-system social entrepreneur practice 

(Adapted from Kapasi and Rosli, 2020) 
 
 
 
Case Study: Scholar-System Social Entrepreneur Practice 
 
Dr Sharon Zivkovic has commercialised her social science research by taking a scholar-
system social entrepreneur approach. As part of a Master of Entrepreneurship program in 
2005, Sharon developed an Active Citizenship Program during a 9-point research project. 
Active citizenship is a wicked problem (Day 1997, p. 421), with a lack of knowledge and 
skills being one of the underpinning causal factors influencing the problem. 
 
During Sharon’s inquiry to develop an initiative that would address the complicated problem 
of a lack of knowledge and skills, seven perspectives for building active citizenship skills 
were identified that each had their own concepts, tools and techniques: a health perspective; 
an education perspective; a welfare reform perspective; a business perspective, a 
sustainability perspective, a decision making perspective, and a collaborative planning 
perspective (Zivkovic, 2009, p. 384). These perspectives were incorporated into a systems 
aware theory of change that underpinned the program that Sharon developed. The Active 
Citizenship Program was then commercialised by forming the social enterprise Community 
Capacity Builders with the assistance of the University of Adelaide’s Business Initiatives for 
Graduates program. Community Capacity Builders Active Citizenship Program was 
delivered in partnership with local government from 2006 to 2017.  
 
From 2008 to 2014 Sharon undertook a PhD with the School of Education at the University 
of South Australia to determine the impact, and how to increase the impact, of Community 
Capacity Builders Active Citizenship Program (Zivkovic, 2014). A key finding from 
Sharon’s research was that there were many other factors, in addition to skills development, 
that impacted on whether graduates in the Active Citizenship Program were able to create 
systems change in their community (Zivkovic, 2014). In response to these findings, a key 
output from Sharon’s PhD research was a model for creating systems change in communities 
that was underpinned by complex adaptive systems theory. The theory of change 
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underpinning this model focuses on what was required by communities and governments to 
create systems change. A paper on the model received the Best Overall Paper Award at the 
4th International Social Innovation Research Conference in 2012 (Zivkovic, 2012).  
 
In 2015 Sharon and Emily Humphreys received the University of South Australia’s Pank 
Prize for Entrepreneurship for the idea of commercialising the model from Sharon’s PhD as 
software (University of South Australia, 2015, p. 47). With the prize money Sharon and 
Emily formed the social enterprise Wicked Lab and developed a minimum viable product for 
the software, which was called the “Tool for Systemic Change”. An article on how the Tool 
for Systemic Change could be used to address the wicked problem of food insecurity was 
published in the Social Enterprise Journal in 2017 (Zivkovic, 2017). 
 
Meeting with potential users of the online Tool, identified the need for a training program to 
be developed that would support the use of the online tool (Zivkovic, 2019). Based on this 
feedback, Wicked Lab developed a Complex Systems Leadership Program that incorporated 
into its theory of change an understanding of ‘what wicked problems are, why a complexity 
approach is required to address wicked problems, and why the features of the online tool are 
required to address wicked problems’ (Zivkovic, 2019).  
 
The Complex Systems Leadership Program was piloted in 2017. An evaluation of the 
program’s pilot uncovered the need for a Lab methodology to be developed to assist program 
graduates to engage community stakeholders in mapping solution ecosystems (Zivkovic, 
2019). To determine the best Lab approach for addressing wicked problems, Sharon 
undertook a research study comparing existing Lab types to the characteristics required to 
address wicked problems. This study was published in the Social Enterprise Journal article 
'Systemic Innovation Labs: A Lab for Wicked Problems' (Zivkovic, 2017). Based on the 
findings of the research, Wicked Lab developed a Systemic Innovation Lab Methodology 
called the FEMLAS process and now offers a Systemic Innovation Lab elective alongside its 
Complex Systems Leadership Program (Wicked Lab, n.d.). 
 
 
Conclusion 
 
This paper has shown that the barriers associated with the rigour-relevance divide of 
entrepreneurial research can be addressed, if universities support social entrepreneurial 
scholar-practitioners. With the aid of case studies, two social entrepreneurial scholar-
practitioner roles have been advanced in this paper: scholar-system stewards who take a 
complexity approach to social entrepreneurship, and scholar-system social entrepreneurs who 
take a social innovation school approach to social entrepreneurship.  
 
Addressing the barriers related to the rigour-relevance divide is important for policy. The 
need of universities to address “grand challenges” through collaborative processes with their 
communities (DePrince and DiEnno, 2019, p. 20), aligns to the desire by governments for 
universities to take a mission-oriented research approach that addresses wicked problems 
(Mazzucato, 2018b; Department of Education, Skills and Employment, 2021, p. 5). The 
scholar system-steward approach discussed in this paper is a contribution towards addressing 
that need. 
 
Taking a mission-led approach to address wicked problems is also important for practice. 
Australia’s recently released Social Enterprise National Strategy report has recommended 
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that the social enterprise sector in Australia takes a ‘missions or systems-led approach’ 
(Hannant, et al., 2021, p. 86). The scholar-system social entrepreneur approach described in 
this paper contributes towards this recommendation in the report. 
 
Given that the need to address these barriers is important for both policy and practice, further 
investigation is required to determine how universities and communities can best support the 
practices of scholar-system stewards and scholar-system social entrepreneurs.  
 
 
  



Draft 
References 
 
Amadei, B. (2015), A Systems Approach to Modelling Community Development Projects, 
Momentum Press, New York, NY. 
 
Anderson, N., Herriot, P., & Hodgkinson, G. P. (2001). The practitioner‐researcher divide in 
Industrial, Work and Organizational (IWO) psychology: Where are we now, and where do 
we go from here?. Journal of Occupational and Organizational Psychology, 74(4), 391-411. 
 
Ashby, W. R. (1956), An introduction to cybernetic, Chapman & Hall, London. 
 
Aspect (n.d.1), Transforming Society Through Social Science Innovation, accessed 3 July 
2021, <https://aspect.ac.uk/> 
 
Aspect (n.d.2) Aspect members, https://aspect.ac.uk/about/members/, accessed 3 July 2021, 
<https://aspect.ac.uk/> 
 
Bellefontaine, T., & Wisener, R. (2011), “The evaluation of place-based approaches”, Policy 
Horizons Canada. 
 
Barker, K. (2015). The challenging Australian policy context for university 
engagement. Journal of Higher Education Policy and Management, 37(5), 477–489. 
 
Batty, M. (2007), “Complexity in city systems: Understanding, evolution, and design”, in E. 
Silva and G. De Roo (Eds.), A Planner’s Encounter with Complexity, Aldershot, Ashgate, pp. 
99–122.  
 
Castellani, B. (2018), Map of the Complexity Sciences, Art & Science Factory, available at: 
<http://www.art-sciencefactory.com/complexity-map.html> (accessed 23 November 2018). 
 
Creswell, J.W. (2003), Research design: qualitative, quantitative and mixed methods, Sage 
Publications, Thousand Oaks, CA. 
 
Davies, A., Mulgan, G., Norman, W., Pulford, L., Patrick, R. & Simon, J. (2012), Systemic 
Innovation, Social Innovation Europe, available at: 
http://www.socialinnovationeurope.eu/sites/default/files/sites/default/files/SIE%20Systemic
%20Innovation%20Report%20-%20December%202012_1.pdf (accessed 19 April 2013). 
 
Day, D. (1997), “Citizen participation in the planning process: An essentially contested 
concept?”, Journal of Planning Literature, 11 (3), 421–434. 
 
Defourny, J., & Nyssens, M. (2010), “Conceptions of social enterprise and social 
entrepreneurship in Europe and the United States: Convergences and divergences”, Journal 
of social entrepreneurship, Vol. 1, No. 1, pp. 32-53. 
 
Department of Education, Skills and Employment (2021), University Research 
Commercialisation Consultation Paper, accessed 13 July, 
<https://www.dese.gov.au/download/10915/university-research-commercialisation-
consultation-paper/20886/document/pdf> 
 



Draft 
DePrince, A. P., & DiEnno, C. M. (2019). Tackling Grand Challenges: Community 
Engagement and Collective Impact in Public Problem Solving. Metropolitan 
Universities, 30(2), 20-39. 
 
De Roo, G. (2012), “Spatial planning, complexity and a world ‘out of equilibrium’: outline of 
a non-linear approach to planning”, Complexity and Planning—Systems, Assemblages and 
Simulations, pp. 141-176. 
 
Dimov, D., Schaefer, R., & Pistrui, J. (2020). Look who is talking… and who is listening: 
Finding an integrative “we” voice in entrepreneurial scholarship. Entrepreneurship Theory 
and Practice, 1042258720914507. 
 
Duit, A. and Galaz, V. (2008), “Governance and Complexity: Emerging Issues for 
Governance Theory”, Governance: An International Journal of Policy, Administration, and 
Institutions, 21 (3), 311–335. 
 
Eggers, W. and Muoio, E. (2015), “Wicked Opportunities”, in Business ecosystems come of 
age, Deloitte University Press, Westlake, TX, pp. 31-42. 
 
Elkington, .J and Hartigan, P. (2008), The Power of Unreasonable People, Harvard Business 
Press, Boston, MA. 
 
Geyer, R. (2003), “Beyond the Third Way: the science of complexity and the politics of 
choice”, British Journal of Politics and International Relations, Vol. 5, No. 2, pp. 237-257. 
 
Eppel, E., Karacaoglu, G., & Provoost, D. (2018). From Complexity to Collaboration: 
Creating the New Zealand we want for ourselves, and enabling future generations to do the 
same for themselves (Working Paper 18/01). Institute for Governance and Policy Studies. 
Retrieved from www.occ.org.nz/publications/reports/from-complexity-to-collaboration/ 
 
Frank, H., & Landström, H. (2016). What makes entrepreneurship research interesting? 
Reflections on strategies to overcome the rigour–relevance gap. Entrepreneurship & 
Regional Development, 28(1-2), 51-75. 
 
Geng EH, Peiris D, Kruk ME (2017), Implementation science: Relevance in the real world 
without sacrificing rigor. PLoS Med 14(4). 
 
 
Godrich, S. L., Stoneham, M., Edmunds, M., & Devine, A. (2020). South West Food 
Community: how government and community initiatives are supporting systemic change 
towards enhanced food security. Australian and New Zealand journal of public health, 44(2), 
129-136. 
 
Godrich, S. L., Payet, J., Brealey, D., Edmunds, M., Stoneham, M., & Devine, A. (2019), 
“South West food community: A place-based pilot study to understand the food security 
system”, Nutrients, vol. 11, no. 4, pp. 1-12. 
 
Goldstein, J. (1994), The Unshackled Organization: Facing the challenge of unpredictability 
through spontaneous reorganization, Productivity Press, Portland. 
 



Draft 
Goldstein, J., Hazy, J.K. & Silberstang, J. (2008), “Complexity and Social Entrepreneurship: 
A Fortuitous Meeting”, E:CO, Vol. 10, No. 3, pp. 9-24 
 
Goldstein, J., Hazy, J.K., and Lichtenstein, B.B. (2010), Complexity and the Nexus of 
Leadership: Leveraging Nonlinear Science to Create Ecologies of Innovation, New York, 
NY: Palgrave Macmillan. 
 
Goldstein, J., Hazy, J.K. and Silberstang, J. (2010), “A Complexity Science Model of Social 
Innovation in Social Enterprise”, Journal of Social Entrepreneurship, Vol. 1, No. 1, pp. 101-
125. 
 
Gutierrez, M. and Tasse, T. (2007), ‘Leading with Theory: Using a Theory of Change 
Approach for Leadership Development Evaluations’, in The Handbook of Leadership 
Development, Jossey-Bass. 
 
Hannant, A., McNeill, J., Burkett, I., Price, A. (2021), Social Enterprise National Strategy 
(SENS) Project - Directions Part 2: Towards a national strategy, The Yunus Centre Griffith 
University, Brisbane. 
 
Hoogendoorn, B., Pennings, E. & Thurik, R. (2010), “What do we know about social 
entrepreneurship? An analysis of empirical research”, International Review of 
Entrepreneurship, Vol. 8, No. 2, pp. 71-112. 
 
Jessop, B. (1998), “The Rise of Governance and the Risks of Failure: the Case of Economic 
Development”, International Social Science Journal, 50 (155): 29-45. 
 
Jongbloed, B., Enders, J., & Salerno, C. (2008). Higher education and its communities: 
Interconnections, interdependencies and a research agenda. Higher Education, 56(3), 303–
324 
 
Kania, J. and Kramer, M. (2013), “Embracing emergence: How collective impact addresses 
complexity”, Stanford Social Innovation Review [blog], 21 January 2013 post, viewed 15 
May 2013. 
http://www.ssireview.org/blog/entry/embracing_emergence_how_collective_impact_address
es_complexity#comments 
 
Kania, J. and Kramer, M. (2011), “Collective Impact”, Stanford Social Innovation Review, 
Winter 2011, pp. 36-41. 
 
Kapasi, I., & Rosli, A. (2020). The practice of “we”: A framework for balancing rigour and 
relevance in entrepreneurship scholarship. Journal of Business Venturing Insights, 14, 
e00202. 
 
Leadbeater, C. (1997), The Rise of the social entrepreneur, DEMOS, London. 
 
Lichtenstein, B.B. and Plowman, D.A. (2009), “The leadership of emergence: A complex 
systems leadership theory of emergence at successive organizational levels”, The Leadership 
Quarterly, 20 (4), 617-630. 
 



Draft 
Lipsky, M. (1980), Street-Level Bureaucracy: Dilemmas of the Individual in Public Services, 
Russell Sage Foundation, New York, NY. 
 
Lowe, T., French, M., & Hawkins, M. (2020). Navigating complexity: The future of public 
service. The Palgrave Handbook of the Public Servant, 1-19. 
 
Martin, R. L., & Osberg, S. (2015), Getting beyond better: How social entrepreneurship 
works, Harvard Business Review Press, Boston. 
 
Martin, R.L. & Osberg, S. (2007), “Social entrepreneurship: The Case for Definition”, 
Stanford Social Innovation Review, Spring 2007, pp. 28-39. 
 
Mazzucato, M. (2018a), “Mission-oriented innovation policies: challenges and 
opportunities”, Industrial and Corporate Change, vol 27, no. 5, pp. 803-815. 
 
Mazzucato, M. (2018b), Mission-oriented research & innovation in the European Union, 
European Commission. 
 
McKelvey, B. & Lichtenstein, B. (2007), “Leadership in the Four Stages of Emergence”, in J. 
Hazy, J. Goldstein, & B. Lichtenstein (Eds), Complex Systems Leadership Theory, ISCE 
Press, Boston. 
 
Mulgan, G. (2001), “Systems Thinking and the Practice of Government”, Systemist, No. 23, 
pp. 22-28 
 
Munday, T (2018), Edith Cowan University - South West launches pilot project for healthy 
food options, viewed 10 July 2021, 
<https://www.bunburymail.com.au/story/5474474/healthier-alternatives/> 
 
Murphy, D., & McGrath, D. (2018). A success/failure paradox: reflection on a university-
community engagement in Australia. Journal of Higher Education Policy and 
Management, 40(4), 321-341. 
 
Nye, J.S. (2004), Soft Power: The Means to Success in World Politics, New York, NY: 
Public Affairs. 
 
Papi-Thornton, D. 2016. Tackling Heropreneurship. An “apprenticing with a problem” 
approach to move us from the social entrepreneur to social impact., accessed at: www. 
tacklingheropreneurship.com. 
 
Puttick, R. (2014), “Innovation teams and labs a practice guide”, NESTA Practice Guide 
Series, available at: 
www.nesta.org.uk/sites/default/files/innovation_teams_and_labs_a_practice_guide.pdf 
(accessed 28 April 2018). 
 
Rewa, J., Devine, A., & Godrich, S. (2021). Evaluating the impact of a community‐based 
food security project: the value in facilitating collaboration and understanding. Health 
Promotion Journal of Australia. 
 



Draft 
Rewa, J., Devine, A., & Godrich, S. (2020). South West Food Community: understanding 
systemic change, and its associated challenges and successes, among food security 
projects. Australian and New Zealand Journal of Public Health, 44(6), 493-501. 
 
Rittel, H.W.J. & Webber, M.M. (1973), “Dilemmas in a general theory of planning”, Policy 
Sciences, Vol. 4, pp. 155-169. 
 
Robinson, K. A., Saldanha, I. J., & McKoy, N. A. (2011). Identification of research gaps 
from evidence-based guidelines: a pilot study in cystic fibrosis. International journal of 
technology assessment in health care, 27(3), 247-252. 
 
Sen, P. (2007), “Ashoka’s big idea: Transforming the world through social entrepreneurship”, 
Futures, Vol. 39, No. 5, pp. 534-553. 
 
Sherman DA (2006), “Social Entrepreneurship: Pattern-Changing Entrepreneurs and the 
Scaling of Social Impact”, Working paper, Case Western Reserve University, Weatherhead 
School of Management, Cleveland.  
 
Smart, J. R. (2017), Collective impact: Evidence and implications for practice, Australian 
Institute of Family Studies, Melbourne. 
 
Smith, J., Pelco, L. E., & Rooke, A. (2017). The emerging role of universities in collective 
impact initiatives. Metropolitan Universities, 28(4) 
 
Snowden, D. J. and Boone, M. E. (2007), “A leader’s framework for decision making”, 
Harvard Business Review, Vol. 85, No. 11, pp. 69–76. 
 
Snowden, D.J. & Stanbridge, P. (2004), “The landscape of management: creating the context 
for understanding social complexity”, E:CO, Vol. 6, No. 1-2, pp.140-148. 
 
Strübing, J. (2007), “Research as Pragmatic Problem-Solving: The pragmatist Roots of 
Empirically-grounded Theorizing”, in Bryant, A. and Charmaz K. (eds), The SAGE 
Handbook of Grounded Theory, SAGE Publications Ltd, London, pp. 580-602. 
 
Sturmberg, J. P., Martin, C. M., & Katerndahl, D. A. (2014), “Systems and complexity 
thinking in the general practice literature: an integrative, historical narrative review”, The 
Annals of Family Medicine, Vol. 12, No. 1, pp. 66-74. 
 
Surie, G. and Hazy, J.K. (2006), “Generative leadership: Nurturing innovation in complex 
systems”, Emergence: Complexity and Organization, 8 (4): 13-26. 
 
Svyantek, D. J. and Brown, L.J. (2000), “A Complex-Systems Approach to Organizations”, 
Current Directions in Psychological Science, Vol. 9, Iss. 2, pp. 69-74. 
 
Tenkasi, R. V., & Hay, G. W. (2008). Following the second legacy of Aristotle: The scholar-
practitioner as an epistemic technician. In A. B. Shani, S. A. Mohrman, W. A. Pasmore, B. 
Stymne, & N. Adler (Eds.), Handbook of collaborative management research (pp. 49-72). 
London, UK: Sage 
 



Draft 
Thietart, R. And Forgues, B (2011), “Complexity Science and Organisation”, Allen, P. 
Maguire, S. & McKelvey, B. (Eds.), The SAGE Handbook of Complexity and Management, 
Sage Publications, London, pp. 53-64. 
 
Uhl-Bien, M., Marion, R., and McKelvey, B. (2008), “Complexity Leadership Theory: 
Shifting Leadership From the Industrial Age to the Knowledge Era”. In: Uhl-Bien, M. and 
Marion, R. (eds), Complexity Leadership: Part 1: Conceptual Foundations, Information Age 
Publishing, Charlotte, NC, pp. 185-224 ( 
 
University of South Australia (2015), ‘Highlights’, UniSA Business, issue 7, 
https://unisa.edu.au/siteassets/media-centre/docs/publications/unisabusiness/unisabusiness-
issue07.pdf 
 
Westley, F., Zimmerman, B., and Patton, M.Q. (2007), Getting to Maybe: How the World Is 
Changed, Vintage Canada, Toronto. 
 
Wicked Lab (n.d.), Systemic Innovation Labs, https://www.wickedlab.co/systemic-
innovation-lab.html 
 
Wyatt, B.C., Seward, E. and Macnaughton, S. (2020), Aspect Learning Report 2020, London 
School of Economics and Political Science 
http://aspect.ac.uk/wp-content/uploads/2020/10/Aspect-Learning-Report-2020-
compressed.pdf 
 
Zivkovic, S. (2019), Increasing the impact of a complex systems leadership program, 
Emergence Complexity and Organisation, Vol. 20, No. 3. 
 
Zivkovic, S. (2018), 'Systemic Innovation Labs: A Lab for Wicked Problems', Social 
Enterprise Journal, Vol. 14 No. 3, pp. 348-366. 
 
Zivkovic, S. (2017), 'Addressing food insecurity: a systemic innovation approach', Social 
Enterprise Journal, Vol. 13, No. 3, pp. 234-250. 
 
Zivkovic, S. (2015), “A complexity based diagnostic tool for tackling wicked problems”, 
Emergence: Complexity and Organization, (4). 
 
Zivkovic, S (2014), ‘Determining and increasing the social impact of an active citizenship 
education program’, PhD thesis, School of Education, University of South Australia, 
Adelaide. 
 
Zivkovic, S (2012), ‘Government’s role in social innovation: Balancing unplanned 
exploration and planned exploitation’, paper to the 4th International Social Innovation 
Research Conference, Third Sector Research Centre, University of Birmingham, 12-14 
September. Winner of Best Overall Paper Award 2012 International Social Innovation 
Research Conference 
 
Zivkovic, S. (2009), ‘Enabling Active Citizenship through an Adult Leadership Development 
Program’, In Daly, K. & Schuguresky, D. (Eds.), Proceedings of the International Conference 
Learning Democracy by Doing: Alternative Practices in Citizenship Learning and 



Draft 
Participatory Democracy, Ontario Institute for Studies in Education, University of Toronto, 
pp. 380-92. 
 
Zuckerman, G. A., Chudinova, E. V., & Khavkin, E. E. (1998). Inquiry as a pivotal element 
of knowledge acquisition within the Vygotskian paradigm: building a science curriculum for 
the elementary. Cognition and Instruction, 16(2), 201-233. 
 


