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Abstract 

The focus of this thesis was to utilize the Action Research Engagement (ARE) process to engage 

stakeholders in a collaborative curriculum design process at Canadian Mennonite University 

(CMU), to inform recommendations for community engagement strategies, and curriculum 

design relative to social innovation (SI). Six interviews were conducted, along with two 

stakeholder sessions utilizing human-centred design methods, and nine participants. Five 

findings pointed to the need for a SI strategy at CMU, with a significant focus on mending the 

gap between community stakeholders and the university. Three recommendations encourage 

CMU to develop a SI strategy focused on relationship building with community stakeholders to 

foster long-term partnerships and develop innovative solutions to promote a sustainable funding 

model. These recommendations contribute to laying the foundation for a viable SI program to 

produce graduates qualified for today’s workplace. The contribution of this research to the 

existing body of literature is a case study illustrative of the net benefits of a collaborative course 

design process involving stakeholders in SI education, as well as the challenges involved in this 

process. 
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Chapter 1: Focus and Framing 

This inquiry relied upon the action research engagement process to engage stakeholders 

in a collaborative curriculum design process at Canadian Mennonite University (CMU), 

informing recommendations for community engagement strategies and curriculum design, 

relative to social innovation (SI). The development of this new course dovetails with the opening 

of a SI incubator on campus—the Centre for Resilience (CR). Overall, the goal of my research 

was to engage key stakeholders in a thoughtful design process using human-centred design 

methods. This process helped stakeholders to identify their business challenges for students to 

assist with, produced a well-defined set of recommendations from the stakeholders, and co-

created possible design prototypes. I substantiated these findings through semi-structured one-

on-one interviews with other SI educators at post-secondary institutions in Manitoba. 

With the opening of CMU’s CR in April 2018—a SI incubator and co-working space 

purposed to foster enterprise, design, and policy innovations for a resilient economy that 

improves social equity and ecological conservation—comes new possibilities for CMU’s 

engagement with the community and curriculum development. In fall 2018, CMU implemented a 

new undergraduate course—the Social Innovation Lab (SIL)—in which businesses and resident 

entrepreneurs in the CR collaborate with students to design, propose, and implement a solution to 

a particular problem posed by the businesses. For this, a collaborative design process was 

crucial. Prior to its launch, the course and its design became the container for my inquiry into 

how such a process might enhance curriculum design, student outcomes and CMU’s community 

engagement. 

I currently work in Enrolment at CMU where my work revolves around strategy 

development for recruitment. I am always looking for new and innovative ways to attract 
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incoming students to the university, and I believe that designing a course to facilitate 

collaboration between students and the surrounding social enterprise community enhances the 

skill sets of graduates as a key strategy for attracting and retaining students. 

The main question guiding this research is as follows, followed by related sub-questions: 

How can engaging stakeholders in the design process of CMU’s SIL enhance the curriculum 

design, student outcomes, and CMU's community engagement, leading to a more resilient 

future?1  

1. What forms of community engagement are already in place at CMU? 

2. How can CMU’s current forms of community engagement foster SI? 

3. What processes need to be adopted in order to launch SI initiatives as part of CMU’s 

community engagement strategies? 

4. Who needs to be involved for SI initiatives to take root? 

5. What structures need to be in place in the institution to support these initiatives? 

The significance of the Inquiry 

This section explores the significance of this inquiry, as well as provides an 

organizational and systems analysis before describing how the inquiry aligns with and helps the 

organization accomplish its stated vision, mission, values, and priorities. 

We find ourselves living in an increasingly complex world, faced with the challenges of 

climate change, globalization, ecological degradation, racial inequality, First Nation’s 

reconciliation, homelessness, and opioid crises. “Taking a business-as-usual approach in 

communities, industries, governments and institutions will not realize a sustainable future in 

                                                 
1 Though “student outcomes” is included in my primary inquiry as a means of referring to the development 

of SI related skill sets in students, its inclusion is forward-thinking. Full investigation into this line of questioning 
falls outside the overall scope of this inquiry as it would require developing and testing pedagogical and assessment 
models. 
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Canada or globally” (Strandberg, 2017, p. 6). If educational institutions could redefine their 

traditional role in solving some of these major social challenges, positive social and ecological 

change could ensue at a massive scale (Strandberg, 2017). 

“Generative leadership does not wait fatalistically for the unexpected to happen, but 

instead actively participates in and coevolves with the environment and the future” (Goldstein, 

Hazy & Lichtenstein, 2010, p. 3). Faced with this kind of change, organization administration 

processes today must adapt to remain relevant. Recognizing the need for more robust community 

engagement models, research has suggested there exists a trend in higher education to move 

away from transactional, individualized outreach models toward more collaboration and co-

creation of knowledge between communities and universities. Sandmann, Thornton, and Jaeger 

(2009) suggested that this shift is “a natural evolution of their traditional missions of service to 

recognize ties to their communities along with their commitments to the social contract between 

society and higher education” (p. 1). Strandberg (2017) highlighted the criticality for higher 

education institutions to equip students, “with the collaborative skills, systems perspective, 

mindfulness, social innovation experience and networks to address these social threats via their 

professional and citizen roles” (p. 8). However, in spite of Strandberg’s (2017) excellent work, 

research lacks surrounding which strategies and processes institutions have successfully 

employed in their move towards community collaboration and SI. While the 

exact institutional support structures and strategies needed to sustain community 

engagement remain somewhat unknown, there is also a lack of information on which 

institutional competencies and capabilities lead to successful community-university engagement. 

Consequently, with consensus surrounding the 'why' of SI, the 'how' remains unclear. 
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Finding itself amidst this shift, CMU requires every undergraduate student to complete a 

practicum placement as part of their degree. Leveraging long-standing local and international 

partnerships in a broad spectrum of sectors with positive reputations for service-learning in the 

community, CMU’s practicum program relies upon an engagement model rooted in an 

individualized outreach methodology (J. Dueck, personal communication, April 13, 2018). 

The opening of the CR provides an opportunity for student engagement in social 

enterprise, along with workspace for businesses and entrepreneurs to partner with the institution 

in this evolutionary curriculum development. Traditionally, knowledge creation systems were 

housed in academic institutions, excluding community voices from the knowledge production 

system (Nasmyth, Etmanski, & Lehr, 2016). Critical of this reality, this inquiry will shift this 

system, bringing the voices of businesses and entrepreneurs into the development of the SIL. 

With this transformation of relations within the particular context of CMU in mind, I 

leverage the following definition of SI to guide this inquiry: “social innovation involves, among 

others, the transformation of social relations in space, the reproduction of place-bound and 

spatially exchanged identities and culture, and the establishment of place-based and scale-related 

governance structures” (Maccallum, Moulaert, Hillier, & Vicari, 2009, p. 13). While the focus of 

this definition is specific to the transformation of relations within a particular context, it begs the 

question, towards what end? In Etmanski’s (2015) discussion on definitions, he noted the 

importance of clarifying the intent of SI. In recognition of his recommendation, I amend 

Maccallum et al.’s (2009) definition above to include, towards the end goal of solving layered 

social and environmental problems. 

The SIL will function as an initial curricular link—an action-oriented undergraduate 

course where partners will collaborate with a cohort of students to design, propose, and 
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implement a solution to a particular problem posed by stakeholders. The first of its kind at CMU, 

the lab will qualify as practicum credit for students and will usher CMU into the evolutionary 

process of its traditional mission, as described by Sandmann et al. (2009). Success in this inquiry 

is initiating a process by which stakeholders in the CR can shape and engage with SI in both the 

short and long term. This success will lay a foundation for an overall shift in CMU’s academic 

culture toward the inclusion of SI and change-making priorities in various courses, as reflected in 

assignments and projects requiring social impact. And finally, success will be demonstrated by 

CMU’s leadership including SI as an institutional, strategic priority. 

Presently, given my role at CMU, I am drawn to this research due to wider, sociocultural 

trends within Canada and abroad as the dominant worldview no longer assumes Christianity. 

Coinciding with this shift, CMU has encountered a marked decline in enrolment from 

denominational supporting bodies as well as overall reductions in students seeking theological 

education proper. Therefore, for CMU to remain viable as an institution of higher education in a 

changing Canadian landscape that no longer privileges Christianity, there is a recognized need, 

as expressed in various strategic enrolment meetings, to leverage current strengths to attract 

students seeking an education that falls outside of traditional faith concerns. Failure to leverage 

CMU's practicum and community engagement strengths threatens the institution’s unique 

contribution to the Christian higher education landscape within Canada and abroad, as well as 

threatens students’ skill development for their complex professional and citizen roles. 

Organizational Context and Systems Analysis 

In this complex academic system that, “has a history, and the past is integrated with the 

present”; it is essential that leaders think differently than in the past so that solutions can emerge 

out of the current circumstances (Snowden & Boone, 2007, p. 71). This next section will give a 
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brief overview of CMU’s history as it relates to this inquiry, and of the parts of the system that 

will be involved in this inquiry. 

CMU is a Christian, liberal arts university in Winnipeg, Manitoba. This teaching 

university is focused on undergraduate education, offering four main undergraduate programs—

Bachelor of Arts, Bachelor of Music and Music Therapy, Bachelor of Science, as well as a 

Bachelor of Business Administration Program. Approximately 960 undergraduate and graduate 

attend the university. CMU became a university in the year 2000 when three predecessor 

colleges, all rooted in the Anabaptist faith tradition, amalgamated to form the University—

Mennonite Brethren Bible College (Concord College) established in 1944, Canadian Mennonite 

Bible College, established in 1947, and Menno Simons College, established in 1989. CMU was 

born when Canadian Mennonites came together to further their educational missions, as well as 

further community service. CMU’s mission reads: 

Canadian Mennonite University is an innovative Christian university, rooted in the 

Anabaptist faith tradition, moved and transformed by the life and teachings of Jesus 

Christ. Through teaching, research and service, CMU inspires and equips women and 

men for lives of service, leadership and reconciliation in church and society. (Personnel 

Policy Handbook, 2017, p. 5) 

Eighteen years before the birth of CMU, Frank Epp (1982) —a prominent Mennonite 

historian —developed a paper for the “Friends of Higher Learning” committee titled A College 

for a New Century. This paper outlined the history of Mennonite education in Canada, along 

with a vision for the future of “The New College”, as a holistic and interdisciplinary institution, 

creating graduates who were, 
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“farmer-preachers”, that is, people whose understanding of the Word is in relation to the 

world and whose theoretical knowledge has a practical and contemporary application, 

people who have their feet on the ground even while their head is in the clouds, people 

with a spirituality that touches the soil. (p. 36-37) 

Epp (1982) went on to describe a post-secondary institution preparing students to offer 

leadership in a new century, one marked by “The Crises of our Times” (p. 38). 

New orders want to emerge in economics, politics, religion, indeed in the full range of 

human experience.  A college must charge the way through the crises and not only 

chronicle and decry their existence. It must not only be profoundly philosophical, and 

problem-oriented but also interested in practical solutions. (Epp, 1982, p. 38) 

“Shared visions emerge from personal visions. This is how [visions] derive their energy 

and how they foster commitment” (Senge, 2006, p. 197). Dr. Cheryl Pauls, CMU’s current 

president, recently discovered this document and shared it with the CMU community. She was 

astounded when reading the vision Epp narrated for “The New College” (now “Canadian 

Mennonite University”) and noted that, today, CMU is much closer to grasping the vision Epp 

had in 1982 than the vision created at CMU’s outset in 2000 (C. Pauls, personal communication, 

November 19, 2018). 

Kouzes and Posner (2012) posited that it is only by listening to the ideas and dreams of 

everyone on the team that others will enlist in the shared vision. CMU is still grappling with 

Epp’s (1982) vision, who “called for an augmentation to the strengths of bible college and liberal 

arts traditions” (C. Pauls, personal communication, November 2, 2018). In a recent Academic 

Program Council meeting, Pauls led a discussion on what it means for CMU to bring together the 

disciplines of Biblical and Theological Studies and Business. Pauls stated that the majority “are 
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giving voice to a yearning for people with the capacity to reinvent and reshape the grassroots 

movements as much as the institutional agencies of the spiritual, social, economic and more 

dimensions of collective life” (C. Pauls, personal communication, November 2, 2018). With the 

opening of the CR, CMU’s administration, faculty, and staff have been challenged to re-narrate 

what it means to be educating the next generation of “farmer-preachers.” A narrative change at a 

personal or organizational level is a key to dialogic change (Bushe & Marshak, 2015). 

CMU has a long history of community engagement. According to Jonathan Dueck, Vice 

President Academic, the history of CMU, along with its strong ties to the church and its 

supporting denominational bodies, are of particular import as this has fostered a sense of 

rootedness and community engagement amongst alumni and the surrounding Mennonite 

Community, forming the foundation for the SI impetus we are sensing today (personal 

communication, April 12, 2018). Many graduates of these predecessor colleges have given their 

lives to service and mission, whether that be through Mennonite Central Committee, church 

ministry, education, or other not-for-profits locally and abroad. Furthermore, it could be argued 

that community engagement has been at the core of these institutions through the theory and 

practice required of the music and preaching programs; students would learn and rehearse at the 

colleges yet were required to perform and engage at the community level. “This link between 

theory and practice is what we’ve been doing all along and is still characteristic of what we do 

best” (J. Dueck, personal communication, April 12, 2018). 

According to a dialogic understanding of change, as defined by Bushe and Marshak 

(2015), transformational change is more emergent than planned. This was exactly the case with 

the CR as it was more of an emergent idea than strategically planned (J. Unger, personal 

communication, April 12, 2018). A few years ago, CMU’s president Dr. Cheryl Pauls noticed 
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much discussion in higher education of ecological resilience, yet no one was talking about 

economic resilience. Resilience, as defined by Pauls is, “the capacity of social and ecological 

systems to absorb disturbance, undergo change, re-organize, and all the while retain health of 

centred purpose and presence” (CMU, para 15, 2018). She wrote it down on a long list as a 

strategic priority with no further plan for implementation. After some brainstorming on how this 

strategic priority of ecological and economic resilience could be made tangible, CMU applied for 

a grant from the Post-Secondary Institutions Strategic Investment Fund to create a research hub, 

and much to everyone’s surprise, the application was accepted. In a news release announcing the 

funding, Pauls stated: “[t]his generous investment of the Government of Canada and the 

Province of Manitoba signals a bold vision for cross-sector relationships and projects in service 

of society’s well-being.” (Government of Manitoba, 2016). Jonathan Dueck reflected that the CR 

will help us to take our deep understanding of community engagement to a new set of partners 

and be informed by them. It will be a place to rethink curriculum and the knowledge we produce 

as an institution (J. Dueck, personal communication, April 12, 2018). 

Coghlan and Brannick (2010) stated, “[t]he process of moving a change through an 

organization requires a systematic view of the complex interrelationship and interdependence of 

the individual, the face-to-face team, the interdepartmental group and the organization” (p. 89). 

CMU’s governance model is unique in that it functions as a “committee of the whole.” Power is 

well distributed throughout the organization. Essentially, when a new initiative gets proposed, 

most faculty want to be heard, as they and other stakeholders take ownership of the curriculum. 

Committees are structured in such a way that this is possible (J. Dueck, personal communication, 

April 13, 2018). The fact that the CR, along with the proposed SIL, passed through multiple 
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faculty committees shows that it has faculty support. There is broad interest in pursuing 

curricular linkages with SI initiatives. 

The CR represents a significant point of connection to the broader community, and other 

post-secondary institutions. The CR offers businesses, entrepreneurs, non-profits, and 

cooperatives (hereafter referred to as “businesses”) a co-working space at a small rental cost. In 

addition to office space, a small parcel of land on CMU’s northwest side is allocated for 

stakeholder experimentation (composting and greenhouse initiatives). Entrepreneurs are 

interested as many do not own offices and are looking for an affordable and attractive space in 

which to collaborate. Larger businesses have expressed interest as having representatives 

working in the CR will enhance their cooperative work with other similar businesses. Currently, 

twelve businesses have formally rented a desk and work in the CR, while three more hope to 

partner with the expansion project on the west parcel of land. The CR is at approximately 60 

percent capacity and is hoping to reach full capacity in 2019. The CR has the potential for 

another point of connection with other post-secondary institutions in Manitoba working on SI 

initiatives. In March 2018, CMU hosted the first post-secondary round table on SI that proposed 

to establish collaborative partnerships and create supports as post-secondary institutions tackle 

complex social issues, though nothing further has come of this. 

Business partnerships with CMU differ from one another. Most residents use the CR as 

their workspace and CMU is primarily their tenant. Their only contact at CMU would be the 

Director of the CR. Others have quickly developed relationships on campus, finding ways to 

participate in CMU’s community events, employing additional practicum students. I have 

observed that those residents who resonate with and share in CMU’s value of service are more 
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deeply engaged in the institution.2 The CR’s accessibility by key card access only makes it 

challenging for the CMU community to connect with it. The Director of the CR is, therefore, a 

key person in this system as all incoming and outgoing communication is funnelled through him. 

This inquiry was a special project and my participation with the CR and various 

stakeholders was granted because my research aided in the development of its current set of 

priorities: integrating SI into academic curriculum for students. As I am now one of the only staff 

members at CMU with specific expertise in SI, this leverages my place in the system to effect 

change. 

While this research is lodged within a school with strong historical ties to community, 

church, students, alumni, and other networks of post-secondary institutions, I narrowed my scope 

to focus on the design of the SIL, specifically with the involved stakeholders: ten businesses in 

the CR, three key CMU faculty members, and two representatives from the Canadian 

Community Economic Development Network (CCEDNet). I also focused on the post-secondary 

network for my one-on-one interviews. A limit to my research was not involving students. Due to 

the timing of the research being in the summer, student involvement presented practical and 

ethical complications. 

Overview of the Thesis 

Chapter One included an overview of the organizational imperatives driving this inquiry 

and the corresponding research questions guiding this thesis. In contextualizing the research, the 

chapter contained information on the organization’s current situation within a larger context, a 

                                                 
2 CMU’s board of governors is intentional in not mandating there be full value-based partnerships with the 

CR as their main concern at this time is filling the CR (J. Magnus-Johnston, personal communication, March 7, 
2019).  
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historical overview informing the current vision, a systems analysis illustrative of the proposed 

organizational change, relevant stakeholders, and desired outcomes. 

 Chapter Two consists of a literature review, wherein I discuss elements of SI relevant to 

my inquiry namely, community-university engagement and undergraduate education. 

Chapter Three outlines the Action Research (AR) methodology employed in this inquiry. 

I situate the research in the context of the Action Research Engagement (ARE) model (Rowe, 

Graf, Agger-Gupta, Piggot-Irvine, & Harris, 2013), an adapted model of AR which focuses on 

the planning stages. I then explain the data collection methods I employed, such as human-

centred design methods and one-on-one interviews. I also outline project participants, and how I 

conducted the study and analyzed the data, including measures I took to verify data. The chapter 

closes with a summary of ethical issues related to the inquiry. 

Chapter Four contains the findings from the analysis of participant data, offering 

conclusions drawn from situating these findings in the framework of the literature reviewed in 

Chapter Two. I also discuss the scope and limitations of the inquiry. 

In Chapter Five, I conclude the thesis with a series of actionable recommendations for 

CMU to take in moving forward with the change initiative I propose in this study. Finally, I 

identify the contributions brought to existing research by this inquiry and make suggestions for 

future areas of research. 
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Chapter 2: Literature Review 

This literature review identifies and expands relevant topics related to SI in post-

secondary contexts, with the objective of providing background on topics pertinent to my study 

and enhancing my understanding of SI. Conclusions from my inquiry, along with 

recommendations for CMU moving forward, are guided from theories and themes identified in 

the literature, along with collected data from my research. 

I have focused on three key areas relating to my research and research questions. The first 

topic covers a broad overview of SI, along with related definitions and theories, while the second 

focuses on Community University Engagement (CUE)—a distinguishing feature of the SI 

process. Community-university partnerships, stakeholder engagement, government research 

funding and support for SI, and social finance are my primary foci. Finally, I discuss 

undergraduate curriculum relating to SI, focusing on the challenges related to SI education, 

emerging university and college-led SI incubators and their accompanying methodology, 

pedagogical frameworks for teaching SI, models for designing SI courses, and end with a brief 

discussion of entrepreneurial education. Analysis of these topics will help inform my research 

question and related sub-questions. These are: How can engaging stakeholders in the design 

process of CMU’s SIL enhance the curriculum design, student outcomes, and CMU's community 

engagement, leading to a more resilient future? 

1. What forms of community engagement are already in place at CMU? 

2. How can CMU’s current forms of community engagement foster SI? 

3. What processes need to be adopted in order to launch SI initiatives as part of CMU’s 

community engagement strategies? 

4. Who needs to be involved for SI initiatives to take root? 



DESIGNING CMU’S SIL  22 
 

5. What structures need to be in place in the institution to support these initiatives? 

Social Innovation 

This section of the literature review focuses broadly on SI, definitions, related concepts, 

and underlying theories. Understanding and defining these terms is essential to developing a SI 

strategy, both from a researcher and organizational perspective. Here, I note the significance of 

SI at this time and discuss related concepts to bring breadth and depth to the subject. 

Defining social innovation. Though the terminology may be new, SI has always been a 

part of society. At its most fundamental level, SI is a new construct to describe human efforts to 

make the world a better place (Etmanski, 2015). To reference a few significant Canadian SIs, 

The Young Foundation named Women’s Institutes, originally founded in 1897 in Ontario, as one 

of the world’s top ten SIs. Canada’s health care system has also been named a SI (Etmanski, 

2015). With increased awareness over the past few decades of how existing structures and 

policies fail to address complex, intersectional social issues, SI has grown rapidly in popularity 

as it presents an opportunity to address some of our most challenging issues: climate change, 

poverty, youth unemployment, the opioid crisis, and chronic disease (Murray, Caulier-Grice, & 

Mulgan, 2010; Government of Canada, 2018). 

Also distinct about the SI process are the outcomes and the relationships (Murry et al., 

2010) as compared to other innovative processes. There are no fixed boundaries around SI, 

meaning that SI initiatives are taking root in all sectors: public, not-for-profit, and private. In 

fact, the most creative SI work is taking place at the boundaries and intersections of these sectors 

(Murray et al., 2010). Mulgan, Tucker, Ali and Sanders, (2007) described this creative work of 

social change as, 
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alliances between the “bees” and the “trees”. The bees are the small organisations, 

individuals and groups who have the new ideas, and are mobile, quick and able to cross-

pollinate. The trees are the big organisations – governments, companies or big NGOs – 

which are poor at creativity but generally good at implementation, and which have the 

resilience, roots and scale to make things happen. (p. 20) 

What exactly is SI? A common definition of SI within Canada is, “any initiative, product, 

program, platform or design that challenges, and over time changes, the defining routines, 

resource and authority flows, or beliefs of the social system in which the innovation occurs” 

(Moore, Riddell, & Vocisano, 2015, p. 8; Westley, 2008; SiG, no date). Note that this definition 

assumes a universal approach to SI. Though not wrong, other definitions carry with them other 

approaches to the discipline. 

The Government of Canada (2018) takes a more transformative approach in their 

definition: 

Social innovation refers to a response to a social or environmental problem (including 

everything from a program or service to different ways of structuring organizations) 

which, once adopted, results in better outcomes than existing approaches. Social 

innovations have a transformative impact, delivering improvements across organizations, 

communities, regions, or systems. (p. 11) 

Etmanski (2015) took an alternate approach in his book and argued that clarifying the 

intent of SI is of greater value than how it is defined. “Social innovation is an opportunity to 

renew the focus on social change” (p. 24). Etmanski (2015) landed on this definition of SI: 

“’Social innovation is both a destination—the resolution of complex social and environmental 

challenges—and a journey—devising new approaches that engage all stakeholders, leveraging 
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their competencies and creativity to design novel solutions’” (p. 25). Mulgan et al. (2007) took a 

simple approach, used by the Oxford School of Business, and defined social innovation as “’new 

ideas that work’” (p. 8). While this definition allows for wide boundaries, stresses innovation 

over improvement, and creativity over intention (Mulgan et al., 2007), it fails to capture the 

science of the discipline. 

While all of these definitions have their unique strengths and weaknesses, I find the 

deepest resonance with a critical approach to the definition, as it best captures the intent of my 

inquiry. Maccallum et al. (2009) conceived SI in terms of causing a bottom-up transformation of 

a system within a spatial context. “Territorially speaking, this means that social innovation 

involves, among others, the transformation of social relations in space, the reproduction of place-

bound and spatially exchanged identities and culture, and the establishment of place-based and 

scale-related governance structures” (p. 12). 

Westley (2008) proposed three essential characteristics of SI: first, successful SI’s have 

durability and broad impact; second, achieving this success is a process that requires an emergent 

opportunity and deliberate agency - with a connection between the two (discussed in section 

two); and finally, a society’s ability to consistently create SI’s, especially those that incorporate 

vulnerable populations, is key to the overall social and ecological resilience. 

It is important to note that while there are commonly used and agreed upon definitions of 

SI, Alden Rivers, Armellini, Maxwell, Allen, and Durkin (2015) claimed in their research that 

within the specific context of higher education, SI—along with the related terms of social 

entrepreneurship and social change—are ill-defined. These gaps in higher education will be 

discussed at greater length in the following section. 
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Among the many theoretical approaches to SI, resilience theory stands out as noteworthy. 

With constant innovation and change being necessary for a society to be resilient (Westley, 

2013), the theory envisions an infinity loop with four stages: Release, Reorganization, Growth, 

and Conservation, which provide an understanding for what forces drive continuity and change. 

This can represent either a single innovation from the point of design to maturity or an 

organization that is a driver of SIs. When a tipping point is reached, the system enters the 

Release and Reorganize phase, which creates space for the emergence of new ideas (Westley, 

2008; SiG, no date). 

 

As an emergent field of study in Canada, the literature is being actively developed, 

funded specifically by foundations such as SI Generation (SiG) and J. W. McConnell 

Foundation. Due to this dynamic, definitions and working models are still young, and lack 

significant support and research (Sinha & Draimin, 2016). 

Critiques of SI. The most common critique of SI is that it is a fad; a trendy bandwagon 

that, in some cases, masks “inequalities and territorial disparities” (Grisolia & Ferragina, 2015, p. 

1). By virtue of its being a human discipline, SI carries the risk of unintended consequences and 

Figure 1: Adaptive Cycle    Image source: SiG (no date) 

The adaptive cycle image has been removed due to 
copyright restrictions. The image is a cycle, in the form of 
an infinity loop of four stages—growth, conservation, 
release and reorganization. 
 

        Social Innovation Generation. (no date). Social 
Innovation Primer. Retrieved April 7, 2018, from 
http://www.sigeneration.ca/home/resources/primer/ 
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the failure of best intentions. Despite these critiques, the body of academic literature continues to 

evolve. Moreover, SI has emerged as a budgetary priority for the Government of Canada (2018), 

and the demand remains for solutions to widespread, systemic world problems. Yet, Grisolia & 

Ferragina (2015) do raise an important point within their overall critique that may present a 

stumbling block for CMU, especially given recent cuts in government funding, and its heavy 

reliance on donor capital. “In this context of ‘neoliberal austerity’, a strong call in favour of 

social innovation might hide the attempt to shift public attention from structural deficiencies and 

disparities to individual and group responsibility, following the vision: ‘doing more with less’” 

(p. 6). This warning reinforces the priority of keeping people at the center of SI processes and 

projects. 

Defining social entrepreneurship. While my research focuses more broadly on SI, 

social entrepreneurship is the particular business that might contribute to the overall social 

change (Weber, 2012).  SiG (no date) defines social entrepreneurship as “the practice of 

responding to market failures with transformative and financially sustainable innovations aimed 

at solving social problems.” According to Westley in an interview with Weber (2012), social 

entrepreneurship is about creating a new product or process to serve an existing market with the 

overall goal of increasing social or ecological resilience. 

Defining Indigenous entrepreneurship. With the Canadian context of this research study 

in mind, it is important to distinguish Indigenous entrepreneurship from entrepreneurship 

generally.3 As a subset of social entrepreneurship, Indigenous entrepreneurship is a young field 

of study that demonstrates how Indigenous worldviews are fundamentally incompatible with 

                                                 
3 As reconciliation with Indigenous peoples is a priority at CMU, I thought it important to include this field, 

though at this moment, indigenous entrepreneurship is not represented in the CR. 
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mainstream theories and assumptions of entrepreneurship. Dana (2015) noted that although there 

is not one all-encompassing indigenous theory of entrepreneurship as there are many stimuli 

contributing to entrepreneurship, a common tie binding indigenous approaches together is their 

connection to land. 

[I]n most cases [this connection] has been disrupted by relatively recent experience with 

colonisation (military and/or economic) usually by the nations of the core and there is 

usually a related desire to reassert control over traditional territories and rebuild their 

communities with entrepreneurship and enterprise, shaped by history, culture and values, 

often playing a prominent role in this process. (Dana, 2015, p. 160) 

Indigenous entrepreneurship tends to have non-capitalist objectives and is oriented 

toward the local community or the environment. Moreover, transactions do not take place in the 

markets of modern economy, but informally instead (Dana, 2015).  Businesses are often small 

and local as the infrastructure is not in place for large-scale development. Dana (2015) stated that 

Canada “is beginning to acknowledge that the best way to foster development among 

[indigenous people] is to redress past wrongs by recognizing indigenous claims to land and 

resources, with these to form the basis for economic development by indigenous people” (p. 

165).  The Government of Canada’s (2018) recent SI strategy report noted that often the 

language of SI, social finance, and entrepreneurship does not resonate with the models at work in 

indigenous communities, which can cause confusion and barriers. The report also stresses that 

Indigenous SI must be led by indigenous communities “at a pace determined by them” (p. 9). 

Community and Stakeholder Engagement 

This section of the literature review is devoted to discussing community engagement. 

Information on community and stakeholder engagement will be discussed to explore ways CMU 
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might continue to engage key stakeholders as they implement SI initiatives. Community 

engagement theories and strategies related to SI can inform recommendations for CMU 

regarding their community engagement strategy. The following subsections will describe two 

key areas of focus: Community-University Engagement (CUE), and Stakeholder Engagement. 

Community-university engagement. A distinct feature of SI theory is its emphasis on 

relationship and collaboration (Murray et al., 2010). Stanford Business School (no date) stated 

that shifts in roles and relationships are among the primary drivers of SI, making CUE a part of a 

broader societal trend of diverse sectors such as government, industry, and civil society aligning 

resources to help solve the 21st century’s most complex problems (Strandberg, 2017).  Moreover, 

post-secondary institutions are self-interested in the formation of these collaborative networks as 

they cannot survive in an unhealthy community or environment - a pressing reason for 

engagement with the community through SI. Strandberg (2017) noted that “[b]y investing in its 

communities in this manner, the institution can improve community quality of life, helping 

attract students, faculty and staff to live, study and work in its desirable locale” (p. 26). 

Fundamentally, the CUE model involves three interactive spheres of activity: 1. 

Community-based experiential learning, 2. Community-based research, 3. Community-based 

continuing education (Jackson, 2008). 

Post-secondary institutions are hosts to some of the leading researchers, inventors, 

analysts, and innovating think tanks (Jackson, 2008; Strandberg, 2017); yet they are also full of 

practices and policies that present major obstacles when seeking to prioritize SI, such as peer-

based, disciplinary review systems (Matheson, 2008). When these institutions can successfully 

engage within their local communities, they can be leaders of SI initiatives in non-academic 
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sectors (Jackson, 2008; Strandberg, 2017). Within Canada, CUE is a rapidly emerging field of 

research, with many opportunities for institutions to be more impactful (Strandberg, 2017). 

As suggested by Jackson (2008) and Matheson (2008), there are five key pre-conditions 

for universities to align with SI initiatives in the community:  

1. An institutional, strategic commitment to SI, backed by policy. 

2. An inclusive, institutionalized process for prompting faculties and disciplines to advance 

SI. 

3. Multiple approaches to community engagement (i.e. field practica, co-operative 

placements, community-based research, continuing education and volunteering). 

4. A university-wide commitment to employing free licensing and open source software 

strategies to the research and the innovation-transfer process. 

5. Mobilization of significant internal and external resources for funding and supporting SI. 

While this is a helpful and accurate starting point, more detailed and nuanced guidelines have 

since emerged such as AshokaU’s (2017) criteria for becoming a changemaker campus 

(discussed in chapter 5). Strandberg (2017) also presented a helpful analysis of pre-conditions for 

alignment with SI initiatives. He articulated this in the form of a robust typology of tools already 

within institutions that can be harnessed to maximize SI in Canadian communities. Instruments 

described are financial, physical, relational, research, and education. This typology is meant to 

inspire institutions to maximize their current assets for social change and community well-being. 

Barriers to this institutional shift were also noted, such as: a lack of resources, competing 

priorities, lack of a board mandate, misaligned tenure incentives, short-term operating foci, and a 

lack of community capacity and mindset. Moreover, community groups must also shift their 

expectations, and develop their own tools for mutual engagement (Strandberg, 2017). 
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I agree with Strandberg (2017) and his list of barriers, as these are all felt in some way 

within the context of CMU. I would add that CMU being a Christian institution introduces 

another layer of challenges that the literature does not address. I have noticed and personally felt 

a disconnect between the language of SI and the language of the Church. Everyone at CMU 

agrees on the overall mission of education that makes the world a better place, but often this 

shared value is lost in the jargon of the discipline. Getting buy-in to SI then becomes a matter of 

building shared meaning together—a sociological question worth investigating. 

Stakeholder engagement. The perspectives of the community stakeholders engaging in 

these partnerships must also be recognized. Traditionally, knowledge creation systems have been 

housed within academic institutions and exclude community voices from the knowledge 

production system. In order for systemic change and social development to occur, multi-

stakeholder engagement is crucial to bringing legitimacy to this co-created knowledge. This 

process produces results that could not have been achieved by the involved parties separately as 

it allows for the integration of various value sets and creates spaces for participation, 

collaboration, and shared learning (Nasmyth et al., 2016; Tremblay, Singh, & Lepore, 2017). 

In a recent study which tested the application of stakeholder theory within the SI 

construct, the data suggested that stakeholder theory holds true. The data confirmed that 

businesses and firms could reduce costs of prototyping and idea development simply by 

collaborating with immediate clients. This could increase their creative knowledge and improve 

new product development while fostering community through shared values (Segarra-Oña, 

Peiró-Signes, Albors-Garrigós, & Miguel-Molina, 2017). 

 It is important to note that SI initiatives are needs-based, and usually developed in a 

cross-sectoral context in which stakeholders work together to achieve common goals. Common 
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stakeholders include customers, suppliers, universities, research institutes, conferences, 

competitors, and so on (Segarra-Oña, et al., 2017). Missing altogether from the literature are 

similar studies which test stakeholder theory within the context of curriculum development for SI 

education. 

Tremblay et al. (2017) noted the following challenges in forging multi-stakeholder 

partnerships: rivalry and competition among different sector groups, alliances claiming 

precedence in certain policy areas, differing objectives, inadequate funding, fundamental spatial 

and political differences, partnership fatigue, and communication breakdown. One key challenge 

affecting SI initiatives is the issue of funding. 

Government research funding. Securing government funding for SI projects, programs, 

and research in post-secondary institutions is wrought with challenges; yet in most cases, these 

initiatives rest solely on government collaboration. At first glance, it appears as though funding 

for innovation research should be a non-issue as there is significant funding allotted by the 

government for innovative research. For example, the Canada Foundation for Innovation (CFI) 

was launched in 1997 to enhance research infrastructure in Canada (Guppy, Grabb & Mollica, 

2013). Budget 2018 saw the largest investment,  

an increase of $354.7 million each for the Natural Sciences and Engineering Research 

Council and the Canadian Institutes of Health Research over the next five years, and 

$215.5 million for the Social Sciences and Humanities Research Council. An additional 

$231.3 over five years is targeted for the Research Support Fund. (Universities Canada, 

2018) 

While this investment is welcomed news, there is a desire “to see new academic research 

funding that encourages emerging academics to focus their research on Canada’s SI ecosystems” 
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(Government of Canada, 2018, p. 37). Moreover, the Government of Canada (2018)—

recognizing both the expertise as well as the cost of community partners participating in research 

projects—recommended that community partners receive access to the same funding (p. 66). 

Similarity, Ball (2014) argued that more work with research funding bodies is necessary to 

ensure that more funding flows directly to community partners so as to level the power 

differential between the community and university. 

 Furthermore, there is strong criticism of how the CFI distributes their funds. Guppy et al. 

(2013) noted that from 1998-2009, only 5 percent of funding went to arts and literature, and 

human and social science projects combined, while another 5 percent went to the 

multidisciplinary category. Additionally, their research indicates that there have been project 

misclassification issues. For example, of the total funding that went to arts and literature projects, 

it is estimated that 33 percent was given to projects that were, in fact, natural, engineering, or 

health sciences projects. “Therefore, using CFI funding as the indicator, it is indisputable that the 

logic of technical efficiency currently predominates, with a pronounced stratification of 

knowledge within Canadian universities that favours the natural, engineering, and health 

sciences” (Guppy et al., 2013, p. 6). 

CMU’s CR was funded largely by the Government’s Post-Secondary Institutions 

Strategic Investment Fund, a $2 billion allowance for post-secondary institutions to modernize 

their research and industry-training facilities (Government of Manitoba, 2016). In an interview 

with John Unger, CMU’s Vice President of Administration and Finance, he noted that CMU 

almost failed to submit their proposal, thinking the funding was out of reach. The application 

used technical and scientific jargon, as though the funding was biased towards natural, 

engineering, and health sciences (J. Unger, personal communication, April 13, 2018). This is 
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another example confirming a perceived bias in the funding allotted to research and innovation. 

Furthermore, post-secondary institutions in Manitoba saw a 0.9 percent cut in funding from the 

Manitoba Conservative government in 2018, along with ending the tuition fee income tax rebate 

program. These cuts are an attempt to make up for the previous government’s budget over-

expenditures (Abusaleh, 2018). 

Government involvement in SI and social finance. Etmanski (2015) noted that 

governments are inherently conservative, risk-adverse, and tasked to “preserve what exists” (p. 

117). Fortunately, he also noted that “a new breed of advocates is emerging, who support more 

innovation and risk-taking within government” (p. 118). Etmanski’s (2015) observation is 

evidenced in the development of the Canadian SI and Social Finance Strategy. In 2017, the 

Government of Canada appointed a steering committee to develop this strategy. There were 12 

recommendations from the year-long study which included: 

1. A commitment toward SI and SI finance policies to be backed by legislation 

2. The development of a permanent SI Council to advise the government 

3. The development of a permanent Office for SI 

4. Improved access to business development and skills training programs 

5. An established multi-departmental SI Ecosystem Program  

6. The creation of a Social Finance Fund 

7. Ensuring federal funding practices support SI 

8. Incorporating social procurement guidelines into the Government’s procurement plan  

9. Addressing legal and regulatory barriers to charities and non-profits engaging in SI 

10. Beginning a series of controlled experiments to explore new regulatory models 

11. The establishment of a SI Evidence Development and Knowledge Sharing Initiative  
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12. The coordination of a national SI and social finance awareness campaign. 

(Government of Canada, 2018, p. 3).  

The Canadian Community Economic Development Network (CCEDNet)—“a national 

member-led organization committed to strengthening Canadian communities by creating 

economic opportunities that enhance social and environmental conditions,”—has submitted 2019 

federal budget suggestions to advance SI and social finance in Canada (CCEDNet, no date). 

Their recommendations include a $375 million investment in community priorities to implement 

the SI and social finance strategies, a SI council to guide policies and programs, an office of SI to 

promote collaboration and implementation of the strategy, as well as a national SI knowledge 

sharing network (CCEDNet, 2018). Their recommendations align in many ways with those set 

forth by the Government of Canada in 2018. 

SI in Undergraduate Education 

This final portion of the literature review addresses how SI is taught in post-secondary 

institutions to enhance curriculum design and student outcomes of the SIL. While SI brings 

many educational opportunities, literature is lacking in the tested models of pedagogical 

frameworks. This section discusses the challenges of SI education, emerging university and 

college-led SI incubators, as well as their accompanying methodology, pedagogical frameworks, 

and models for designing SI courses before concluding with a brief discussion of entrepreneurial 

education. This section shows the importance of my inquiry as it fills in some of the gaps in the 

current body of research in SI curriculum development, course conduct, maintaining long-term 

stakeholder partnerships, and SI centre funding models. 

The challenges of SI education. Traditionally, post-secondary institutions have placed 

more value on rational and scientific ways of knowing than embodied knowing or learning 
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through doing. The benefits of value-free, scientific ways of knowing aside, one major failing of 

empiricism is the lost connection between humans and our planet. Education for resilience and 

innovation does not just require curricular changes, but shifts in epistemology, shifts in pedagogy 

that include student-centred learning experiences, and the break-down of siloed disciplines 

(Marshall, 2011). In order to develop a cross-disciplinary social change methodology, “faculty, 

staff, and industry professionals will have to become changemakers themselves” (Kim & 

Krampetz, 2016, para. 3). 

Conventional, or linear thinking is not adequate to solve the complex, 21st-century 

problems students face (Stroh, 2015). Moreover, student values are shifting, and there is 

increased desire for vocational work that makes a difference in the world; thereby increasing the 

demand for these kinds of epistemological shifts, as well as for service-learning experiences and 

practica (Strandberg, 2017). 

Given that SI flows from multi-disciplinary, cross-sector collaboration and networks 

(Strandberg, 2017; Kim & Krampetz, 2016), students must be equipped to navigate these areas. 

Students need “…collaborative skills, systems perspective[s], mindfulness, social innovation 

experience and networks” (Strandberg, 2017), pursuant to their leadership development, and to 

embrace a leadership paradigm which addresses the complex issues of our time. Lazlo (2012) 

suggested that evolutionary leadership can increase the well-being of humanity as well as the 

planet. 

Regarding social enterprise education, a recent study in the UK noted that education 

might not be changing quickly enough to adapt to the ever-changing social, political, 

technological, and economic environments facing students today (Turner & Mulholland, 2017). 

From lengthy wait-times for programs, to how long students are in class, to the relevance of the 
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material taught, and how well these prepare students for entering the marketplace; these remain 

real challenges facing enterprise education across the globe (McCord, Houseworth, & 

Michaelsen, 2015; Turner & Mulholland, 2017). A common theme to counteract these challenges 

is to introduce more hands-on learning experiences to stimulate learner creativity and curiosity 

and to allow for failure - key elements to successful business practices (McCord et al., 2015; 

Turner & Mulholland, 2017). 

College and university-led incubators. Colleges and universities are developing 

innovation labs and incubators, as these institutions provide a natural intersection for many 

disciplines and fields driving SI. Not only are these incubators developing social enterprises and 

creating community change, but they are also equipping students with the skills essential for SI 

and social finance (Government of Canada, 2018). To name a handful of SI incubators in Canada 

along with CMU’s CR, Ryerson University hosts the Social Venture’s Zone, Georgian College 

hosts the Centre for Changemaking and SI, and the University of New Brunswick hosts the 

Pond-Deshpande Centre (Government of Canada, 2018).  With the addition of innovative space, 

comes a shift in pedagogy. 

If you design an innovative space, but don’t design innovative programming—that is, if 

students left to use the space just as they would any traditional study or gathering space—

then you're missing the opportunities. You need programming that encourages informed 

connections between disciplines, and design that supports and empowers that 

programming. (Fusch, 2017) 

SI Lab. The University’s involvement in SI education is indicative of how complex the 

world has become (Alden Rivers et al., 2015). Though a course in social entrepreneurship has 

been offered before, the SIL is CMU’s first real attempt at educating students to do the work of 
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SI. CMU’s SIL is rooted in SIL methodology as framed by Westley, Laban, Rose, McGowan, 

Robinson, Tjornbo and Tovey (2015). Innovation Labs, despite the lack of an established 

orthodoxy, are “…intended to support multi-stakeholder groups in addressing a complex social 

problem” (Westley et al., 2015, p. 1). It is a change methodology that emerged from SI theory, 

based on the assumption of complexity dynamics, drawing upon whole systems theory, computer 

modelling, and design labs (Westley et al., 2015). Westley et al.’s (2015) process,  

…facilitates the development of interventions that could allow innovations to have broad 

impact: It allows for the richness of complex systems to shape decision- making; it 

includes a suite of tools for exploring and imagining systems as a group; and, it uses 

techniques for creating and/or identifying pathways for innovations to cross scales. (p. 

18) 

Finally, “SI labs provide a safe space to experiment, learn, innovate, and even fail without 

harming potential beneficiaries” (Etmanski, 2015, p. 89). 

There are three steps to the lab. 1. Initiation; this determines the lab process and problem 

focus. 2. Researching the focus and the specific framing of the problem and/or question 

alongside the local context and stakeholders. Information gathered becomes the early input of 

data for software used to generate models. 3. A series of three workshops designed with 

stakeholder involvement in mind, alongside a focus on systems engagement, innovation design, 

and strategy prototyping. 

Service-design thinking and doing. Though the course is rooted in SIL methodology, 

students participating in CMU’s SIL engage with business participants through the specific 

method of service-design doing (similar in nature to the method of design thinking). Service-

design is, “an interdisciplinary approach that offers great value for entrepreneurs and innovators 
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in the field of services” (Stickdorn & Schneider, 2011, p. 12). Service-design refers to the design 

process, rather than to a particular outcome. The five principles of this emerging method are: 

user-centered (should be approached from the customer’s perspective), co-creative (all 

stakeholders are involved in the process), sequencing (should be visualized as interrelated 

actions), evidencing (intangible services should be made visible), and holistic (the entire system 

should be considered) (Stickdorn & Schneider, 2011, p. 34). Students are encouraged to learn 

and experiment with the toolbox of methods described as they collaborate with business partners, 

to increase their capacity as sophisticated and adaptive change-makers (Kim & Krampetz, 2016). 

Tools included are visualization tools, specific research and prototyping methods. They are even 

encouraged to fail early in the prototyping process, and because failure is encouraged, this course 

will not be graded but will result in a letter of recommendation for students at the end of the 

course (J. Magnus-Johnston, personal communication, September 18, 2018). 

Pedagogical frameworks for teaching SI. There are significant gaps in practitioner-led 

and academic research within the field of SI, dragging down Canada’s potential (Government of 

Canada, 2018) in this field. In Alden Rivers et al.’s (2015) research, they stated that “as yet there 

is no specific theoretical framework for considering SI education for the purpose of developing a 

pedagogical praxis” (p. 385). In their research, they proposed a theoretical framework for 

embedding SI in the design and redesign of academic programs. Where Strandberg (2017) 

argued for the development of a specific skill-set required for graduates to navigate the ever-

increasing, complex world, Alden Rivers et al. (2015) built their framework on the development 

of Changemaker Attributes, based on AshokaU’s principles. The 14 attributes are: self-

confidence, perseverance, internal locus of control, self-awareness, action orientation, innovation 

and creativity, critical thinking, empathy, reflective, communication, emotional intelligence and 
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social intelligence, problem-solver, leader, values-driven. Though there is a crossover with 

employability skills, Alden Rivers et al. (2015) argued that “SI education can be defined by a 

sophisticated skill set that subsumes employability skills and twenty-first century skills, and that 

promotes learning on a more critical and socially impactful plane” (p. 388). 

SI's reflective and critical nature led Alden Rivers et al. (2015) to propose three key 

learning theories for embedding SI in the design and redesign of academic programs: critical 

learning theory, transformational learning theory, and epistemological development. An analysis 

of these three theories yielded some common characteristics: 1. transformation through learning, 

2. critical reflection as central to the learning process and, 3. focus on non-traditional, place-

based learning experiences (Alden Rivers et al., 2015). These characteristics, “signal a focus for 

teaching and learning that is sometimes beyond the standard curriculum” (Alden Rivers et al., 

2015, p. 396). 

The risks of SI education. All approaches to educating for social change have their 

challenges. Kim and Krampetz (2016) named three potential risks of which educators should be 

aware. First, SI has been critiqued on the notion of ‘innovation for innovation’s sake,’ as SI tends 

to focus on new, untested ideas and may act before all relevant information has been gathered. 

Secondly, SI can encourage “heropreneurship”—the glorification individuals, their roles, 

products or ideas, rather than focusing on the process of SI. Thirdly, there tends to be a lack of 

humility in SI as students and educators can enter into communities without adequate 

preparation, causing harm (Kim & Krampetz, 2016). Kim and Krampetz (2016) noted that these 

risks could be, “mitigated by educators who articulate the strengths, weaknesses, and biases of 

their respective approaches and who guide students through an array of experiences while 
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working toward the end goal of creating a better world” (para. 11). This reinforces Alden, Rivers 

et al.’s (2015) call for the integration of critical reflection in SI pedagogy. 

Kim and Krampetz (2016) have raised important critiques CMU should be mindful of 

moving forward. As the CR and its programming is emergent, I have observed the temptation to 

implement an idea that is innovative simply because innovation is what we should be doing (this 

is ‘innovation for innovation’s sake’), after all. A slower, planned, and critical approach should 

be taken as space is animated. Moreover, the call for critical reflection in the classroom is astute. 

Though I would argue that most CMU faculty incorporate a critical approach in their teaching, 

this critique is a reminder of how important a critical stance is within the discipline. 

Designing SI Curricula. I found minimal research on SI course design, which aligns 

with the Government of Canada’s (2018) assessment of the lack of academic research relative to 

SI. Despite this gap, CMU’s SIL has much in common with service-learning instructional design. 

Maddrell (2014) came up with a notable list of four design considerations for service-learning 

courses. 

1. Clarify Goals. Overarching goals of the SIL for students, business partners, instructors 

and the institution should be clearly articulated. Research suggests that service-learning 

projects, similar to the SIL are most effective when the goals of all participants are 

aligned (Maddrell, 2014). 

2. Cultivate Stakeholder Partnerships. Maddrell’s (2014) research revealed that students 

are most successful when paired with a suitable partner. Though there may be initial 

excitement and buy-in from partners to work with students, it is important to construct an 

ongoing relationship so partners know what it means to support the student’s learning 

throughout the process. Faculty, students, and the institution must not lose sight of their 
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commitments to the partners so that long term relationships can evolve. Expectations 

with partners must be established early, as time, resources and support are required of 

them (Maddrell, 2014). Some key questions to consider: 1. Are partners willing to 

support the students’ learning, first and foremost? 2. Do partners have time to meet with 

faculty regularly? 3. Do faculty have time to meet with partners regularly? 

3. Project Design and Management. According to Maddrell (2014), all parties should 

have a clear understanding of student learning outcomes, the needs of their business 

partner, the goals and boundaries of the project, information and access needs, roles of all 

stakeholders, required support from the partner, required support from faculty, the 

product or service deliverable, project management protocols, the time schedule and 

milestones, project update protocols, intellectual property provisions, and required 

confidentiality. Ball’s (2014) research on community-university partnerships pointed to 

the criticality of crafting a Memoranda of Agreement to negotiate terms between leading 

university members and community partners in their collaborative research. Ball (2014) 

stated that “the Memorandum of Agreement can be a critical document for partners to 

review together, to revisit where the project started and who committed to what, and to 

negotiate changes relating to the research plan or the people involved.” 

4. Assessment. Assessment of students should focus on the extent to which they achieve the 

learning outcomes (Maddrell, 2014). Inputs for this assessment need to be stated and 

clarified (e.g. Input from partners, peers, self-reflection, faculty). Holland (2001) 

suggested planning for the overall course assessment early on as well as determining how 

feedback can be gathered from students and partners. This feedback, if implemented, 

builds trust, collaboration and reciprocity with partners, and promotes long-term 
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relationships. Assessments also provide a means to measure the impacts of a course. 

Measuring, documenting, and assessing the outcomes of the SIL is key for its 

continuation and possible expansion into other disciplines and institutions (Holland, 

2001). 

Entrepreneurial education. Entrepreneurship is a specific track or focus within business 

undergraduate education. Turner and Mulholland (2017) stated that the rationale behind 

entrepreneurial education is not specifically to educate students to be entrepreneurial, “but rather 

to empower learners, giving them more control over their learning” (p. 805). Learning by doing 

through internships and business engagements necessitates links to businesses, aiding in the 

development of both hard (project management, creative thinking, communication, problem 

solving and leadership) and soft business skills (confidence, communication and reflection; 

Turner & Mulholland, 2017). Their research indicated that students believed that their enterprise 

education did improve these skills but did not increase their leadership capacities. The research 

also showed that students did not believe their education prepared them to be entrepreneurial, 

which suggests gaps in the curricula. They also observed that educational institutions could be 

reducing the entrepreneurial aspiration of students by encouraging the completion of educational 

programs as opposed to encouraging learners to seek employment or self-employment (Turner & 

Mulholland, 2017). Belitski and Heron’s (2017) research addressed some of these gaps in 

entrepreneurial education. 

In a vein similar to Strandberg’s (2017) typology of institutional toolboxes, Belitski and 

Heron (2017) articulated five strategies to increase entrepreneurial education performance and 

knowledge commercialization rates in post-secondary education. First, they argued that 

entrepreneurial education should be expanded across the university, encouraging all programs to 
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have an entrepreneurship track. This moves the focus of entrepreneurship from the narrow 

stream of business toward the idea of developing students to be entrepreneurial people in various 

contexts. Secondly, they encouraged action-based approaches to teaching and research. They 

encouraged students to pursue projects jointly with scientists, as well as engage in active 

learning. Thirdly, they suggested practicing theory-based capacity development by developing 

new courses that engage students and businesses to promote knowledge commercialization. 

Fourth, they encouraged universities to prioritize enhancing physical infrastructure by opening 

up entrepreneurial centers where research and knowledge exchange can happen between all 

stakeholders. Finally, they suggested providing centers for alumni and students to network. 

Developing relational networks are crucial for funding these kinds of innovative projects, as well 

as essential for exchanging ideas and knowledge (Belitski & Heron, 2017). 

According to Weber (2012), social entrepreneurs must be educated to navigate the world 

of social finance as this is centred on securing funding and resources differently than traditional 

not-for-profits. This has been a gap in business education. Traditional capitalist funding agencies 

struggle to understand, define, and quantify the risk factors of the social marketplace. Moreover, 

government and the not-for-profit sector operate with their own definitions of risk. That said, 

tools are emerging that deal with this unique challenge and social entrepreneurs need to be 

educated in this field to be aware of the emerging issues and tools that address them (Weber, 

2012). 

A recent report was created by Social Enterprise Manitoba which discussed the specific 

issue of social financing in Manitoba. This report is congruent with Westley’s argument that 

social entrepreneurs require further education in social finance (Weber, 2012). The data was 

formed through interviews with members of the Winnipeg Social Finance Working Group. 
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Overall, the report indicated a need for greater skills sets and management experience to access 

and manage existing funding. The key finding of this report indicated a need for context-specific 

research to determine a) What business skills are required of future and current leaders and 

which educational strategies could foster these skills, and b) What human resource issues local 

enterprises are up against and how to better manage them. Additionally, the report strongly 

suggested the development of human resource strategy to develop and retain highly trained 

personnel in the sector, and encouraged further partnerships with post-secondary institutions 

(Berge, O’Brien, Hay, Penner, Ero & Oluwatodimu Olaniyan, 2016). 

The Government of Canada (2018) put forth this suggestion of skills required by social 

purpose organizations: 

The effective practice of SI and social finance requires a unique set of skills that often 

blends distinct disciplines, including but not limited to science and technology, business 

and finance, and social work. New methods such as social research and development, 

design thinking, data analytics, impact measurement and digital literacy are increasingly 

important skills for social purpose organizations to obtain. (p. 22) 

Chapter Summary 

 In this chapter, I have provided an overview of literature pertinent to this thesis project in 

the areas of SI definitions and theories, community-university partnerships and engagement, and 

undergraduate curricula relative to SI. In the case of SI definitions, a broad overview of the 

subject was presented including a discussion of social entrepreneurship and Indigenous 

entrepreneurship. Concerning community-university partnerships, the theories were explored to 

inform community and stakeholder engagement in the study. Finally, on the subject of 

undergraduate curricula, I discussed literature on the pedagogical design of SI education. The 
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next chapter is comprised of an explanation of research methods and the conduct of the data 

collection phases of this inquiry. 
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Chapter 3: Methodology 

This chapter outlines the methods used in this inquiry to answer the following question: 

How can engaging stakeholders in the design process of CMU’s SIL enhance the curriculum 

design, student outcomes, and CMU's community engagement, to produce a more resilient 

future? The following sub-questions were used to help guide the inquiry: 

1. What forms of community engagement are already in place at CMU? 

2. How can CMU’s current forms of community engagement foster SI?  

3. What processes need to be adopted to launch SI initiatives as part of CMU’s community 

engagement strategies? 

4. Who needs to be involved for SI initiatives to take root? 

5. What structures need to be in place in the institution to support these initiatives? 

I begin this chapter by describing my orientation toward action research (AR) 

methodology. Though AR is my overarching methodology, I employed the ARE model as my 

specific approach. I also describe the approach to participant selection, study conduct, the choice 

of data gathering methods, and the data analysis process, before closing with a brief discussion 

of ethical issues. 

Inquiry Project Methodology 

The ARE model (Rowe et al., 2013) I employed in this project is an adapted model of AR 

which focuses on the planning stages of AR. This model was utilized to elicit feedback on the 

course design from key stakeholders and SI practitioners in Manitoba post-secondary institutions 

and to provide recommendations regarding CMU’s community engagement and curricular 

strategies. Foundational to the ARE model is the belief that, “many organizational change models 

would benefit from a greater emphasis on a dialogic engagement phase with stakeholders at 
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multiple levels in the organization” (Rowe et al., 2013, p. 16). It was hoped that employing this 

model with a strong focus on engagement would involve stakeholders early on to promote a 

sense of ownership and long-term engagement with the course, as well as assist in the change 

process required. (Rowe et al., 2013). 

Key to AR is a collaborative and democratic process in which stakeholders work together 

to combine knowledge and creative solutions pursuant to a more just or sustainable future 

(Greenwood & Levin, 2007). According to Greenwood and Levin (2007), there are three key 

components to action research: action, research, and participation. AR generates data from 

interaction with others in the AR cycles, as opposed to collected in the quantitative research 

paradigm (Coghlan & Brannick, 2010). Similar to my chosen process, action evaluation (AE) as 

outlined by Friedman and Rothman (2015), is another form of AR that is highly participatory and 

helps stakeholders define, promote, and assess program success. Built upon the notion that, 

“effective programs and program evaluation require an up-front process for forging common 

goals that engage different, and sometimes conflicting, definitions of success” (Friedman & 

Rothman, 2015, p. 2), AE has many resonances with the ARE process I utilized, though I could 

not rely on it as my underpinning method, due to the focus of my inquiry being AR in terms of 

engagement rather than evaluation. According to Bushe and Marshak (2009), engaging 

stakeholders in dialogue in the inquiry process is change itself. 

The first stage in the ARE model is focus and framing; this stage involves understanding 

the organizational and situational contexts, the relevant literature related to the subject, analyzing 

findings with stakeholders, and providing recommendations (Rowe et al., 2013). The second 

stage consists of stakeholder-engaged inquiry methods where stakeholders enter into a variety of 

conversations to learn more about the project, and to generate data related to the research 
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questions. Change is initiated by the dialogue of stakeholders which, in a later phase, will 

translate to the structural level (Rowe et al., 2013). The third stage is reflection on action where 

stakeholders reflect and make sense of the data by pulling out significant themes (Rowe et al., 

2013). The fourth stage is evaluation of action where decision makers outline strategies based on 

reflections from stage 3 (Rowe et al., 2013). And finally, in stage 5 the change initiative is passed 

to the institution where further structural or programmatic adjustments can be made and 

sustained (Rowe et al., 2013). 

Following the ARE model, stage 1 of this project began with a dialogue between myself - 

the primary researcher - and the organizational sponsor to gain clarity on the inquiry and systems 

analysis. Lichtenstein (2018) stated, “a summary of key aspects of complex systems can help 

ARs unravel their multi-level dynamics so as to see more of what's happening in the system” (p. 

2). I also consulted with various staff and faculty to develop a deepened organizational analysis. 

This collaborative process deepened my understanding of the dynamics at play. 

For research methods in stage 2, I used two qualitative methods of human-centered 

design (IDEO, 2015), and one-on-one interviews. Gathering stakeholders for two design 

workshops comprised the necessary group dialogic process component of the ARE model. 

Details regarding the methods used will be presented in the Inquiry Methods and Study Conduct 

below. 

Project Participants 

This research project included sixteen participants ranging from CMU staff and faculty, 

businesses and entrepreneurs, and SI practitioners at other Manitoba post-secondary institutions. 

Design workshop participants. The participants for the design workshops were drawn 

from a small group of 10 businesses and entrepreneurs my organizational partner had been in 
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conversation with regarding their long-term participation in the CR. These businesses share a 

common desire for positive environmental and economic resilience, as well as a desire to work in 

a collaborative environment. From each business, I invited the specific individuals working in 

the CR to participate in the research. These individuals were invited to participate in the design 

process, though some opted out of full involvement in the SIL. In total, nine invites were sent. 

This is considered within-case sampling as participants were drawn from the same site (Saldana 

& Omstata, 2018). To broaden the stakeholder group, I invited two representatives from 

CCEDNet that currently work with post-secondary social enterprise initiatives. Finally, I invited 

three stakeholders at CMU: the current VPA – a significant stakeholder in the start-up of the CR, 

my organizational partner and Director of the CR, as well as the Director of the current 

practicum program. 

My partner identified the appropriate business contacts, and I sent off the invitations. An 

email invite to participate in the research was sent to the participants, along with a request to fill 

in a Doodle (scheduling assistant) to find the most suitable time for all participants (Appendix 

A). I wanted to ensure I had a large enough group to gather meaningful data and the Doodle 

process was effective at finding suitable times. The email noted that there would be a follow-up 

email, indicating the times selected. All participants were notified that they were not obligated to 

participate and were given full details of the research through the information letter (Appendix 

B). 

As all participants had committed to working with CMU through the CR, there were no 

barriers to meeting at CMU. The workshop was divided into two half days to lessen the impact 

on participant’s work. My organizational partner was unable to attend, and so joined for portions 

of the workshop via ZOOM (conferencing technology). I distributed consent forms which were 
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signed by the participants before the start of the workshop (Appendix C). In general, I had an 

84% response rate (11 out of 13) to the design workshops, although 61% (8) participated in the 

first workshop, and 53% (7) participated in the second. A couple of participants had urgent 

business to address and could not dedicate further time to the project, though they remained 

interested. In retrospect, two half-days was a lot to ask of these entrepreneurs. 

Interview participants. Participants for the one-hour interviews were drawn from a 

small network of individuals involved in SI initiatives at various Manitoba post-secondary 

institutions. In March of 2018, CMU hosted these institutions for a round table discussion on SI 

initiatives. I sent out email invites to those who attended the meeting. Post-secondary institutions 

included the University of Manitoba, University of Winnipeg, University of the North, and Red 

River College. An email invitation to participate in the research was sent to the participants 

(Appendix D), along with full disclosure of the research details in the information letter 

(Appendix E). Participants were notified they were not obligated to participate. I offered to 

conduct the interviews either at CMU or over the phone to limit the physical barriers. Consent 

forms were emailed, signed, and returned via email (Appendix F). Eight individuals were invited 

to participate and five agreed (62% participation rate). Three of the five participants were from 

Red River College. 

To fill in some emergent gaps in the data, I invited three directors of SI incubators at 

Canadian post-secondary institutions to participate in a 30-minute phone interview (The same 

process was followed as listed in the above paragraph). I sent out email invites to Ryerson 

University, Georgian College, and University of New Brunswick (Appendix G). Only Georgian 

College participated - a 33% participation rate. I suspect this was due to the lack of a prior 

connection to myself and my research. 
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My organizational partner is also the faculty member designing and implementing this 

course. He has the responsibility to incorporate the data, recommendations and possible 

prototype from the events into the design of the Lab. CMU’s VPA and other administration have 

the responsibility of integrating findings into our curricular and community engagement 

strategies. 

Data Collection Methods 

This section describes the purpose and rationale for each data gathering method used 

during this research and provides a brief description of these methods. This inquiry, grounded in 

Rowe et al.’s (2013) ARE model, used a multi-method approach to validate data through 

crystallization (Tracy, 2013). Using multiple sources of data and theoretical frameworks helped 

to create a multi-faceted understanding of the issue (Tracy, 2013). The methods of inquiry were 

carefully chosen and informed by the topic at hand, the organizational setting, the time frame 

allotted, and the purpose of the research. As stated earlier, the inquiry methods for this project 

were design thinking workshops and one-on-one interviews. I chose to do the design thinking 

workshops first, and interviews second so themes from the workshops could be used to inform 

interview questions; this was to gather feedback on the workshops from other SI practitioners. 

This feedback from the interviews aided in validating the results of the workshops. In the 

following three sections I provide details regarding the data collection methods, study conduct, 

and data analysis. 

Design thinking. The second phase of the ARE model is intended to gather stakeholders 

for data generation, dialoguing, understanding, and exploring options at hand regarding the 

change sought (Rowe et al., 2013). I chose the large group method of design thinking, 

specifically human-centred design (IDEO, 2015) for the inquiry method as design thinking is one 
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method built into the fabric of social innovation labs (Westley et al., 2015).4 Weisbord (2015) 

emphasized the importance of, “getting the whole system in the room” and design thinking 

techniques create an opportunity for stakeholders to gather, discuss ideas, idealize their future, 

and determine a way forward (p. 269). Though there were many approaches I could have 

employed, I chose to rely on IDEO’s (2015) Field Guide as it outlined a menu of methods 

available to facilitators at various stages of the process (inspiration, ideation, and 

implementation). The Field Guide’s menu style and colour-coded categories made it easy for me 

as a first-time facilitator to learn, navigate, and select appropriate methods. To ensure the 

effectiveness of my selection, I collaborated with my organizational partner to plan the 

appropriate human-centred design tools for the specific conversation and stakeholder participants 

at hand. 

Design thinking combines innovation with human needs (Brown, 2008; NESTA, 2017). 

Westley et al. (2015) referred to design thinking as any significant shift or breakthrough in 

thought or idea as it relates to a complex problem (p. 11). The processes involve significant 

research in the initial stages, the integration of interdisciplinary and systems thinking, and the 

utilization of design thinking to think through and test solutions (IDEO, 2015; Westley et al., 

2015). Novel ideas unfold when new connections encourage changes in empathy, optimism, 

iteration, and creativity (IDEO, 2015). The human-centred design process begins with not 

knowing the solution to a complex problem; but instead by learning, listening, processing, 

constructing, and refining, one can find their way to a solution that will work for people (IDEO, 

2015). This process is generative, collaborative, and iterative by nature. 

                                                 
4 My organizational partner and I anticipated strong buy in from the businesses so we decided on a large 

group method, knowing it may be a risk if participation was low. My partner is also an experienced human-centered 
design facilitator and encouraged its use in this particular context, mindful of the participants and the intended 
outcome. 
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The drawbacks of human-centred design are that it requires a significant amount of time 

from participants, it requires in-person attendance, and its non-linear nature can make it 

unpredictable (as I discovered). It can take time to develop the “creative confidence” this method 

requires from facilitators (IDEO, 2015, p. 19). As a result, I experienced some anxiety 

facilitating the session, as I was unsure if it would generate appropriate ideas and solutions. I 

“trust[ed] the process even [though] it [felt] uncomfortable” (IDEO, 2015, p. 13). 

One-on-one interviews. For my second data collection method, I conducted semi-

structured, one-on-one interviews. I asked qualitative inquiry questions of SI practitioners in 

Manitoba to learn more about SI initiatives in their particular institution, as well as inquiry 

questions to elicit feedback on the design workshops. Interviews were chosen as a method best 

suited to gain expertise from each practitioner. This method was also chosen as a means to 

validate the knowledge created by stakeholders in the design workshops. 

There are a variety of interview forms which are useful depending on the research 

purpose (Kvale & Brinkmann, 2014). I prepared and structured questions according to the 

conceptual interview form as it explored, “the meaning and conceptual dimensions of central 

terms, as well as their positions and links within a conceptual network” (Kvale & Brinkmann, 

2014, p. 177). This perspective aided in uncovering taken-for-granted assumptions concerning 

SI, while asking for concrete descriptions of their involvement in SI initiatives (Kvale & 

Brinkmann, 2014). I sought clarification regarding definitions of SI, and the related concepts of 

community engagement and pedagogical strategies. Semi-structured interviews were best suited 

as I structured detailed questions according to my main inquiry while allowing space for a new 

line of inquiry mid-interview (Saldana & Omasta, 2018). 
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A drawback to a semi-structured approach is that it required attentiveness and active 

listening on my part. While this forced me to be a co-participant in the interview process (rather 

than passively asking a question, recording the response, and moving to the next question, as in a 

structured interview approach), it allowed me to be an active participant as a member of the 

system (Saldana & Omasta, 2018). Without this attentiveness, I would not have been attuned to 

key shifts as they happened in real time; plus, they further informed my research. 

Study Conduct 

The first phase of the ARE model (Rowe et al., 2013) includes a literature review, 

organizational analysis, and situational analysis. These began during the proposal stage and 

continued throughout the research. 

Human-centred design. Once RRU’s ethics board gave approval, I began planning the 

design workshops with my organizational partner, and later sent out email invites and consent 

documents (see Appendix A, B, & C) to businesses and stakeholders. I had selected human-

centred design methods for my proposal (IDEO, 2015) that I thought would foster purposeful 

dialogue with the stakeholders, yet these methods shifted in meetings with my partner as he 

provided further insight into the stakeholders’ contexts. The first design workshop I facilitated 

was intended to define the audience, generate ideas, to hear how stakeholders imagined 

partnering with students, and to foster collaboration between the stakeholders. The data 

generated from this first workshop were conversations recorded on flip chart paper. The data 

from the first event was briefly analyzed, which informed the second design workshop later in 

the week. Collaboration with my partner led to changes to the second design workshop.  

In the second design workshop, ideas were solidified, and feedback gathered from the 

participants. Through the method of ‘bundling ideas’ (see Appendix H), participants began 
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making sense of our work and themed the data we collectively generated. Allowing participants 

to take part in the data analysis was intentional. “When stakeholders analyze their own data, they 

become owners of the interpretations and achieve the deepest level of reflection and learning 

both at the individual and the program level” (Friedman & Rothman, 2015, p. 11). Conversations 

were recorded on flip chart paper, and an audio recording was taken of the conversation, which 

was transcribed as data. 

One-on-one interviews. I conducted one-on-one interviews with representatives from 

Manitoba post-secondary institutions regarding their SI and community engagement strategies. I 

had previously met with these individuals at a SI round table which gave my request for an 

interview some credibility. I inquired into their specific SI initiatives, their community 

engagement strategies, and asked for feedback on the recommendations and data collected from 

the design workshops (See Appendix I). I scheduled each interview to be approximately 60 

minutes. 

In some cases, as Saldana and Omasta (2018) suggested might happen, a respondent 

sparked new lines of inquiry, specific to their institutional role and involvement in SI initiatives, 

yielding unique and unanticipated themes in certain interviews. This added complexity to the 

data analysis process. I conducted interviews with five participants from three separate post-

secondary institutions. Considering the robust dimensions of the data from multiple sources 

ensured triangulation (Saldana & Omasta, 2018). The data from these interviews were compared 

to the data generated in the design events and served as a means of validating the design 

workshop data. I ensured the interviews were recorded and then sent to a transcriptionist. I 

ensured consent forms were completed in person or sent to me via email. 
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Once the data analysis was nearly complete, I noticed some significant gaps in the data 

relating to navigating stakeholder diversity, SI curriculum development, course conduct, 

maintaining long-term stakeholder partnerships, and SI centre funding models (Appendix J). 

After submitting an ethics amendment, I conducted one, 30-minute, semi-structured phone 

interview with a director of a SI centre in Canada. This conversation brought much clarity to the 

named gaps and informed the study findings and conclusions. I ensured the interview was 

recorded and sent to a transcriptionist. I ensured the consent form was sent to me via email. 

Data Analysis and Validity 

As Saldana (2009) noted, each qualitative inquiry is context-specific, producing a unique 

data set. So too, each researcher and their analyzing abilities, creatively unique. The data analysis 

took an approach that worked according to my creativity while incorporating best practices from 

the literature. 

 As part of the ARE model, stakeholders are a part of the data analysis process. (Rowe et 

al., 2013). At the end of the design workshops (ARE stage 2), I had the participants reflect on the 

process, pull out and categorize relevant themes (ARE stage 3). Engaging stakeholders in 

looking for patterns and themes in the discussions aided me as a researcher in summarizing the 

design workshops to interview participants, as well as providing initial recommendations to my 

partner for the final stage of the SIL design. Involving stakeholders, their opinions, and feedback 

in this interpretative act (crystallization) ensured that I was not imposing my own researcher bias 

on the analysis process (Tracy, 2010). The design workshops provided qualitative data in the 

form of flip chart paper and a transcribed dialogue. I sorted through the material and coded 

themes appropriately. 
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Data analysis of the interviews combined with the reflections from the design workshops 

was from a grounded theory perspective and involved a process of pre-coding by highlighting 

pertinent remarks, preliminarily assigning codes (pre-coding), and deciding on the final code 

(Saldana, 2009). Pre-coding helped to draw links between the raw data and the final codes 

(Saldana, 2009). Using the pawing technique, as outlined by Ryan and Bernhard (2003), I 

focused on each question and compared the answers of each respondent to identify similarities, 

differences, and eventually themes (Taylor-Powell & Renner, 2003). I relied heavily on the 

method of holistic coding (Saldana, 2009) for long sections of interview responses. 

As this was my first attempt at coding, I wondered if I had engaged in the process in such 

a way that my researcher bias was kept at bay. As a result of this question, I engaged in a 

secondary coding process, this time using In Vivo coding so that participant language was 

reflected in the codes and analysis (Saldana & Omasta, 2018). I then ‘lumped’ the data in an 

Excel spreadsheet and ‘fractured’ it to see the data from multiple angles (Tracy, 2013, p. 190). 

Eventually, I consolidated the numerous codes into themes and subthemes. This secondary 

encoding resulted in very similar, yet more nuanced findings as compared with the first. As Tracy 

(2013) described, I found that I moved from a coding process more descriptive in nature, to a 

more focused and conclusive process (p. 195). Concepts and themes emerged and were 

compared to the body of literature on curriculum design, SI education, and pedagogical 

approaches to provide preliminary study conclusions and recommendations (ARE stage 4). 

This comparative process also brought some gaps in the data to light, as previously noted. 

Before finalizing my conclusions and recommendations, I interviewed a director of a SI centre in 

Canada, and posed different interview questions, specifically addressing the identified gaps in 

the data. She was able to fill in some of these gaps, which added validity to my findings. I coded 
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this interview separately from the first set and compared the codes to the previous set (ARE stage 

3). 

I took several measures to ensure data validity. Triangulation involved reflecting on the 

data findings of the design workshops and interviews with my organizational partner. Member 

checking—a commonly used strategy to ensure the validity of qualitative research inquiries—

was used with all research participants to ensure interpretive validity of the design workshops, 

and descriptive validity of the interviews (Given, 2008).  I employed a professional 

transcriptionist to transcribe the audio recordings from the design workshops and interviews, 

ensuring data accuracy for coding and theming. Furthermore, I reflected on and journaled my 

thoughts from the design workshops, as well as throughout the data analysis process to keep my 

bias in check. 

Validity in this inquiry is considered to be pragmatic. The data is valid as it assists CMU 

in taking actions that produce the desired results—namely enhancing curriculum design, student 

outcomes, and CMU’s community engagement strategy (Kvale & Brinkmann, 2014). As an AR 

inquiry, validity is also dependant on ethical relationships. Greenwood & Levin (2007) claimed 

that by bringing stakeholders into the AR process in a democratic and collaborative manner will 

lead to a more just or sustainable future. The knowledge created in the design workshops was 

valid as the stakeholders were kept at the center of the research, creating a more sustainable 

future for them and their endeavours in economic and environmental sustainability. Knowledge 

and knowledge formation are inextricably linked to the relationship with the research participants 

(Lincoln, Lynham & Guba, 2011). 
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Ethical Issues 

Ethical considerations were of utmost importance in this inquiry as I requested 

information and personal data from participants, as well as a significant amount of their time. 

Common ethical issues researchers have encountered: consent, confidentiality, comprehensive 

information, communication and conflict-free research (Saldana & Omasta, 2018). This project 

abided by Royal Road’s University Research Ethics Policy, following the Tri-Council 

Guidelines. The respect for human dignity was at the foundation of this research and was 

achieved by respect for persons, respect for welfare, and justice (Tri-Council Policy Statement, 

2011, p. 8). 

Respect for persons. Respect for research participants occurred through informed 

consent in the initial email invites and information letters sent to all participants. The purpose of 

the research was shared in person with all participants, as well as electronically via email and 

information letters. Time was allotted for any questions or concerns. Participants were informed 

of all aspects of the research including risk and were able to make a personal choice as to 

whether they participated or not. 

Concern for welfare. The welfare of a person involves all aspects of their life, 

considering their mental, physical, emotional, and spiritual needs. Welfare was achieved by 

giving full disclosure of the risks and benefits of the research through the information letter 

provided. I discussed matters of confidentiality and anonymity with participants when questioned 

by participants in the design workshop, making sure they understood the importance. 

Refreshments and breaks were provided to design workshop participants. I also took careful 

stock of the raw data collected and employed digital best practices to ensure its secure storage 

and transmission. 
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Justice. Justice was achieved by treating all involved with respect and concern. 

Invitations to the design workshops were inclusive to all those who had a pre-existing 

relationship with the CR. Vulnerable persons were not a part of the sample group, and there was 

no power differential between researcher and participants. There was a possible perceived 

power-over issue with my organizational partner’s involvement in design events as he oversees 

the businesses in the CR. RRU’s ethics board deemed it appropriate that he participate as the 

benefits outweighed the risks. Participants were notified of the Director’s involvement, as well 

that their involvement or non-involvement would not affect their relationship with the CR (See 

Appendix A & B). Furthermore, he did not directly contact participants which prevented 

coercion of their involvement. 

Confidentiality and privacy were protected following the Tri-Council Guidelines. At no 

point was personal information collected to inform the data. Attendance was not taken at the co-

design workshops to prevent coercion. 

Chapter Summary 

This chapter outlined the inquiry approach taken for designing the research study. 

Included was a discussion on the AR orientation, ARE approach, research methods selected, the 

inquiry process, the analysis process, and the ethical issues encountered. In Chapter 4, which 

follows, the data collected from the AR methods of design thinking and one-on-one interviews 

are described and presented as five findings and five conclusions. Finally, the scope and 

limitations of the inquiry are discussed. 
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Chapter 4: Inquiry Project Findings and Conclusions 

In this chapter, the results from the data collected from the design workshops and the 

one-on-one interviews are reported. The five themes that emerged from the data are presented (as 

supported by comments made by participants) and five conclusions resulting from this data 

analysis as supported by the relevant literature. The scope and limitations that impacted this 

inquiry are discussed at the end of this chapter. 

This research was conducted to answer the main inquiry question: How can engaging 

stakeholders in the design process of CMU’s SIL enhance the curriculum design, student 

outcomes, and CMU's community engagement, leading to a more resilient future? The following 

sub-questions also guided the inquiry: 

1. What forms of community engagement are already in place at CMU? 

2. How can CMU’s current forms of community engagement foster SI? 

3. What processes need to be adopted in order to launch SI initiatives as part of CMU’s 

community engagement strategies? 

4. Who needs to be involved for SI initiatives to take root? 

5. What structures need to be in place in the institution to support these initiatives? 

Study Findings 

This inquiry asked stakeholders in the CR what their needs were in developing a 

collaborative course with students and then asked other SI educators in the province and country 

how SI has affected their pedagogical methods and community engagement strategies. The study 

findings reflect participants’ strong interest in establishing a more robust SI strategy at CMU, 

and throughout the country. The following main findings emerged from the data analysis and 

were supported by the design workshops and the one-on-one interviews: 
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1. A SI strategy that can be distributed throughout and supported by the entire institution is 

rooted in a flexible definition of SI. 

2. Robust SI initiatives are supported from many sides of the institution. 

3. The development of SI strategies and programs requires a fundamental shift in thinking 

throughout the institution and the surrounding community. 

4. The wide gap between the community and the university needs to be mended by bringing 

expectations and understanding together. 

5. The achievements of SI thus far are less about project accomplishment and more about 

gaining buy-in and support. 

Finding 1: A SI strategy that can be distributed throughout and supported by the 

entire institution is rooted in a flexible definition of SI. Participant feedback in the interviews 

and design workshops supported the finding that a malleable definition of SI is necessary for a 

strong SI strategy. Though this theme was not the most dominant in the data, I lead with it 

because participant feedback indicated strong variances in SI definitions. 

When interview participants were asked to define SI, all five initial interviewees gave a 

different response. One participant limited the scope of SI to the field of business, noting that this 

was his educational background. “Social innovation…is the methods and modes of business 

interaction that include some sort of social mandate. Something that looks beyond strictly profit 

and loss, but looks towards what companies do within their social and their environment itself” 

(1). Another participant, rooted in community development defined SI as a “variety of 

approaches, like tools, design thinking systems, change thinking, to affect social change” (2). A 

third participant stated that SI is, “a new niche to solve either a social or economic issue” (3), 

while another indicated that SI uses “whatever tools are available” to achieve social or 
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environmental goals (4). Finally, it was described as an approach to, “the issues, the economic 

social issues of the day through grassroots, through community-lead programming,” that lead to 

policy and program changes (5). 

All participants agreed on the outcomes of SI—solving social, environmental, or 

economic issues, though there was a lack of clarity around the tools and processes involved in 

reaching the end goal. The tools and processes that participants cited were closely related to their 

educational background, and the SI work they were teaching and developing in their institution. 

One participant thought that this lack of congruence was problematic and asserted that SI 

requires a focused definition. His institutional context is important to consider as SI is housed 

within one faculty only and had made little attempts to distribute SI throughout the institution. 

He stated: 

everyone has a different concept of SI and social enterprises. And that’s problematic. It’s 

good in that there are lots of views of what a social enterprise is, and that’s wonderful. 

Because it brings a unique skillset and unique understanding of what a topic is all about, 

or question is all about. The problem is, the responses, the answers you get from all these 

different viewpoints confuses the issue….[Y]ou really need to find a focus in order to get 

the answer you want or need. (1) 

One participant whose work is to support change-making and SI throughout the entire 

institution gave these reflections: “Academics will get really, really caught up in definitions and 

trying to put their work in a box. The work is really grey and fuzzy and it needs to be…able to 

ebb and flow” (6). She noted that this loose definition is necessary when trying to bridge the gap 

between community partners and academic faculties.  



DESIGNING CMU’S SIL  64 
 

You have to be able to really get those faculty areas to be able to see themselves as 

socially innovative sectors. And they are; they just don’t talk about it outwardly…. Once 

they can see themselves in it, [SI], then they’re your partners. (6) 

A participant in the design workshop, and active social entrepreneur committed to 

CMU’s CR asked for a clear definition of SI early on in the workshop. This demonstrated a lack 

of clarity around the term of SI, paired simultaneously with an active commitment to change-

making. This participant demonstrated that a clear definition of terms was not required to foster 

active participation. 

Finding 2: Robust SI initiatives are supported from many sides of the institution. 

Participant feedback from the interviews supported the finding that institutions with strong SI 

programs have support from all sides, while those struggling were lacking institutional support. 

One participant from an institution with a successful program noted that “there’s a lot of 

support throughout coming, top-down as well as grassroots” (4). She stated that there was a 

movement of business instructors, “who were a little bit more open-minded and socially 

conscious, who said let’s broaden this. It doesn’t have to be just for-profit.” (4). Meanwhile, SI 

gained attention and traction from the president as he had personal connections to social 

entrepreneurs in the community (3). Furthermore, this institution gained approval from various 

programs from within. As an example, “there was funding moved from programs that had been 

around for a while into this [social entrepreneurship] program” (2). Moreover, “the provincial 

government also got into priorities, so they were onside as well. So lots of support right from the 

ground up” (3). This shows how having support from administration, instructors, programs, and 

funding in the institution led to the successful launch of a social enterprise program. 
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An interview participant at a different institution noted that their SI efforts began when 

the co-op sector and the government developed a co-op development strategy, with “education 

and awareness” as their main pillars (1). They established a chair position within the business 

department at this institution. With a change in provincial government, the funding for this 

position has since been cut, signalling an end to this initiative (1). Moreover, there is, “no formal 

outline of social economy or social innovation within the university at present” (1). Even without 

a defined vision, the dean of the business department remains keen on keeping the program 

going as, “there has been significant uptake by the student body towards this change in business 

education” (1). As a result, while student and some administrative support remains, the lack of 

support and funding has created significant challenges for the continuation of the program’s 

efforts. 

Finally, another participant noted she was facing much opposition to her work in SI 

related to community development work in First Nation communities. She stated, “there’s lots of 

barriers to looking at [sic], to help fund programs, to work on programs where [the university] is 

very risk-averse. [T]hey don’t like when you do community-led development, and actually don’t 

really recommend that term” (5). She stated that there was no known mission and vision relative 

to SI, and researching with First Nations communities was challenging, “[b]ecause it seems to 

conflict with their funding sources” (5). Moreover, the participant noted that there isn’t support 

from students. “[B]ut often what is lacking in students is the ability to work with the community. 

They have their ideas, and don’t really [view] research as useful.” Without administration, 

programmatic, funding, and student support, SI in this institutional context is currently 

struggling. 
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Finding 3: The development of SI strategies and programs requires a fundamental 

shift in thinking throughout the institution and the surrounding community. A pervasive 

theme running through the data pointed to the necessity of paradigm shifts relative to programs, 

community-engagement interactions, and pedagogies for SI achievements to occur. One 

participant identified that “[s]ocial innovation is a fundamental shift in thinking” (4). Interview 

participants noted paradigm shifts at the institutional, instructor, and student levels. Interview 

participants from all institutions reported instructors who were attempting to bring about change 

through their work. One participant articulated a “dissatisfaction with the traditional business 

model,” so she started, “sneakily including social enterprise” (4). She continued: “social 

enterprise is something I feel strongly about and have been pushing for” (4). Another participant 

wanted to “provide an alternative to the standard capitalist model” and so began teaching the 

social economy (1). And finally, one participant included community engagement through 

service learning and field learning in First Nations communities in her courses because it, 

“causes students to think and question” (5). 

Two of the three participating institutions reported significant student interest in SI. One 

participant stated he has seen, “lightbulbs pop on realizing the current business model is not 

sustainable” (1). Moreover, he has seen more than 12 graduates from the CO-OP Enterprises 

degree program, as well as an increase in CO-OP class sizes (1). Another participant has seen 

students and graduates of social enterprise programs, “become community leaders” (4). One 

participant noticed a lack of student interest in community-engaged research and projects. 

At the institutional level, all participants noted shifts, allowing for SI to take root. One 

participant observed a “positive mind-shift” within the institution at large, adding that, “the 

college is open to working with other organizations, and clearly listening, from my 
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understanding, clearly listening to that input and incorporating it” (4). Another participant stated 

that though she has experienced much resistance, she is seeing, “a growing interest in working 

with First Nations communities” within the institution. And finally, another participant reported 

that the administration wants to keep SI as a priority as they have seen significant student uptake 

(1). 

Moreover, paradigm shifts emerged in the manner in which institutions engage with 

community partners. The data pointed to institutions attempting to level the power differential 

with community partners through committee oversight. One participant stated that they 

developed an advisory committee comprised of students, sector representatives, and faculty to 

oversee their program (1). Another participant stated they would develop an advisory community 

when doing program review (3). Finally, it was mentioned that there had been an institutional 

commitment made to creating more community focus groups when developing future courses 

(2). 

Three participants (60%) suggested a further paradigm shift is yet required at the cross-

institutional level, especially within Manitoba. “Where I thought one of the things that was going 

to come out from [past meetings] is a community of practice around post-secondary education in 

this field of community economic development, social enterprise, and social innovation. And I 

really recommend that that happens” (2). Most institutions are used to working independently 

and even see one another as competition. For SI initiatives in Manitoba to truly take root, 

participants suggested that there needs to be, “far more collaboration between post-secondary 

institutions” (4). 

The data also pointed to a shift toward institutions fostering more community 

collaboration. One participant brought in guest-lecturers from the co-op sector, planned 
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conferences with the co-op sector, and developed community research projects (1). Another 

participant created a process for, “industry-driven curricular development” (3). Another 

participant saw the institution in a “continual working-with” relationship with one of their 

community partners. She saw the institution, “drawing on other people’s expertise to make sure 

the project is successful” (4). A different participant ensured that her research was, “community-

driven” as opposed to driven by the self-interest of the institution (5). One participant reflected 

that, “without community engagement, what are you doing? You’re just imposing your fantasy 

on a population. That’s not what this is about” (4). 

Participants from CMU’s design workshops agreed that the workshop went well. One 

participant reflected at the close of the workshops that, “it’s affirming that the people in the room 

get this. And then building on that, I think that also affirms that the vision was, that the vision is 

a good one for this” (7). When CMU’s design workshop was described to interview participants, 

all participants were supportive of the process. Responses such as, “beautiful, sounds fantastic. 

That’s what we should be doing (2),” to, “sounds interesting and dynamic (1),” to, “we follow a 

similar process…and the process works (3)” were given. There was a resounding affirmation of 

CMU’s collaborative course design process, which aligned with similar collaborative efforts at 

various institutions. 

Finally, shifts in pedagogies were noted across all institutions interviewed. Participants 

all noted, “a shift away from lecturing” (4) towards pedagogies that included real-world applied 

learning, reflective learning, with a participatory facilitation style.  It was noted by multiple 

participants students both want and, “need interaction and network building experience” (2,1). 

All interview participants (100%) reported curricula at their institution with an applied learning 

component through field learning, service-learning, practicum, and project learning. Three 
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participants (50%) mentioned the importance of reflective learning. They noted that instructors 

of these courses incorporated some form of participatory facilitation through their teaching 

styles, and through allowing students to have a part in creating the course syllabus and outcomes. 

One participant specifically mentioned their focus on human-centred design when students 

collaborated with community partners (6). 

Finding 4: The wide gap between the community and the post-secondary institution 

needs to be mended by bringing expectations and understanding together. The gap between 

the community and post-secondary institutions was the most prominent theme that emerged 

throughout both data sets. All participants noted many challenges facing the field of SI, 

suggesting that, “the expectations and the understanding need to come together” (1). More 

discussion is dedicated to this emergent theme. 

First of all, institutional ideology has contributed to a gap with the community. 

Participants mentioned that “universities are set up in silos” with departments that don’t 

communicate with one another (1). SI and, “enterprise needs people from a range of disciplines” 

(2), yet the university is not set up this way. Post-secondary institutions are also risk-averse, 

challenged with bureaucracy and regulation. According to one participant, ethics boards, for 

example, support “tightly controlled” research, discouraging research in risky environments such 

as farms and First Nations reserves (5). Another participant noted, “the bureaucracy, and the 

regulation, and the steps needed to formally make changes to programming is very frustrating for 

everybody right now…. I think the speed of change has got to pick up. And it is, but slowly” (4). 

Secondly, diversity introduced by stakeholders and culture can be difficult. One 

participant named how challenging it was “getting all stakeholders to agree on a strategic 

direction” (1). He also remarked that sometimes, “the community has their own agenda,” or, “the 
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sector expects free student work” (1). Another participant discussed, “the importance of 

including all groups, all stakeholders. That can be a huge challenge, but that diversity really 

makes it so much stronger, and better, and more innovative” (4). Diversity also was mentioned in 

terms of cultural diversity. In creating an Indigenous social enterprise program, one institution 

has issues with, “students from Indigenous communities com[ing] down, there’s always the 

issues with housing for them. Money issues, getting government or band sponsorship to take the 

programs” (3). Another participant named multiple challenges relating to poverty and lack of 

infrastructure when researching First Nations communities (5). Moreover, she discussed that 

these communities often, “have their own process and procedures and focus” which contradicts 

the processes of the supporting institution” (5). Also, “[t]here’s a lack of cultural awareness that 

prevents many [indigenous] people, not all, from getting to a graduate level to do the research. 

So, there’s still that barrier of being researched rather than researching” (5). “Classroom 

diversity is a challenge,” especially when students are all at different educational levels, noted 

another participant, but, “diversity is another instructor” (2). 

Thirdly, instructors and student supervisors can pose challenges to SI education. Gaps 

emerged in instructor training, understanding of course objectives, and understanding of 

instructor expectations. “I think…another challenge for colleges and universities is preparing the 

practicum supervisors. Because we have had supervisors who don’t have a lot of experience 

supervising [anyone]” (2). She also remarked that the training of student supervisors isn’t 

normally included in anyone’s job description, so it gets missed. Additionally, she named the 

reality that many instructors in community engagement courses often lack the time or ability to 

enhance their professional development by working within the community, which is something 

the college is attempting to address. “[I]t’s so important that instructors stay connected to the 
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community” (2). Data from the design workshops revealed that participants left the workshops 

with a lack of clarity regarding their understanding of the course objectives and expectations of 

their supervisory role with students. Anonymous reflections from the workshops revealed some 

surprise that the “curriculum was not yet defined,” that there was “unclarity regarding the 

process and project management,” that there remained “unclarity around the supervision of 

projects and students,” and that they were “unsure how this will go.” 

Fourthly, time emerged as a barrier. One interview participant noted that universities, 

colleges, and social enterprises don’t spend enough time researching the problems they are 

seeking to solve within the community. “[A] lot of social enterprises don’t spend enough time 

really working with their community of people experiencing the issues, so that they are 

developing strategies that are going to be viable and empowering” (2). In reference to hands-on 

applied learning, multiple participants noted that community work takes time, which challenges 

the educational semester system and time-sensitive learning outcomes. 

And asking the question within a specific time frame, specifically one semester? Thirteen 

weeks goes by quickly. Not to mention that probably about half of that is taken up by 

introductions, evaluations, all sorts of things for the students just to get them up to speed. 

So there’s not a lot of time there for these businesses to utilize or interact with students. 

(1) 

Fifthly, stakeholder (students, community partners, sector) interest and engagement came 

up as a barrier to SI education. Some participants noted a lack of student interest. Students in one 

institution were uninterested in community-led research (5). Another institution was worried 

about getting enough “[b]ums in seats” as the program approval came much too late in the year 

(3). And in the design workshops, some participants were surprised to learn there may, “not be 
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enough students” to run the first iteration of the course. Maintaining community partner interest 

and commitment to working with educational institutions was also seen as a potential barrier as 

businesses and community partners are primarily concerned with their operations. “The difficulty 

with the contacts, however, is research and education is usually considered secondary to the main 

business process. So it’s difficult to keep them engaged” (1). Moreover, there can be a lack of 

buy-in from supporting sectors who do not have suitable jobs available for graduates. One 

participant stated:  

students have studied cooperatives, they kind of want to work in that sector. Are there 

jobs? Well, the definitive answer was no. There’s not. The credit union sector offered 

some frontline staff jobs, but they don’t even need a university degree. You can get those 

with a high school diploma. So, what’s the point?... And I think what you’re talking about 

in terms of engaging the sector definitely helps, in the short term, how do we address it in 

the long term, right? (1)  

Finally, government funding was consistently noted as a gap. The extent that educational 

institutions can prioritize SI often depends on government funding. One participant remarked 

that “the colleges I’ve met and the universities I’ve worked with are very much dependent on 

provincial funding and just follow them around” (5). This connection was made clear with one 

particular participant who noted that their SI initiatives were in the process of ending due to 

provincial government funding cuts (1). Moreover, it was mentioned that the whole funding 

model is inherently flawed and more innovative funding solutions are necessary.  

I think the biggest issue is probably with funding. You have an idea for a social 

enterprise. You want to solve either a social or an economic issue, but it’s getting the 

startup money, right? And then it’s ongoing, is it going to be sustainable? You don’t want 
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the business to be too profitable, because then the people that need to help are paying too 

much money for it, but you have to have at least enough profit to keep the company 

going. So, it’s the funding definitely. The whole funding model. (3) 

One participant suggested larger social enterprises should help fund start-ups (3). Another 

participant thought support organizations and match-up centers need to be developed to support 

indigenous enterprise and community development (5). 

Finding 5: The achievements of SI thus far are less about project accomplishment 

and more about gaining buy-in and support. Despite the numerous challenges facing the field 

of SI, many accomplishments were noted in both data sets. The kinds of accomplishments named 

suggest that more community work may be necessary before the larger results of SI are seen. 

Only one participant noted any sort of project accomplishment within the community 

through SI programming (4). When asked about significant accomplishments thus far, three of 

the six interview participants mentioned academic program approval, pointing to the reality that 

most programs are too young and immature to have produced any measurable results. 

A significant accomplishment was related to successful engagement with community 

partners. Interview and design workshop participants indicated that community partners had 

bought in to partnering with post-secondary institutions to work at SI initiatives. One participant 

mentioned a successful program matching entrepreneurs and students together and remarked that 

it has been very successful. In a recent advertising campaign accepting new partners, the 

participant stated, “already in five days I’ve had about seven different companies approach me 

on doing projects” (3). Moreover, participants in the design workshops bought in to the SIL. 

Participants stated that “everyone here expresses trust in CMU,” that they have, “faith in the 
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process,” that this course can create, “game-changing results,” that, “students will bring new 

perspectives,” and that, “the outcome will be greater than our expectations.” 

Engaging with stakeholders in the design workshops also created a sense of clarity 

surrounding the course objectives. Participants gained clarity on, “the difference between a 

practicum and problem-based course,” the possibility of, “a mix of in-person and text-based 

research,” the “collaborative and co-creation approach” and, “the parameters such as time, 

logistics, and age of students were outlined.” Finally, the design workshops fostered networking 

and collaborative possibilities within the participants who attended. Participants reflected that the 

process, “created opportunities for organizations to work together,” “teamwork,” “community 

involvement,” “potential integration of participating businesses” and, “connections among 

residents.” 

Interview participants noted that there had been reciprocal learning and gains when 

students and industry have engaged in collaborative kinds of events. “[T]here was this sort of 

iterative reciprocal relationship, where the students got a lot out of it, and the organizations got a 

lot out of it, and the college benefitted from that partnership” (2). Another participant gave a 

similar reflection: “I thought that was a very positive event that involved the community and I 

think both sides gained. We got very good feedback with the contacts with our students, and the 

students did much better on that section that year” (4). 

Summary of study findings. In conclusion, the study findings affirmed that involving 

stakeholders and community partners in curriculum design does enhance curriculum design, 

student outcomes, and CMU's community engagement. Participants contributed to the findings 

that more work is necessary concerning definitions, garnering support for a SI vision and 
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strategy, shifts in thinking throughout the institution, mending extant gaps between the 

community and the institution, leading to tangible project achievements. 

Study Conclusions 

Based on the study findings, and supported by relevant literature, I drew the following 

conclusions in response to the main research question:  

1. Bringing stakeholders and community partners into curriculum design can be one 

component of an effective community engagement strategy at CMU. 

2. Ongoing relationship-building efforts and engagement are necessary for community 

partners to remain engaged in collaborative SI education. 

3. A successful SI strategy must be distributable throughout CMU to garner institutional and 

community-wide support. 

4. A SI strategy at CMU must address resource constraints. 

5. A robust SI strategy at CMU must build capacity by adopting pedagogies that foster 

collaboration and reflection. 

Conclusion 1: Bringing stakeholders and community partners into curriculum 

design can be one component of an effective community engagement strategy. Participant 

data provided ample evidence that stakeholder and community partner collaboration in 

curriculum development can be a helpful component of SI curriculum development. In response 

to the main inquiry question, the data indicated that making stakeholder engagement a priority 

would enhance SI curriculum, community engagement, and learning outcomes for students in 

general. As previously mentioned in chapter 2, I found minimal research on SI course design, 

other than Alden Rivers et al.’s (2015) work, coming out of the UK on a theoretical framework 

to embed SI in academic programs. The dearth of Canadian research aligns with the Government 
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of Canada’s (2018) assessment of the lack of academic research relative to SI. Tremblay et al. 

(2017) noted that traditionally, knowledge creation systems had been solely housed in academic 

institutions, excluding community voices from the knowledge production system. “Knowledge 

creation for system innovation is increasingly becoming a process of engagement between 

researchers and other actors who have traditionally been outside of the knowledge production 

system” (p. 393). Multi-stakeholder engagement is critical to bring legitimacy to this co-created 

knowledge.  

This gap in the literature around SI curriculum development was noted, and I addressed 

this through interviewing with a director of a SI centre in Canada that has been running 

successfully for ten years. The interview participant noted that though community partners are 

not involved in the curriculum development process, they seek out partners with a similar vision 

as their own and engage with them throughout the semester.  

[W]e were trying to look at systems based approach partners. And that way, when we 

were bringing the partners in, they were already in line with where our thinking was 

going. So, as far as training, we don’t have training, but we have at least four meetings 

throughout the term with our community partners around what we’re trying to get at... I 

have a community impact lab facilitator that works with our partners to ensure that we’re 

bringing on partners with similar mindsets. (6)  

Maddrell (2014) suggested that service-learning projects (similar to SIL) are most 

effective when the goals of all participants are aligned. This leads me to conclude that though 

interview participants affirmed the stakeholder engagement in the curriculum design process and 

its positive effects, it is just one possible method of engaging stakeholders in SI curriculum.  
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Conclusion 2: Ongoing relationship-building efforts and engagement are necessary 

for community partners to remain engaged in collaborative SI education. A key finding that 

emerged in this inquiry was the extensive gap between post-secondary institutions and the 

community. Participants expressed some concern regarding the challenges of maintaining long-

term relationships with stakeholders. “Relationships are the very heart and soul of an 

organization’s ability to get any job done” (Short, 1998, p. 16). The literature affirmed this 

finding; Ball (2014) stated that “[s]trong relationships, nurtured from the project’s inception, are 

the backbone for ongoing negotiation of ethical, productive practice in partnership research” (p. 

39). Kim and Krampetz (2016) advised investing in on-campus integration and relationships. 

“Build relationships of trust, a shared set of values, and an aligned vision for how collaborative 

efforts can be greater than the sum of their parts” (para. 23). 

The literature also offered some key strategies intended to develop long-term, trusting 

relationships with community partners. Nasmyth et al. (2016) argued that there is great value in 

partners who already have built a relationship of trust with the institution. Though they believe it 

is not impossible to create a partnership, “[i]n such cases building a foundation of trust is among 

the first priorities” (p. 99).  

Maddrell (2014) stated that cultivating stakeholder partnerships is a key design 

consideration for developing community-engaged courses. Interview participants in Maddrell’s 

(2014) study stressed that the students, faculty, and other constituents within the college and 

university must never lose sight of their commitments to the non-profit partner. Those with 

extensive service-learning facilitation experience often described long-term relationships with a 

small set of non-profit partners. These relationships were often forged during prior volunteer 

experiences that aligned with the faculty member’s interests. A common fear noted by faculty 
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was that a long-term and successful partnership would be soured following a bad service-

learning experience (p. 217). 

Maddrell (2014) also indicated the importance of clarifying all aspects of the course. 

Similarly, Ball’s (2014) research pointed to the criticality of crafting a Memoranda of Agreement 

to negotiate agreements between leading university members and community partners in their 

collaborative research. Ball (2014) stated that “the Memorandum of Agreement can be a critical 

document for partners to review together, to revisit where the project started and who committed 

to what, and to negotiate changes relating to the research plan or the people involved.” 

Additionally, methods for gathering assessment and feedback should be planned and 

developed early on. Holland (2001) suggested that planning for the overall course assessment 

early determines how feedback will be gathered from students and partners. The feedback 

implemented builds trust, collaboration, and reciprocity with partners, and promotes long-term 

relationships. This point of assessment was discussed in an interview with a director of a SI 

centre in Canada. She said that debriefing with community partners wasn’t their common 

practice, but they know they need to. “[W]e are building a stream for our community partners 

that have been involved with the community impact labs to attend as a debrief. So we haven’t 

done that yet, but we know it’s important” (6). 

Conclusion 3: A successful SI strategy must be distributable throughout CMU to 

garner institutional and community-wide support. Participant data pointed to the importance 

of a SI strategy that is widely embraced throughout the institution. It emerged that institutions 

with successful SI programs and initiatives had support from many sides, while those with 

struggling programs were lacking this support.  Holman, Devane, and Cady (2007) asserted 

using collaborative approaches has become imperative because they, “may provide one of the 
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only solutions to the very survival of organizations and communities today” (p. 13). In the 

particular case of academic institutions, the status quo is most often academic silos, yet data 

points to the necessity of interdisciplinary collaboration for SI to be successful.  

With regard to the literature, Jackson (2008) and Matheson (2008) suggested that a 

crucial precondition for universities desiring to align with SI initiatives in the community is an 

institutional, strategic commitment to SI, backed by policy. Moreover, Strandberg (2017) argued: 

“[i]n the absence of sustained institutional support, these vibrant initiatives can remain ad hoc 

and siloed, and thereby not realize their potential for accelerated and scaled impact” (p. 14). 

Belitski and Heron (2017) recommended in the context of promoting entrepreneurial education, 

“that it be made mandatory that every single undergraduate programme at the university have an 

entrepreneurship stream made available” (p. 171). Kim and Krampetz (2016) argued similarly—

that social change methodologies be integrated throughout the institution.  

An educational framework integrated across social change methodologies would offer a 

depth of content and breadth of experience, providing opportunities for students to develop their 

citizenship skills and hone their entrepreneurial abilities so that they can think and act effectively 

within systems. To develop such a framework, faculty, staff, and industry professionals will have 

to become changemakers themselves. This was affirmed in a final interview with a SI centre 

director who embraced a distributive model and agenda in her centre.  

So, we would look at our agenda as a change-making agenda. And our change-making 

agenda is not emanating from my centre. My centre supports the distributive work that is 

being done across all sectors and amongst all staff, faculty and community partners. So, 

my job is all about relationships and making sure that people can see themselves in this 

change-making work. (6) 
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Conclusion 4: A SI strategy at CMU must address resource constraints. Evident in 

the study findings and the literature reviewed was the importance of allocation of organizational 

support and resources for SI. CMU’s runs on a tight budget. Post-secondary institutions in 

Manitoba, including CMU, saw a 0.9 percent cut in funding from the Manitoba Conservative 

government in 2018, along with an end to the tuition fee income tax rebate program (Abusaleh, 

2018). As CMU must remain competitive and continue to support and develop SI priorities, the 

university must find innovative ways, independent of government funding, to foster and support 

SI. 

Stanford Business School (no date) stated that the, “[i]ntegration of private capital with 

public and philanthropic support” is a significant driver of SI. Jackson (2008) and Matheson 

(2008) argued that mobilization of significant internal and external resources for funding SI is a 

significant precondition for SI programming. Strandberg (2017) suggested a variety of financial 

tools institutions could leverage in advancing SI initiatives, including funding sources. “Helping 

community initiatives access new sources of funding by leveraging the institution’s charitable 

tax status for community projects, tapping into third-party funding sources (e.g. donors to the 

institution), etc.” (p. 22). 

Amongst the traditional funding sources (internal budget, government funding, etc.), the 

director I interviewed noted their unique funding source for their innovation centers.  

The other interesting thing that we have is that we were successful at getting our student 

government to grant us an ancillary fee which is $25 per student per term…. So our three 

centers share the results of the ancillary fee. And that gets us sort of support for my 

salary, but as well as about $75000 every year to spend on student-related SI 

programming (6). 
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In addition to budget constraints, the data revealed the issue of time constraints. SI work 

in partnership with local businesses and community members often requires a significant time 

investment, yet educational institutions are set up with a short-term operating focus (Strandberg, 

2017). The director I spoke with had an “impact lab facilitator” who works intentionally with 

community partners, “to ensure that we’re bringing on partners with similar mindsets” (6). This 

includes working within the specific time constraints. Because of these, students create novel 

solutions but do not implement them as there isn’t time for such extensive work. 

Conclusion 5: A robust SI strategy at CMU must build capacity by adopting 

pedagogies that foster collaboration and reflection. Consistent throughout the data collected 

and literature is the trend of supporting SI education with pedagogies that include real-world 

applied learning, reflective learning, alongside a participatory facilitation style. The research 

indicated a shift away from individual learning models, toward more collaborative forms of 

learning. 

If you design an innovative space, but don’t design innovative programming—that is, if 

students left to use the space just as they would any traditional study or gathering space—

then you're missing the opportunities. You need programming that encourages informed 

connections between disciplines, and design that supports and empowers that 

programming. (Fusch, 2017)  

Research data collected confirmed instructors’ efforts to move towards hands-on, applied 

learning. Belitski and Heron’s (2017) research in entrepreneurial education encouraged action-

based approaches to teaching and research; these encourage students to pursue joint projects with 

scientists and engage in active learning. They also suggested practicing theory-based capacity 

development by developing new courses that engage students and businesses to promote 
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knowledge commercialization. The Government of Canada (2018) noted that new skill sets are 

necessary for the effective practice of SI. “New methods such as social research and 

development, design thinking, data analytics, impact measurement and digital literacy are 

increasingly important skills for social purpose organizations to obtain” (p. 22).  

Kim and Krampetz (2016) stated the importance of providing students with a variety of 

approaches to change-making to prepare them for working with diverse challenges in varying 

contexts.  

Not every tool will be appropriate for every situation all the time. But with a range of 

theories, approaches, and methodologies in their toolboxes, students can develop the 

wisdom to deploy the right tool for each job and to combine approaches strategically for 

the greatest potential impact. (para. 19)    

Moreover, the SI director confirmed these findings along with their chosen method of 

human-centred design. She explained the course they developed as a “one gap hack” where a 

complex problem is chosen each year, and the institution chooses community partners to 

collaborate with around the issue. “And then we apply human design thinking frameworks and 

ideate, and then come up with plausible solutions around social isolation” (6). 

If a distributive SI strategy is to be developed and implemented, a toolbox of innovative 

pedagogies that are collaborative and reflective in nature must be encouraged throughout various 

disciplines in the institution.  

Scope and Limitations of Research Inquiry 

As Taylor-Powell and Renner (2003) stated, “[e]very study has limitations” (p. 9). 

Discussing possible limitations of this inquiry aids in the overall understanding of the pathway to 

conclusions. First of all, three of the six interview participants were representing the same post-
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secondary institution. While this gave a rich perspective of the extensive SI initiatives in that 

particular institution, it did not provide a diversity of thought and opinion.  

Another limitation surrounded the voluntary nature of this study, which may not have 

represented the subject holistically. This opt-in dynamic may have resulted in would-be 

participants self-selecting by their attitude toward SI. In other words, the potential exists that a 

negative voice is missing from this research. 

Additionally, due to ethical complications and data collection needing to take place in the 

summer months, I opted to not include students in the stakeholder participant group. Because 

CMU is a small institution, no classes take place in the summer, making it difficult to recruit 

students for the design sessions. Moreover, all sorts of ethical issues would have emerged with a 

power-over relationship, and I would have had to hire a facilitator equipped in human-centred 

design methods. Though not impossible, I chose not to jump through this hoop for simplicity's 

sake. Though, having students take part in this research could have added another layer of data to 

my inquiry to produce richer findings; nevertheless, I am okay with this choice. The facilitation 

ended up being a significant leadership stretch for me as the learning-by-doing component 

helped me fully grasp and appreciate the power of human-centred design methods. Also, by 

facilitating the sessions, I quickly built relationships with local businesses and entrepreneurs. 

CMU’s leadership recognized my work, acknowledged the SI gap in CMU’s educational 

programs, and invited me into a role specifically designed to address this need. The benefit of 

facilitating the sessions outweighed the cost of including students. 

A final limitation was due to the constrained time frame of this research, I only conducted 

two data collection methods, with small sample groups. More time could have yielded more 

interviews with various SI centre directors. 
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Chapter Summary  

I conducted this research with SI practitioners and SI stakeholders at CMU and employed 

human-centred design workshops and interviews to answer the main inquiry question: How can 

engaging stakeholders in the design process of CMU’s SIL enhance the curriculum design, 

student outcomes, and CMU's community engagement, leading to a more resilient future? 

Analysis of the data resulted in five findings and five conclusions, each of which was discussed 

in this chapter. The scope and limitations that impacted this inquiry were also discussed. In 

Chapter 5, I present the final recommendations that will help CMU design a SI strategy for the 

organization moving forward. I also discuss the organizational implications and implications for 

future inquiry. 
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Chapter 5: Inquiry Implications 

In this final chapter, I integrate the literature, research findings, and conclusions to 

provide recommendations that will aid in answering the primary research question: How can 

engaging stakeholders in the design process of CMU’s SIL enhance the curriculum design, 

student outcomes, and CMU's community engagement, leading to a more resilient future? The 

following five sub-questions also informed the inquiry:  

1. What forms of community engagement are already in place at CMU? 

2. How can CMU’s current forms of community engagement foster SI?  

3. What processes need to be adopted in order to launch SI initiatives as part of CMU’s 

community engagement strategies? 

4. Who needs to be involved for SI initiatives to take root?  

5. What structures need to be in place in the institution to support these initiatives? 

Following the recommendations, I outline potential organizational implications for CMU 

resulting from their implementation and the possible impact of failing to do so. Finally, I discuss 

the limitations of this study and the implications for future academic research in the area of SI 

education.  

Study Recommendations 

The following three recommendations are based on the research findings, conclusions, 

and relevant literature provided in the previous three chapters. As this chapter builds on the study 

conclusions, I list them here before beginning the discussion:  

1. Bringing stakeholders and community partners into curriculum design is one component 

of an effective community engagement strategy at CMU. 



DESIGNING CMU’S SIL  86 
 

2. Ongoing relationship-building efforts and engagement are necessary for community 

partners to remain engaged in collaborative SI education. 

3. A successful SI strategy must be distributable throughout CMU in order to garner 

institutional and community-wide support. 

4. SI strategy at CMU must address resource constraints. 

5. A robust SI strategy at CMU must build capacity by adopting pedagogies that foster 

collaboration and reflection. 

The following recommendations provide three key areas where CMU might address the 

inquiry question, contribute to the enhancement of curriculum design, student outcomes, and 

community engagement efforts. All three recommendations take into consideration the unique 

culture of CMU (outlined more thoroughly in chapter 1). These are: 

1. Develop and communicate a SI strategy supported by senior leadership and faculty that 

aligns with CMU’s institutional mission/vision, and addresses both student and 

stakeholder needs. 

2. Place considerable attention on relationship building with stakeholders to foster long-

term engagement. 

3. Research and implement innovative solutions to resource constraints such as developing 

cross-institutional SI challenges and global SI partnerships through networks such as 

AshokaU.  

In discussing these recommendations in the following section, I first list the relevant 

findings and conclusions as outlined in the previous chapter. Insofar as they relate to Finding 3 

(the development of SI strategies requires a fundamental paradigm shift) and Conclusion 3 (a 

successful SI strategy must be distributable throughout the institution), I also relate them to 
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AshokaU’s (2017) criterion for becoming a changemaker campus as “[t]he criteria also serve as a 

guide to institutions as they embrace social innovation and changemaking as both an educational 

offering for students and as a framework for re-envisioning the role of the university in society 

itself” (AshokaU, 2017). AshokaU is an initiative of Ashoka, a worldwide network of social 

entrepreneurs. AshokaU partners with university campuses with its missions of breaking down 

barriers to institutional change to create campuses that embrace SI. Their criteria for a 

changemaker campus are: 

1. Visionary leadership 

2. Innovation and excellence in changemaking education 

3. Institutional culture and operations 

4. Major contribution to the field of social innovation and changemaking in higher 

education and commitment to contributing to an everyone changemaker world 

Having drawn heavily on AshokaU’s (2017) criteria to support and enhance my 

recommendations, it’s worth highlighting some gaps AshokaU’s work. For instance, I am most 

critical of the global nature of AshokaU as while there is much to benefit from the global 

network they propose, their emphasis does not address SI in a localized, context-specific manner. 

Conversely, the data in my inquiry revealed a desire for cross-institutional collaboration 

within the province of Manitoba on SI initiatives (cf. Finding 3). In light of this, AshokaU's 

model may miss out on localized collaboration that might otherwise address contextual issues 

such as those most relevant to Indigenous reconciliation (e.g. land, history, culture, etc.). 

Moreover, a model that accounts for considerations of locality allows for a diversity of 

institutions of higher learning to collaborate, which AshokasU's model currently does not 

accommodate. 
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Recommendation 1: Develop and communicate a SI strategy supported by senior 

leadership and faculty that aligns with CMU’s institutional mission/vision, and addresses 

both student and stakeholder needs. This recommendation relates to all five study findings, as 

well as Conclusion 2 (ongoing relationship building efforts are necessary stakeholders to remain 

engaged), and Conclusion 5 (a robust SI strategy at CMU must build capacity by adopting 

pedagogies that foster collaboration and reflection). Furthermore, this recommendation aligns 

with three out of four of AshokaU’s (2017) changemaker campus criteria: (1. Visionary 

leadership; 2. Innovation and excellence in changemaker education; 3. Institutional culture and 

operations).  

This inquiry focused on learning how engaging stakeholders in SI curriculum 

development can impact curriculum design, student outcomes, and community impact. While the 

research indicated that involving stakeholders in curriculum design has a positive net benefit on 

SI education, it became clear that this is only one piece of a SI strategy, which is currently 

underdeveloped at CMU. Inquiry findings indicated that SI initiatives are more successful in 

institutions that have support from leadership, as well as from many places throughout the 

institution. Strong leadership and support for SI in higher education was a consistent theme 

throughout the literature worth noting (Jackson, 2008; Matheson, 2008; Strandberg, 2017; Kim 

& Krampetz, 2016). 

I recommend that CMU leadership develop a SI strategy based on a sufficiently malleable 

definition such that other institutional disciplines may embrace and find resonance within it. I 

recommend that the value of SI be outlined, as well as who is needed to advance the strategy, 

how it can benefit students, the institution more broadly, stakeholders, and the surrounding 

community. Moreover, I suggest this strategy cover pedagogical frameworks that align with 
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change-making, and that it outlines how faculty can integrate a variety of pedagogies into their 

courses. Thankfully, initial planning has already begun on a 2-day institute for change-making 

pedagogy design in the summer of 2019. In their participation with this event, faculty from many 

disciplines will come away with an assignment or project involving the CR in some capacity. 

This innovative example of addressing pedagogy and curriculum will contribute to meeting 

AshokaU’s (2017) second criterion of innovation and excellence in changemaker education (p. 

2).  

And finally, the strategy should outline a variety of ways in which stakeholders can be 

engaged in SI at CMU. Addressing AshokaU’s (2017) third criterion of institutional culture and 

operations (p. 2), this would serve as the first phase of implementing the recommendations of 

this inquiry. Therefore, a long-term strategy for SI at CMU might help ensure the viability of the 

program as well as meet the first criterion of visionary leadership as outlined in AshokaU’s 

(2017) change-maker campus criteria (p. 2). AshokaU (2017) defines visionary leadership as: 

“Strong senior leadership and Change Leaders with the vision to embed social innovation and 

changemaking across the institution and make a major contribution to the field of social 

innovation in higher education” (p. 2).  

As with any institute of higher education, the adoption of such a strategy will require a 

sense of community and institutional ownership for it to succeed. As Strandberg (2017) argued, 

“[t]he biggest investment is in fostering the paradigm shift, from which the innovations and 

impact should follow” (p. 27). Therefore, I propose that the CR’s Advisory Council be a part of 

shaping the strategy’s first draft, before passing it through the appropriate committees for 

approval. This will not be a short-term process; rather, the development of a SI strategy will 

require ongoing institutional commitment as it evolves. Communication, as well as senior 
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leadership support for a formalized strategy at CMU will help bolster campus and community-

wide engagement with SI priorities. Finally, a concerted effort to invite the broader CMU into the 

CR through planned events, student seminars, through a regular email newsletter will aid in 

building a shared language and meaning around SI at CMU. In summary, data gathered and 

evidence from the literature indicate that creating and communicating a formalized SI strategy 

would benefit students, stakeholders, and the university, to foster increased engagement in 

change-making. 

Recommendation 2: Place considerable attention on relationship building with 

stakeholders to foster long-term engagement. This recommendation relates to Finding 4 (the 

wide gap between the community and the university needs to be mended, bringing expectations 

and understanding together), as well as to Conclusion 1 (bringing stakeholders into curriculum 

design is one component of an effective CE strategy) and Conclusion 2 (ongoing relationship 

building efforts are necessary for stakeholders to remain engaged). Additionally, it aligns with 

AshokaU’s (2017) third criterion of a changemaker campus as it addresses institutional culture 

and operations (p. 2).   

As indicated earlier, this inquiry found a significant gap between the community and the 

university that emerges when these groups attempt to collaborate on SI initiatives. Research 

participants noted that this is an area where significant attention must be paid to the fostering of 

long-term stakeholder partnerships. The literature suggested that forming partnerships based on 

trust and mutual understanding is key when developing community engaged courses (Ball, 2014; 

Maddrell, 2014; Nasmyth et al., 2016; Kim & Krampetz, 2016). Strandberg (2017) added that 

“[c]ommunity stakeholders, too, will need to prepare for this community pivot and develop their 

own capacities for mutual engagement” (p. 27). 
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It should also be noted that stakeholders were eager to participate in the design 

workshops—a form of relationship building—and expressed at the end of a session that a shared 

“sense of trust in CMU” had emerged amongst the participants. Requests were made from 

participants for follow up as the course design developed and was suggested that, “maybe that’s 

how you bring us all together.” In other words, participants requested further information as a 

means of continued engagement.  

Following the design sessions which took place in late July, I compiled some preliminary 

recommendations for my partner (the CR Director) as he finalized the SIL course, commencing 

in September (Appendix K). At the time, I made the following recommendations, based on 

Maddrell (2014) and Holland (2001)’s research: 

1. It is recommended that the overarching goals of the SIL be articulated in a memorandum 

of understanding (MOU) for the business partners, and in a course syllabus for the 

students. 

2. In the closing moments of the design workshop, a course design update in mid-August 

was requested by the business partners. It is recommended that this is followed through 

with, along with a plan to navigate and support the numerous business partner 

relationships. How students will be matched with businesses should also be considered. 

3. It is recommended that all aspects of project management, roles, and expectations be 

clearly articulated and written into a MOU for the partners, and into the course syllabus 

for the students. 

4. It is recommended that student assessment and inputs required be clarified and written 

into a MOU for business partners and a course syllabus for students. It is also 
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recommended that a plan is developed before the launch of the course for assessment and 

feedback from all involved.  

As a result of these complied recommendations, a MOU was crafted for the stakeholders, 

and a debrief meeting took place following the course. After additional research, I stand by these 

recommendations (Maddrell, 2014; Holland, 2001; Ball, 2014). This was confirmed in the 

interview with the SI director, who confirmed that they have both a student manual and 

community partner manual that discusses, “things like dress code. Things like email etiquette. 

We have processes in terms of who pays for what. We have the expectation from the community 

partners that the students have at least…two sessions on site” (6). 

I suggest the MOU be further developed by the Director for future iterations of this 

course, based on feedback from the stakeholders and students. I also recommend that in-person 

meetings with the Director, similar to the design sessions I led take place before the next iteration 

of the course as this played an important role in networking, fostering buy-in, providing clarity, 

and imagining possible course outcomes together. 

I would like to see close attention be paid to the distribution of power between the 

institution and its stakeholders. Despite attempts at levelling the playing field by inviting 

stakeholders to play a role in curriculum design, faculty and students still hold certain kinds of 

power as members of a mainstream social institution. This emerged in the research as one 

interviewee linked this sense of power to a lack of understanding between universities and 

business: “So, university does not understand business, business does not understand university” 

(1). With this lack of understanding, universities may unintentionally leverage their power 

through uninformed requests and demands without understanding the implications for their 

partners. I observed this when requesting two half-days from the entrepreneurs for the design 
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sessions. What I thought was a reasonable request was a barrier to some, and I have come to 

appreciate the sacrifices of these research participants. “The potential to oppress and exploit 

community partners must be a matter of concern, and deliberate efforts are needed to level the 

playing field in negotiated research relationships” (Ball, 2014, p. 40). Within AshokaU’s (2017) 

third criterion of addressing institutional culture and operations, they specifically cited the need 

for, “open communication and collaboration across all key stakeholders related to social 

innovation and changemaking” (p. 7). Following this recommendation would help CMU to meet 

this criterion. 

Moreover, I recommend that there be structured opportunities for CR stakeholders to 

continue to network and build relationships with one another, as well as CMU’s academic 

community through community picnics in the summer and ‘town-hall meetings.’ It is important 

that the ‘admittance by key card access only policy’ be revisited by the Director and VPA to see 

if there might be a way to make the CR more accessible to the CMU community. Belitski and 

Heron (2017) noted the importance of, “providing learning opportunities for entrepreneurs on 

campus” (p. 172).  I suggest that the Director schedule monthly potluck lunches in the CR where 

residents can informally discuss their work, possibly leading towards collaborative relationships. 

Moreover, I recommend that the Director work with the business faculty to reinstate “Lunch-

and-Learns” (a lunchtime speaker series run by CMU’s business department), and be hosted in 

the CR so stakeholders can easily take part in these events. I recommend that stakeholders be 

invited to participate as presenters in this series, or other community spaces such as forums or 

chapels, as such “boots-on-the-ground” entrepreneurial voices will enrich CMU’s academic 

community. A further opportunity for mutual gain already in place is the opportunity for 
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businesses to access and employ CMU practicum students when it makes sense for both the 

student and the business.  

This reciprocal, symbiotic style of engagement has the potential to become, “a 

microcosm of learning throughout the organization” (Senge, 2006, p. 219). These 

recommendations align with AshokaU’s (2017) third criterion of a changemaker campus 

addressing institutional culture and operations. More specifically, AshokaU seeks, “mutually 

beneficial community relationships and partnerships” as part of this criterion (p. 8). In summary, 

data gathered and evidence from the literature indicated fostering relationships with stakeholders 

would result in long-term, mutually beneficial partnerships, resulting in more effective SI 

initiatives.  

Recommendation 3. Research and implement innovative solutions to resource 

constraints such as developing cross-institutional SI challenges and global SI partnerships 

through networks such as AshokaU. This recommendation relates to Finding 4 (the wide gap 

between the community and the university needs to be mended by bringing expectations and 

understanding together), Conclusion 3 (ongoing relationship building efforts are necessary for 

stakeholders to remain engaged), and Conclusion 4 (a SI strategy at CMU must address resource 

constraints). As compared with AshokaU (2017), this recommendation relates to their third 

criterion of institutional culture and operations, requiring, “a robust, multi-year funding model to 

support social innovation in future years” (p. 8), as well as their fourth criterion of a major 

contribution to the field of SI. 

Presently, while the CR’s funding model is self-sustaining, it lacks funding for future 

projects. The insufficient income to cover the salaries of the CR Director and Coordinator means 

these are covered through CMU’s general operating fund. Though the infrastructure development 
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costs of the CR were covered by government funding, research participants indicated that 

institutions could not rely solely on government funding. Interestingly, my participants also 

suggested that SI’s funding model is inherently flawed and that innovative solutions are 

necessary for the SI field at large. As the data showed that funding is an ongoing challenge to SI 

initiatives, I recommend that a strategic plan is developed to secure project funding, so CMU can 

make a significant contribution to the field of SI locally, as well as globally.  

I also recommend that further research is conducted by the Director and VPA on what it 

would take for CMU to host a year-long SI challenge or “one-gap-hack.” In such a program, 

CMU could invite various stakeholders to come up with solutions to an agreed upon social or 

ecological challenge. Launching a project like this (perhaps, initially funded by a grant), could 

feed a long-term project fund for SI initiatives at CMU. As Strandberg (2017) implied, a large, 

marketing driven project such as a SI challenge could be used to leverage financial resources 

such as CMU’s charitable tax status, donor funding, and other third-party funding sources (p. 

22). Within the past year, there have been challenges similar in nature that have taken place 

within Manitoba’s social entrepreneurship community. Red River College recently hosted its 

Dragonfly Den challenge, where students pitched their out-of-the-box solutions to social 

problems within a $500 budget (Red River College, 2017). North Forge Technology Exchange 

also hosted a successful province-wide innovation challenge to improve childhood literacy in 

Manitoba (North Forge, 2017). CMU has loosely been a part of these challenges and it would be 

prudent for CMU to build on this momentum, hosting our own, larger-scale challenge. 

This recommendation follows multiple rationales based on data, inquiry findings, and the 

literature review. Initiating a SI challenge is linked with recommendation 2 of building 

relationships with stakeholders to foster long term engagement. Secondly, this would address a 
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gap noted in the findings of a lack of cross-institutional collaboration on SI initiatives in 

Manitoba. Thirdly, this would address AshokaU’s (2017) requirement of a sustainable funding 

model by, “convening [with] other institutions,” CMU would also meet their requirement of a 

major contribution and field building activity (p. 9). In summary, the data collected, and 

literature evidence indicated that launching a SI challenge would provide CMU with the 

necessary financial and relational capital necessary to be a SI leader both locally and nationally. 

Summary of recommendations. These three recommendations address the five findings 

and five conclusions of this inquiry project. While each recommendation could be implemented 

individually, they are interrelated, as each relies upon the other to achieve the goal of this inquiry, 

engaging stakeholders to enhance curriculum design, student outcomes, and community 

engagement. The next section suggests how these recommendations could be implemented and 

describe the potential consequences if they are ignored.  

Organizational Implications 

The three recommendations outlined in the previous section could actualize a SI strategy 

for CMU and have the potential to benefit students, the university, as well as the local and global 

community. For this research to have lasting value, this section discusses the actions required to 

implement these recommendations. I also address what might occur if the recommendations are 

not followed. 

I consulted with my partner throughout the entirety of this research project to ensure the 

research aims aligned with organizational goals. My partner gave me continual feedback, along 

with contributing to, and finally approving my conclusions and recommendations. Development 

of a SI strategy will take concerted time and effort; therefore, I recommend a phased approach 

be taken to the implementation of these recommendations. Following the submission of this 
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report, I plan to present project findings, conclusions, and recommendations appreciatively to 

senior leaders at CMU. I also plan on engaging faculty in my research findings through a faculty 

forum, at the request of senior leadership. 

Following my presentation with senior leadership, I recommend that the advisory council 

for the CR be tasked with initially developing a SI strategy for CMU, to help inform and guide 

the strategy. Since the SI strategy directly impacts students and stakeholders, I recommend they 

be consulted in drafting this strategy. It would be prudent to survey CMU’s student body 

regarding SI interest as Finding 3 indicated that other Manitoba practitioners perceived a lack of 

student interest. Consulting multiple voices could be especially helpful in determining the use of 

terminology that makes sense to multiple audiences, which will aid in communication of the 

strategy in later phases. This strategy will then need to pass through President’s Council -  

committee providing counsel to the President on matters of university planning and operation, 

particularly those involving connections among academic, external, and finance and 

administration departments; approves personnel policies; provides input and approval for 

recommendations to CMU Board. Having the approval from President’s Council will ensure that 

senior leadership at CMU are champions of SI priorities - an AshokaU criterion. “Senior 

leadership support can be shown, among others, through publicly endorsing ideas and values of 

social innovation and changemaking, writing it into strategic plans, and embedding it into 

institutional communications” (AshokaU, 2017, p. 4). 

Communication of this strategy will be key, so the internal campus community can be 

made aware of, and encouraged to support change-making and SI (AshokaU, 2017, p. 6). 

“Strategic communication mechanisms to communicate with key stakeholders around social 

innovation and changemaking” should also be considered, as per AshokaU’s (2017) suggestion 
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(p. 6). Some training will be required, especially for departments such as Enrolment, responsible 

for advertising CMU’s SI commitment to prospective students and the broader public. 

Collaborating with the Communications department will be key in advertising CMU’s change-

making niche to the public. Features could be posted to the website, alongside stories posted to 

the various institutional social media accounts. Communication strategies should be in place 

before considering recommendation 3, as this will deeply impact CMU’s ability to host a year-

long SI challenge. Garnering sponsors and participant involvement will be challenging if the 

public and associated networks do not view CMU as a trusted SI leader. Considerable attention 

will first need to be given to building up CMU’s public image as a SI and thought leader in 

Winnipeg before launching a SI challenge. Ongoing strategic communication will be necessary 

for the SI challenge as this will be a marketing-heavy project. 

Gaining individual commitment is a critical piece to ensuring buy-in to the SI strategy. 

Senge (2006) noted that often, the work of gaining commitment to a vision comes not from top 

leadership, but visions “just ‘bubble up’ from people interacting at various levels” (p. 200). Many 

meetings with various faculty in the institution will be key as much of the work of this strategy 

involves, “get[ting] those faculty areas to be able to see themselves as socially innovative 

sectors. And they are. They just don’t talk about it outwardly” (6). It was also suggested to, “have 

a really big coffee budget” (6) to make these conversations a priority. There will be some 

challenges in gaining individual commitment, and it is important that leaders be mindful of this. 

“Leaders who don’t recognize that a complex domain requires a more experimental mode of 

management may become impatient when they don’t seem to be achieving the results they were 

aiming for” (Snowden & Boone, 2007, p. 74).  
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In reference to the second recommendation of placing considerable attention on 

relationship building with stakeholders to foster long-term engagement, there is already some 

progress on this front. As the findings emerged from this inquiry, they were discussed with my 

partner and my boss, the Director of Enrolment. As a result of some shifts in the Enrolment 

department and the apparent need for more support in the CR, it was decided that I would begin 

working one day a week in the CR. My main responsibilities have relationship building as their 

focus: liaising with CR stakeholders, liaising with external stakeholders, hosting and 

coordinating events, and actively inviting students from all CMU disciplines to participate in CR 

and the business school programming. Though we are seeking to address this gap through this 

newfound position, more concerted networking efforts will be necessary from many angles in the 

institution for the gap to be mended. Belitski and Heron (2017) referenced Hayter’s research 

regarding infrastructure development and stated that, “along with building the number of 

incubators on campus and investment should be put in both development of formal infrastructure 

(facilities, amenities, trees, office equipment, water and electricity supply), but also informal 

infrastructure and network capacity building with alumni (Hayter, 2013)” (p. 172). A necessary 

focus of the SI strategy will be how informal networks of support will be developed and 

maintained as a part-time coordinator position is insufficient to meet this demand. As stated by 

one of the research participants, “relational capital is everything” (6). 

In terms of engaging CR stakeholders in debriefing the SIL experience and in developing 

future iterations of the course, the recommendation to host an in-person debrief session to gather 

feedback from the stakeholders will need to be undertaken by the Director, as the course 

facilitator. He will need to take the feedback and integrate it into the MOU for the next iteration 

of the SIL. As the course is flexible and iterative, I recommend the MOU remain a working 
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document that includes yearly updates based on student and stakeholder recommendations. 

Though Maddrell’s (2014) research focused on assessment models for service-design learning, 

this same statement can be applied to the emergent field of SI education: “Expansion of service-

learning into a broader array of courses, disciplines, and institutions will depend to a great degree 

on the ability of the first wave of service-learning faculty and campus leaders, the pioneers, to 

document and assess the work and the outcomes of service-learning” (p. 59). 

Moreover, taking assessment seriously will aid in meeting AshokaU’s (2017) criterion of, 

“innovation and excellence in its curricular programming in social innovation and changemaking 

for the Changemaker Campus Network and the field of social innovation and changemaking in 

higher education” (p. 4). 

Finally, relationships could be fostered by the CR Director and Coordinator to create a 

culture of celebration within the CR. Kouzes and Posner (2007) stressed the value of recognition 

and celebration in the workplace: “Once you help others to succeed, acknowledge their 

accomplishments, and help them shine, especially in front of others, they will never forget it” (p. 

237). Celebrating the accomplishments of the CR stakeholders through the website or social 

media could be a crucial element to building trust and relationships of mutual benefit. 

If these recommendations are implemented, a significant paradigm shift, and thereby 

culture shift regarding SI will have occurred at CMU. This will be evidenced by a robust SI 

strategy engaging many parts of the institution, a deepened understanding of SI in various 

disciplines, with an increasing number of professors adopting and developing change-making 

pedagogies. Community stakeholders would be offered further opportunities to shape curricula, 

would be engaged in learning opportunities, and would be supported in various ways, to foster a 

mutual relationship built on trust (AshokaU, 2017, p. 13). CMU’s board might also reconsider 
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their current open policy for CR residents requiring there be an alignment of values, to deepen 

the possible impact of the partnership. There would also be an innovative financial strategy in 

place to support further change-making work throughout the institution, along with a major SI 

project that could put CMU on the map as a SI leader in Manitoba. “[B]y investing in its 

communities in this manner, the institution can improve community quality of life, helping 

attract students, faculty and staff to live, study and work in its desirable locale” (Strandberg, 

2017, p. 26). Strandberg (2017) also added that institutions could see increased donor 

investment, along with an increased attractiveness of graduates to future employers (p. 26). 

Additionally, CMU would be working their way toward becoming an AshokaU Changemaker 

campus, if they deem this affiliation worth pursuing. If these recommendations are not 

implemented, CMU will continue to limp along in their SI initiatives. Staff will remain under-

resourced, there will be no budget for any significant change-making projects, stakeholders may 

not feel supported and connected to CMU’s academic programming and community, and the 

surrounding CMU community will continue to be distant and uninvolved in the change-making 

possibilities.  

By encouraging a process in which stakeholders could be active participants in 

curriculum design, this project challenged and shifted the role non-academic members of CMU’s 

community traditionally play in curriculum development. From the perspective of Torbert’s 

“Third Person Research” (1999), this project revealed that the shift was welcomed and 

appreciated by the stakeholders, that it brought the stakeholders clarity, understanding, and buy-

in, and that it played a valuable role in fostering a relationship of mutual trust between the 

stakeholders and CMU, which will hopefully lead to long-term partnerships. By recommending 
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that stakeholders continue to be welcomed into this new role, this research has the potential to 

redefine how CMU’s academic community engages with the broader community. 

Implications for Future Inquiry 

As this inquiry centred on the emergent field of SI education, there is a general lack of 

research related to how universities develop and implement change-making courses, which 

aligns with the Government of Canada’s (2018) assessment of the lack of academic research 

relative to SI. As of yet, there is no peer-reviewed research on the subject of engaging 

stakeholders in SI curriculum design. This inquiry makes a first attempt at demonstrating the 

value of this engagement. The literature suggested that developing relationships of trust and 

mutual understanding is key when developing community engaged courses (Ball, 2014; 

Maddrell, 2014; Nasmyth et al. 2016; Kim & Krampetz, 2016). A multi-year engagement process 

would also add value, testing whether this kind of intentional engagement does in fact foster and 

promote long term community partnerships and societal benefit. More research and case studies 

would help craft a list of best practices for universities when engaging non-academic members in 

SI curriculum design. Moreover, more research could be developed around the capacities 

required of community stakeholders when preparing to engage with academic institutions 

(Strandberg, 2017, p. 27). 

The literature implied that the university is resistant to change (Ball, 2014); full of 

practices and policies that present as major obstacles when aiming to prioritize SI (Matheson, 

2008). I would be curious to know how other universities prioritizing SI have navigated this 

territory. More research on the subject, complete with a list of best practices would be of added 

value to the field of literature. 
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Chapter summary 

In this chapter, I proposed three recommendations for initiating a SI strategy at CMU. 

Implementation of the first and second of these could begin immediately, with the third 

recommendation requiring more concerted research. This chapter also discussed the 

organizational implications and implications for future inquiries. 

Thesis Summary 

This inquiry investigated what difference it might make to CMU’s community 

engagement, curriculum, and student outcomes when community stakeholders play a role in SI 

curriculum development. Chapter one introduced this inquiry and provided readers with a 

summary of the historical context in which it was conducted, and its relevance to CMU. This 

included a short summary of CMU’s major stakeholders and decision-making frameworks.  

Chapter two asked what the literature might tell us regarding the theories embedded in 

approaches to SI education. The chapter started with a broad overview of SI, along with relative 

definitions and theories, followed by a focus on Community University Engagement, 

Stakeholder Engagement and government funding. The chapter closed with a discussion of 

undergraduate curriculum relating to SI, emerging university and college-led SI incubators, and 

pedagogical frameworks for teaching SI.  

In chapter three, this study’s methodological approach—Action Research—was 

explained and the engagement model introduced as the conceptual framework to ready 

participants for change. Specific methods of engaging data, participants, study conduct, and 

relevant ethical issues were also discussed.  
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Chapter four presented five major findings that emerged from the data, and then drew 

five conclusions that incorporated those findings along with support from the literature. The 

scope and limitations of the study were also addressed.  

In this fifth and final chapter, recommendations were offered to address CMU’s specific 

context and their intentions for moving forward with SI. The implications of the research project 

were discussed, and some areas for future exploration were considered.  

In summary, this thesis looks at how a small Christian university might leverage their 

capacities of community engagement to advance their SI curriculum and student outcomes. 

Preliminary steps were taken to engage stakeholders in a new role of co-creating curriculum. 

This thesis proposes three recommended actions for CMU to pursue: Develop a SI strategy; build 

intentional relationships with stakeholders; and implement innovative solutions to resource 

constraints.  

“Change is composed of more unknown than know variables, accompanied by a dash of 

surprise. You may be certain of the general direction in which you’re headed but the precise 

direction often reveals itself only once you begin” (Etmanski, 2015, p. 25).  
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Appendix A: Email Invitation to Stakeholders in Design Event 

Dear [Prospective Participant], 
 
I would like to invite you to be part of a research project that I am conducting. This project is 
part of the requirement for my Master’s Degree in Leadership, at Royal Roads University. This 
project has been approved by the Canadian Mennonite University, under the direction of James 
Magnus-Johnston, and I have been given permission to contact potential participants for this 
purpose. 
 
Your name was chosen as a prospective participant because you have a pre-existing relationship 
with the Centre for Resilience at Canadian Mennonite University. 
 

Purpose of the study  

As you may have heard, a new course is being implemented on the course calendar for 2018—
the Social Innovation Lab. It is an action-oriented undergraduate course where businesses, 
community members, or resident entrepreneurs in the Centre for Resilience will collaborate with 
a group of students to design, propose, and implement a solution to a particular problem posed 
by the business or community group. It became evident early on that if we are to effectively 
create a collaborative course, the design process of said course must also be collaborative in 
nature. Overall, the goal of my research is to engage key stakeholders in a thoughtful design 

process which identifies the problems students could aid businesses in solving, gathers a 

well-defined set of recommendations from the stakeholders, and co-creates possible design 

prototypes.  
 

What does being involved look like? 

Participating businesses and stakeholders will gather for two half-day co-design events the Social 
Innovation Lab, the first at the end of May, the second in mid-late June. The first phase half-day 
co-design event will focus on creative brainstorming, conceptualization, and framing of the main 
research question—how we design a social innovation lab. Participants will be asked to give a 
general overview of their business, along with their strengths and current needs.  
 
The second co-design event and data-collection phase will focus on conversations that imagine 
possible lab designs including class formats and structures that would be most conducive to 
business and student collaboration.  
 
The attached document contains further information about the study conduct and will enable you 
to make a fully informed decision on whether or not you wish to participate. Please review this 
information before responding.  
 
Please be aware that you are not required to participate and, should you choose to participate, 
your participation would be entirely voluntary.  If you do choose to participate, you are free to 
withdraw at any time. Your decision will be respected without prejudice. If you do not wish to 
participate, simply do not reply to this request. Your decision to not participate will also be 
maintained in confidence. Your choice will not affect your relationship with the Centre for 
Resilience, or CMU at large. 



DESIGNING CMU’S SIL  113 
 

 
If interested in participating in this study, please read the formal invitation attached, the detailed 
information letter, and reply indicating your interest (If you are a larger business, you are 
welcome to pass this invite along to a co-worker to participate with you). Finally, to try and 
accommodate your busy schedules, please fill out the doodle to help us plan dates according to 
your availability. 
 
https://doodle.com/poll/aa42sp5fw43iszag 
 
Please feel free to contact me at any time should you have additional questions regarding the 
project and its outcomes.  
 
Sincerely, 
Danielle Bailey 
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Appendix B: Information Letter to Business Participants 

Designing CMU’s Social Innovation Lab 
 
My name is Danielle Bailey, and this research project is part of the requirement for a MA 
Leadership Studies at Royal Roads University.  My credentials with Royal Roads University can 
be established by contacting Dr. Catherine Etmanski, Director, School of Leadership Studies. 
 

Purpose of the study and sponsoring organization 

With the opening of the Centre for Resilience at CMU comes new possibilities for the way CMU 
engages with the community and develops curriculum. A new course is being implemented on 
the course calendar for 2018—the Social Innovation Lab. It is an action-oriented undergraduate 
course where businesses, community members, or resident entrepreneurs in the Centre for 
Resilience will collaborate with a group of students to design, propose, and implement a solution 
to a particular problem posed by the business or community group. It became evident early on 
that if we are to effectively create a collaborative course, the design process of said course must 
also be collaborative in nature. This course and its collaborative design will be the container for 
my inquiry into how a collaborative design process can enhance curriculum design, student 
outcomes and CMU’s community engagement. Overall, the goal of my research is to engage key 
stakeholders in a thoughtful design process which identifies the problems students could aid 
businesses in solving, gathers a well-defined set of recommendations from the stakeholders, and 
co-creates possible design prototypes. I will then verify these findings through one-on-one 
interviews with other post-secondary institutions in Manitoba by inquiring into their community 
engagement and curricular strategies in regard to social innovation initiatives.   
 
 
The questions being investigated through this project are as follows: 

• How can engaging stakeholders in the design process of CMU’s Social Innovation Lab 
enhance the curriculum design, student outcomes, and CMU's community engagement? 

• What forms of community engagement are already in place at CMU? 

• How can CMU’s current forms of community engagement foster social innovation? 

• What processes need to be adopted in order to launch social innovation initiatives as part 
of CMU’s community engagement strategies? 

• Who needs to be involved for social innovation initiatives to take root? 

• What structures need to be in place in the institution to support these initiatives? 
 

Your participation and how information will be collected 

Participating businesses and stakeholders will gather for two half-day co-design events the Social 
Innovation Lab, the first at the end of May, the second in mid-late June. The first phase half-day 
co-design event will utilize ideation methods that focus on creative brainstorming, 
conceptualization, and framing of the main research question—how we design a social 
innovation lab. Participants will be asked to give a general overview of their business, along with 
their strengths and current needs. All participant affiliations, agenda activities, elapsed times and 
instructions for each activity, along with photographs of different activities and all small group 
outputs will be gathered. Conversations will be recorded in bullet point form on whiteboards and 
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will be photographed and/or recorded on flip charts. A final summary report-out will be recorded 
at the end of the first co-design event. 
 
Taking into account the first event, the second co-design event and data-collection phase will 
focus on conversations that imagine possible lab designs including class formats and structures 
that would be most conducive to business and student collaboration. All participant affiliations, 
agenda activities, elapsed times and instructions for each activity, along with photographs of 
different activities and all small group outputs will be gathered. 

 

Benefits to Participation 

Business participants can expect that the research will come up with an effective process to 
involve students in the solving of their current challenges. This will enhance their overall 
resilience and success as a business.  
 
CMU will benefit from having a thoughtfully researched and designed Social Innovation Lab on 
the regular course calendar. This course has potential to both increase CMU’s connection with 
the surrounding community/businesses, as well as strengthen the skill sets, job marketability, and 
social capital of the graduates of CMU. In the long term, it is hoped that this course will be 
sought after by prospective students as a means to secure job marketability and security by 
equipping students with problem solving skills, communication skills, collaboration, and social 
capital, thereby increasing enrolment numbers. 
 
This research will be of use to other small, post-secondary institutions with limited budgets in 
their design of a Social Innovation Lab. More broadly, once the course is implemented, it will 
impact the local community of Winnipeg, assisting business already committed to economic and 
environmental resilience.  
 
Finally, as the primary researcher, this work will enhance my own leadership skill set by 
expanding my understanding of systems; expanding my group facilitation and teaching skill set 
through designing an effective large group method and eventually creating curriculum; 
expanding my research skills; expanding my sphere of influence at CMU through compiling and 
communicating compelling research; expanding my own social capital through networking with 
business and community members; and finally, growing in my communication skills through 
RRU’s required oral defense. 
 

Risks to Participation 

 
Business participants may encounter some slight psychological discomfort or anxiety when 
discussing the challenges they are currently facing in their work. This risk will be mitigated by 
generating space for participants to share their experience, if desired, and allowing participants to 
choose how they participant in the inquiry stages. 
 
When discussing potential challenges facing current businesses, participants may risk disclosing 
potentially confidential information (e.g., Financial) to other businesses, researcher(s), 
stakeholders, and facilitators by nature of their involvement. The purpose of disclosing business 
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challenges will be to enhance their operations, leading to further success and resilience. This 
outweighs the risk involved. 

 

Repayment 

Though we cannot pay you for your involvement in this study, coffee and snacks will be 
provided free of charge. This is not meant to influence your decision to participate.  
 

Real or Perceived Conflict of Interest 

As a business participant or stakeholder, your involvement or non-involvement in this research 
will not affect your participation or relationship with the Centre for Resilience, or CMU at large. 
You should be aware that James Magnus-Johnston, the Director of the Centre, will be present at 
these events. Participation is encouraged but not required if you would desire to collaborate with 
students in the Social Innovation Lab. I disclose this information here so that you can make a 
fully informed decision on whether or not to participate in this study. 
 

Confidentiality, security of data, and retention period 

 

Your confidentiality will be protected within the limits of the law. If you decide to participate in 
the design thinking workshop, it is important that you protect the privacy of the other 
participants. Please do not tell others who attended, or share discussions. Because of the nature 
of the group activities, confidentiality cannot be guaranteed. Your consent to collect your 
information for the purpose of this research project will expire when you complete the study. 
 
I will work to protect your privacy throughout this study. Individual names will not be recorded 
and instead, all participants will be referred to by their business or stakeholder affiliation. Your 
consent will be required in order for the research to refer to you by your business name. All 
information I collect will be maintained in confidence with hard copies (e.g., consent forms) 
stored in a locked filing cabinet in my home office. Electronic data (such a summarized data) 
will be stored on a password protected computer. Information will be recorded in hand-written 
format and, where appropriate, summarized, in anonymous format, in the body of the final 
report. At no time will any specific comments be attributed to any individual unless specific 
agreement has been obtained beforehand.  All documentation will be kept strictly confidential. 
The data/information will not be retained pertaining to an identifiable individual who has 
withdrawn at any time. Due to the nature of the large group design process, it is not possible to 
keep identities of the participants anonymous from the researcher, facilitator, or other 
participants.  Participants are asked to respect the confidential nature of the research by not 
sharing names or identifying comments outside of the group.  
 

Sharing results 

In addition to submitting my final report to Royal Roads University in partial fulfillment for a 
MA Leadership degree, I will also be sharing my research findings with Canadian Mennonite 
University when evaluating the lab and its successes/failings. This data will be revisited for 
future designs and iterations of this course. This will be a published thesis and participants will 
be provided access to the document. 
 

Procedure for withdrawing from the study  
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If you do decide to participate and then change your mind later, you can withdraw without any 
consequences or explanation.  If you do withdraw from the study during or following the co-
design event, data provided during the inquiry cannot be withdrawn since names will not be 
attributed to any comments recorded during the event. As such, it would be difficult, if not 
impossible, to identify your contributions in order to remove them. 
 
You are not required to participate in this research project. By replying directly to the e-mail 
request for participation or by signing the in-person consent form provided on the design day, 
indicate that you have read and understand the information above and give your free and 
informed consent to participate in this project. 
 
Please keep a copy of this information letter for your records. 
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Appendix C: Research Consent Form (Design Day) 

By signing this form, I agree that I am over the age of 19 and have read the information letter for 
this study. My signature states that I am giving my voluntary and informed consent to participate 
in this project and have data I contribute used in the final thesis and any other knowledge outputs 
(articles, conference presentations, newsletters, etc.).  
 

 I consent to the audio recording of portions of the design lab day. 
 I consent to quotations and excerpts expressed by me through the design day and be 

included in this study, provided that my identity is not disclosed  
 I consent to being identified in the data and thesis by my affiliated business name. 
 I consent to the material I have contributed to and/or generated (e.g., flipchart notes or 

visuals/ prototypes from the design day) through my participation to be used in this study 
 I commit to respect the confidential nature of the design day by not sharing identifying 

information about the other participants 
 
 
Name: (Please Print): __________________________________________________ 
 
 
Signed: _____________________________________________________________ 
 
 
Date: ______________________________________________ 
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Appendix D: Email Invite to Interviewees at Manitoba Post-Secondaries’ 

Dear [Prospective Participant], 
 
I would like to invite you to be part of a research project that I am conducting. This project is 
part of the requirement for my Master’s Degree in Leadership, at Royal Roads University. This 
project has been approved by the Canadian Mennonite University, under the direction of James 
Magnus-Johnston, and I have been given permission to contact potential participants for this 
purpose. 
 
Your name was chosen as a prospective participant because you have a pre-existing relationship 
with the Centre for Resilience at Canadian Mennonite University, and your residing institution 
has social innovation initiatives in place. 
 

Purpose of the study  

A new course is being implemented on CMU’s course calendar for 2018—the Social Innovation 
Lab. It is an action-oriented undergraduate course where businesses, community members, or 
resident entrepreneurs in the Centre for Resilience will collaborate with a group of students to 
design, propose, and implement a solution to a particular problem posed by the business or 
community group. It became evident early on that if we are to effectively create a collaborative 
course, the design process of said course must also be collaborative in nature. I will be engaging 
key stakeholders in a thoughtful design process which identifies the problems students could aid 
businesses in solving, gathers a well-defined set of recommendations from the stakeholders, and 
co-creates possible design prototypes. I will then verify these findings through one-on-one 

interviews with other post-secondary institutions in Manitoba by inquiring into their 

community engagement and curricular strategies in regard to social innovation initiatives.   
 

What does being involved look like? 

Participants will be asked to commit one hour to a semi-structured interview in July. Preferably, 
this would be done in person in the Centre for Resilience at CMU, but alternate phone or skype 
arrangements can be made. You will be asked to speak to your institution’s current social 
innovation initiatives, how community engagement plays into these initiatives, what curricular 
links have been developed in social innovation, and what reflections you might have from 
CMU’s findings from the stakeholder gathering. Interviews will be audio recorded. 
 
Please be aware that you are not required to participate and, should you choose to participate, 
your participation would be entirely voluntary.  If you do choose to participate, you are free to 
withdraw. Your decision will be respected without prejudice. If you do not wish to participate, 
simply do not reply to this request. Your decision to not participate will also be maintained in 
confidence.  
 
Please feel free to contact me at any time should you have additional questions regarding the 
project and its outcomes.  
 
Sincerely, 
Danielle Bailey 
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Appendix E: Information Letter to Interviewee Participants 

Designing CMU’s Social Innovation Lab 
 
My name is Danielle Bailey, and this research project is part of the requirement for a MA 
Leadership Studies at Royal Roads University.  My credentials with Royal Roads University can 
be established by contacting Dr. Catherine Etmanski, Director, School of Leadership Studies. 
 

Purpose of the study and sponsoring organization 

With the opening of the Centre for Resilience at CMU comes new possibilities for the way CMU 
engages with the community and develops curriculum. A new course is being implemented on 
the course calendar for 2018—the Social Innovation Lab. It is an action-oriented undergraduate 
course where businesses, community members, or resident entrepreneurs in the Centre for 
Resilience will collaborate with a group of students to design, propose, and implement a solution 
to a particular problem posed by the business or community group. It became evident early on 
that if we are to effectively create a collaborative course, the design process of said course must 
also be collaborative in nature. This course and its collaborative design will be the container for 
my inquiry into how a collaborative design process can enhance curriculum design, student 
outcomes and CMU’s community engagement. Overall, the goal of my research is to engage key 
stakeholders in a thoughtful design process which identifies the problems students could aid 
businesses in solving, gathers a well-defined set of recommendations from the stakeholders, and 
co-creates possible design prototypes. I will then verify these findings through one-on-one 
interviews with other post-secondary institutions in Manitoba by inquiring into their community 
engagement and curricular strategies in regard to social innovation initiatives.   
 
 
The questions being investigated through this project are as follows: 

• How can engaging stakeholders in the design process of CMU’s Social Innovation Lab 
enhance the curriculum design, student outcomes, and CMU's community engagement? 

• What forms of community engagement are already in place at CMU? 

• How can CMU’s current forms of community engagement foster social innovation? 

• What processes need to be adopted in order to launch social innovation initiatives as part 
of CMU’s community engagement strategies? 

• Who needs to be involved for social innovation initiatives to take root? 

• What structures need to be in place in the institution to support these initiatives? 
 

Your participation and how information will be collected 

Interviews will then be conducted with other Manitoba post-secondary institutions actively 
engaged in social innovation initiatives. Participants will be asked to commit one hour to a semi-
structured interview in July. Preferably, this would be done in person in the Centre for Resilience 
at CMU, but alternate phone or skype arrangements can be made. You will be asked to speak to 
your institution’s current social innovation initiatives, how community engagement plays into 
these initiatives, what curricular links have been developed in social innovation, and what 
reflections you might have from CMU’s findings from the stakeholder gathering.  This will be a 
way of validating the data and recommendations generated in the co-design events. Interviews 
will be audio recorded. 
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Benefits to Participation 

Interviewees at various post-secondary institutions will be able to give expert, context-specific 
knowledge to the data collected, and will learn from the data generated from CMU’s co-design 
events. 
 
CMU will benefit from having a thoughtfully researched and designed Social Innovation Lab on 
the  
 
This research will be of use to other small, post-secondary institutions with limited budgets in 
their design of a Social Innovation Lab. More broadly, once the course is implemented, it will 
impact the local community of Winnipeg, assisting business already committed to economic and 
environmental resilience.  
 
Finally, as the primary researcher, this work will enhance my own leadership skill set by 
expanding my understanding of systems; expanding my group facilitation and teaching skill set 
through designing an effective large group method and eventually creating curriculum; 
expanding my research skills; expanding my sphere of influence at CMU through compiling and 
communicating compelling research; expanding my own social capital through networking with 
business and community members; and finally, growing in my communication skills through 
RRU’s required oral defense. 
 

Risks to Participation 

 
There are no known risks to interviewee participants. 
 

Real or Perceived Conflict of Interest 

As an interviewee, your involvement or non-involvement in this research will not affect your 
relationship with the Centre for Resilience, or CMU at large. I disclose this information here so 
that you can make a fully informed decision on whether or not to participate in this study. 
 

Confidentiality, security of data, and retention period 

 

Your confidentiality will be protected within the limits of the law. If you decide to participate in 
the interview, your personal information will only be known to me as the primary researcher. You 
should be aware that a transcriptionist may be used for the transcription process. The interview 
will be audio-recorded and you will be sent a transcription for review. You name will be kept 
confidential and you will be addressed by a pseudonym in the final write up of the thesis, unless 
you consent to being quoted directly. Your consent to collect your information for the purpose of 
this research project will expire when you complete the study. 
 
I will work to protect your privacy throughout this study. All information I collect will be 
maintained in confidence with hard copies (e.g., consent forms) stored in a locked filing cabinet 
in my home office. Electronic data (such a summarized data) will be stored on a password 
protected computer. Information will be recorded in hand-written format and, where appropriate, 
summarized, in anonymous format, in the body of the final report. At no time will any specific 
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comments be attributed to any individual unless specific agreement has been obtained 
beforehand.  All documentation will be kept strictly confidential. The data/information will not 
be retained pertaining to an identifiable individual who has withdrawn at any time.  
 

Sharing results 

In addition to submitting my final report to Royal Roads University in partial fulfillment for a 
MA Leadership degree, I will also be sharing my research findings with Canadian Mennonite 
University when evaluating the lab and its successes/failings. This data will be revisited for 
future designs and iterations of this course. This will be a published thesis and participants will 
be provided access to the document. 
 

Procedure for withdrawing from the study  

If you do decide to participate and then change your mind later, you can withdraw without any 
consequences or explanation. I will send you a copy of the transcription for your verification. 
You may withdraw from the study within 10 days of receiving the transcript for review. 
 
You are not required to participate in this research project. By replying directly to the e-mail 
request for participation or by signing the in-person consent form provided on the following 
page, or in person on the day of the interview, you indicate that you have read and understand the 
information above and give your free and informed consent to participate in this project. 
 
Please keep a copy of this information letter for your records. 
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Appendix F: Research Consent Form (Interviews) 

By signing this form, I agree that I am over the age of 19 and have read the information letter for 
this study. My signature states that I am giving my voluntary and informed consent to participate 
in this project and have data I contribute used in the final thesis and any other knowledge outputs 
(articles, conference presentations, newsletters, etc.).  
 

       I consent to the audio recording of the interview. 
       I agree to be quoted directly. 
       I agree to be quoted directly if my name is not published and a made-up name      

           (pseudonym) is used. 
 I consent to quotations and excerpts expressed by me through the interview be included 

in this study, provided that my identity is not disclosed  
 
 
Name: (Please Print): __________________________________________________ 
 
 
Signed: _____________________________________________________________ 
 
 
Date: __________________________________________ 
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Appendix G: Email Invite to Interviewees of Social Innovation Centres 

Dear [Prospective Participant], 
 
I would like to invite you to be part of a research project that I am conducting. This project is 
part of the requirement for my Master’s Degree in Leadership, at Royal Roads University. This 
project has been approved by the Canadian Mennonite University, under the direction of James 
Magnus-Johnston, and I have been given permission to contact potential participants for this 
purpose. 
 
Your name was chosen as a prospective participant because you are a part of a post-secondary 
institution in Canada with college and university-led incubators and accelerators to help students 
cultivate new skills. 
 

Purpose of the study  

A new course is being implemented on CMU’s course calendar for 2018—the Social Innovation 
Lab. It is an action-oriented undergraduate course where businesses, community members, or 
resident entrepreneurs in the Centre for Resilience will collaborate with a group of students to 
design, propose, and implement a solution to a particular problem posed by the business or 
community group. It became evident early on that if we are to effectively create a collaborative 
course, the design process of said course must also be collaborative in nature. I will be engaging 
key stakeholders in a thoughtful design process which identifies the problems students could aid 
businesses in solving, gathers a well-defined set of recommendations from the stakeholders, and 
co-creates possible design prototypes. I will then verify these findings through one-on-one 

interviews with other post-secondary institutions in Manitoba, as well as other college and 

university-led incubators by inquiring into their community engagement and curricular 

strategies in regard to social innovation initiatives.   
 

What does being involved look like? 

Participants will be asked to half hour to a semi-structured phone interview in late September, 
early October. You will be asked to speak to your centre’s strategies to engage stakeholder 
diversity, how community engagement plays into these initiatives, what curricular links have 
been developed in social innovation, current funding models used to support the centre, and what 
reflections you might have from CMU’s findings from the stakeholder gathering. Interviews will 
be audio recorded. 
 
Please be aware that you are not required to participate and, should you choose to participate, 
your participation would be entirely voluntary.  If you do choose to participate, you are free to 
withdraw. Your decision will be respected without prejudice. If you do not wish to participate, 
simply do not reply to this request. Your decision to not participate will also be maintained in 
confidence.  
 
Please feel free to contact me at any time should you have additional questions regarding the 
project and its outcomes.  
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Appendix H: Co-Design Events Framework 

Design Day 1 

Introduction 
• Welcome & Intro to My Research 
• Intro to Human Centered Design (IDEO, 2015) 
• Consent Forms & Research Questions 
• James’ Presentation (Zoom) 
• Activity 1: Define Your Audience 
• Activity 2: Project Plan 
• Activity 3: Determine What to Prototype 
• Activity 4: Bundle Ideas 
• Report Out (Conclusion) 

 
Introduction to Human-Centered Design 

• Begins in a place of not knowing the answer to the complex problem we’re looking 
to solve 

• Humans and their needs are central 
• By building new connections and encouraging mindsets of empathy, optimism, 

iteration, creativity,  novel ideas unfold (IDEO, 2015).  
• The solutions are out there and if we keep focused on the people we’re designing for 

and ask the right questions, we will get to the solutions together. 
• Trust the process 

 

Activity 1. Define your audience (Inspiration) 

• What is your business? 
• What are your target markets? 
• What is on your project TO-DO list? 
• How do you envision student participation? 

 
Work Individually on flip charts (15min) 
Present (30min) 

 

Activity 2. Project Plan (Inspiration) 

This transdisciplinary cohort of students will design, propose, and implement solutions to 
particular problems posed by a business or community organization. Students will work 
in small teams, select the topic, draft a course of action, and work with faculty 
member(s) to define appropriate methods and outcomes. The course is applied and 
competency-based, embracing a "problem-based learning" approach where students will 
share knowledge, peer support, and feedback on an ongoing basis.  Prerequisites: 

BUSI/POLS-2500 and 30 credit hours of post-secondary education. 
 

Gather thoughts and feedback. 
 

• What are your personal hopes? 
• Why are you here and want to be involved? 
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• What would you like to see happen beyond the course description? 
• Based on the previous description, and the named to-do lists, what would we like 

to see accomplished by the end of the week? 
• What does success look like? 

 
Group discussion (45 min) 

 

Design Day 2 

Begin with Project Plan summary: 
• Projects should have a benefit to the community, sustainable, and should be able to 

carry forward. 
• Projects should be doable within one semester. 
• Projects should be suitable to the level that students are currently at in their learning 

and abilities. 
• Businesses need to put forward projects knowing they may or may not be chosen by 

the students and/or faculty. 
• Businesses would like meaningful, high quality work from the students and some 

kind of return. 
 

Activity 3. Determine what to Prototype (Ideation) 

  Who 
• What kind of student? How many students? What is your role? 

 
What 
• What is the nature of the problem/task at hand? 
• What kinds of output are you looking for from the student? 
• What does success look like (for the project, student & you)? 

 
Where 
• Ideally, where would you like to meet w/ your student? 

 
How 
• How will they complete the work? Supplies needed? 

 
Why 
• Why involve students? Why THIS project? Why now? 

 
Work Individually on flip charts (5min) 
Group Work (25min) 
Group Presentations (30min) 

 

Activity 4. Bundle Ideas (Ideation) 

• Where do we find common themes? Differences? 
• What feels significant? 
• What surprised you? 
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Work Individually (7min – Stickie Notes) 
Group Discussion (30min – Organize Notes)  Record this discussion. 



DESIGNING CMU’S SIL  128 
 

Appendix I: Post-Secondary Interview Protocol and Questions 

 
*These are draft questions and are subject to change. They will be informed by the findings from 
the previous data collection, co-design events. 
 
STUDY RESEARCH QUESTION:  
How can engaging stakeholders in the design process of CMU’s Social Innovation Lab enhance 
the curriculum design, student outcomes, and CMU's community engagement? 
 
Hello, my name is Danielle Bailey. Thank you for taking the time to talk to me today. Before we 
begin, do you have any questions about the informed consent form that you completed earlier? 
Address questions by referencing the informed consent form, or continue if no questions.  

 

To be sure we have accurate record of today’s conversation, I’m going to supplement my notes 
by audio-recording this interview. Is this okay?  
 
If the participant objects, explain that you are no longer able to continue with the interview. If 

they agree, thank them and proceed. 
 

1. Tell me about social innovation initiatives in your post-secondary institution. 
a. When did social innovation begin to emerge? 
b. What circumstances brought this about? 
c. Is there a named mission and vision in regard to social innovation? 
d. How many people are involved? 
e. What have been some milestone achievements? 
f. What challenges and/or opportunities are you currently facing? 
g. What skills are you currently lacking that would be or particular value to you? 

2. Tell me about community engagement in regard to social innovation. 
a. What does community engagement look like? 
b. Are there any particular strategies involved? 
c. How did these strategies come about? 
d. What are the challenges in relation to community engagement? 
e. What are the opportunities in relation to community engagement? 

3. Tell me about social innovation and curricular links. 
a. What kinds of courses have you developed in your social innovation strategy? 
b. What kind of pedagogies/learning models do these employ? 
c. Are there any opportunities for community engagement within these courses? 
d. Is there a vision for curriculum moving forward? 
e. Are there ways you are shaping your curriculum so that students are better 

equipped with complex systems skills, creative problem solving skills, 
collaborative skills, emotional intelligence, and communication and facilitation 
development? 

4. This fall we are implementing a new course—the Social Innovation Lab. In the lab we 
are eliciting input on, students will work in small teams, select a topic of inquiry 
alongside a participating business, draft a course of action, and work with faculty 
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members to define appropriate methods and outcomes. The course will be applied and 
competency-based, embracing a problem-based learning approach where students share 
knowledge, peer-support, and feedback on an ongoing basis. We met with key 
stakeholders for two half days of brainstorming and designing and these were the 
recommendations  

A 
B 
C 
   

a. What are your responses to these recommendations? 
b. What do you anticipate being challenging? 
c. At this point, would you add any recommendations to the list that could be of 

value? 
5. Is there anything else you would like to share today about your institution, your 

involvement in social innovation, community engagement, or recommendations for CMU 
as we move forward with our social innovation initiatives? 

 
Thank you so much for taking the time to talk with me today. I really appreciate your help. If you 
have any questions in the future, feel free to contact me using the information on the paperwork I 
gave you earlier 
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Appendix J: Social Innovation Centre Interview Protocol and Questions 

*These are draft questions and are subject to change. They will be informed by the findings from 
the previous data collection, co-design events. 
 
STUDY RESEARCH QUESTION:  
How can engaging stakeholders in the design process of CMU’s Social Innovation Lab enhance 
the curriculum design, student outcomes, and CMU's community engagement? 
 
Hello, my name is Danielle Bailey. Thank you for taking the time to talk to me today. Before we 
begin, do you have any questions about the informed consent form that you completed earlier? 
Address questions by referencing the informed consent form, or continue if no questions.  

 

To be sure we have accurate record of today’s conversation, I’m going to supplement my notes 
by audio-recording this interview. Is this okay?  
 
If the participant objects, explain that you are no longer able to continue with the interview. If 

they agree, thank them and proceed. 

 

1. What strategies are in place to navigate stakeholder and institutional diversity, including 
the complexities of cultural diversity? 

2. What kinds of courses are taught through the innovation centre? How are faculty and 
instructors trained? If students engage with business stakeholders in cousework, how are 
these courses and relationships navigated? How do short-term projects pay a role in 
problems that are complex and ongoing? 

3. What strategies are in place to maintain long-term relationships and engagement with the 
institution more broadly, community stakeholders, business stakeholders, and student 
stakeholders? 

4. What kinds of funding models are in place to support the centre? 
5. Do you have any key learnings to pass on to CMU, in the beginning phases of the Centre 

for Resilience? 
 
 
 
Thank you so much for taking the time to talk with me today. I really appreciate your help. If you 
have any questions in the future, feel free to contact me using the information on the paperwork I 
gave you earlier 
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Appendix K: Recommendations for Social Innovation Lab Design 

While these recommendations are necessary for the final design stage of CMU’s Social 
Innovation Lab (SIL) design, they come in the early stages of my thesis research. It should be 
noted that these recommendations are preliminary, and further research could shift, deepen, or 
change these recommendations. 

 
Though there is very little research on social innovation course design, there is much 

crossover with Service Learning instructional design. Support for these recommendations come 
from the raw data collected, and from literature on service learning instructional design.  

 
The SIL design workshops in late June with stakeholders were successful and created 

many positive results. The design process created: 
• Business networking 
• Community engagement 
• Buy in (to the course and its objectives) 
• Clarity (in regard to process) 
• Imagination (potential outputs of the course) 
 
The design process also revealed gaps: 
• Participation (both businesses and students) 
• Course outline 
• Expectations of businesses as supervisors 
• CMU’s community engagement strategy 
 
The following recommendations aim to address some of these gaps, while also taking 

into consideration feedback from other experts in the field on the design process. 
 
Maddrell (2014) came up with a list of four design considerations for service learning 

courses. Recommendations for CMU’s SIL follow Maddrell’s (2014) considerations. 
 
1. Clarify Goals  
Overarching goals of the SIL for students, business partners, instructor and the institution 

broadly should be clarified and clearly articulated. Research suggests that service learning 
projects, similar to the SIL we are designing, are most effective when the goals of all participants 
are aligned (Maddrell, 2014). One expert interviewed noted that sometimes partners have their 
own agendas and either want free student labor or free promotion. Clarifying goals may prevent 
this. 

 
It is recommended that these goals be articulated in a memorandum of understanding for 

the business partners, and in a course syllabus for the students. 
 
2. Cultivate Stakeholder Partnerships 
Maddrell’s (2014) research revealed that students are most successful when paired with a 

suitable partner. One expert interviewed stated that this might be something to consider as certain 
projects may require particular student skill sets. Though there may be initial excitement and buy 
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in from partners to work with students, which was evident in the design workshops, it is 
important to construct an ongoing relationship so partners know what it means to support the 
student’s learning through the entirety of the process. Faculty, students, and the institution at 
large must not lose sight of their commitments to the partners so that long term relationships can 
evolve. Expectations with partners must be established early on such as time, resources and 
support required of them (Maddrell, 2014). A few experts interviewed mentioned that it may be a 
challenge for partners to commit long term to the learning process.  

-Key considerations: Are partners willing to support the students’ learning, first and 
foremost? Do partners have the time needed to meet with faculty on a regular basis? Do faculty 
have the time needed to meet with partners regularly? 

 
In the closing moments of the design workshop, a course design update in mid-August 

was requested by the business partners. It is recommended that this be followed through with, 
along with a plan to navigate and support the numerous business partner relationships. How 
students will be matched with businesses should also be considered.  

 
3. Project Design and Management 
It was quite evident after the design workshops that the business partners were still 

unclear on the course outline, as well as what was expected of them when supervising students. 
An expert interviewed noted that post-secondary institutions find it challenging to prepare and 
train practicum and service learning supervisors. According to Maddrell (2014), all parties 
should have a clear understanding of:  

• student learning outcomes 
• the needs of the business partner 
• the goals and boundaries of the project 
• information and access needs 
• roles of all stakeholders 
• required support from the partner 
• required support from faculty 
• the product or service deliverable 
• project management protocols 
• the time schedule and milestones  
• project update protocols 
• intellectual property provisions 
• required confidentiality 
It is recommended that these be clearly articulated and written into a memorandum of 

understanding for the partners, and into the course syllabus for the students. 
 
4. Assessment 
Assessment of students should focus on the extent to which they achieved the learning 

outcomes (Maddrell, 2014). Inputs for this assessment need to be stated and clarified (ex. Input 
from partners, peers, self-reflection, faculty). 

 
Holland (2001) suggested planning for the overall course assessment early on, 

determining how feedback will be gathered from students and partners. Feedback that is 
implemented builds trust, collaboration, and reciprocity with partners, promoting long-term 
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relationships. Assessments also provide a means to measure impacts of the course. Measuring, 
documenting, and assessing the outcomes of the SIL is key for its continuation and possible 
expansion into other disciplines and/or institutions (Holland, 2001). An expert interviewed noted 
that measuring impacts has been a challenge for their social innovation courses and 
recommended it be a part of the SIL design. 

 
It is recommended that student assessment and inputs required be clarified and written 

into a memorandum of understanding for business partners and a course syllabus for students. It 
is also recommended that a plan be developed before the launch of the course for assessment and 
feedback from all involved. 


