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Abstract 

Remote communities are faced with natural, economic, and social sustainability challenges 

associated with their rurality. Social enterprise may offer a supportive approach to 

addressing these challenges that impact community resilience, essential for the future 

sustainability of a remote community. An exploratory qualitative methodology was applied, 

with purposive sampling of community and social enterprise leaders from highly rural 

communities within the Hauraki Gulf Region of New Zealand. Semi-structured interview data 

was analysed through a thematic analysis. Findings, drawn from the lived experience of 

participants, reflected the significance of rurality on a community’s social system and the 

impact of self-sufficiency on social enterprise. A shift in thinking from recovery to 

transformation identified opportunities supported by social enterprise, which were 

challenged through institutional and infrastructure barriers on community agency and 

demographic re-generation. As an exploratory research study, this work provides insights for 

practitioners, and supports the argument for further investigative research on social 

enterprise’s value to better inform practice and policy considerations to enhance the 

resilience of highly rural communities. 
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Chapter 1: Introduction 

1.1 BACKGROUND 

Rural New Zealand plays an important role in the country’s economic, social, and 

cultural life with approximately 15% of its population domiciled in rural and remote locations 

(Spector et al., 2018; Statistics New Zealand, 2020). Following the economic shock of the 

seventies, there have been significant changes to traditional economic and social structures in 

rural New Zealand that have brought critical challenges to highly rural communities  

(Darnhofer et al., 2010; Woods, 2011). Such developmental pressures on rural communities 

in New Zealand have been further complicated by the evolving impact of climate change. 

Communities are complex, dynamic entities and the ability to recover from a disruptive event 

(e.g., climate change or economic), adapt to change, innovate, and move forward, are features 

of their survival and wellbeing.  Thus, community resilience is becoming foundational to 

securing a community’s sustainable future.   

Rurality factors also bring additional resiliency challenges for highly rural communities 

frequently disadvantaged due to demographics, lack of services, and access to resources 

(Drabenstott, 2006; Farmer et., 2008; O’Shaughnessy, et al., 2011). To address these 

challenges, communities have historically engaged in self-development to improve social 

conditions and physical infrastructure (Sutton, 2010). Steiner and Teasdale (2017) argued that 

social enterprise could offer a holistic approach to tackling some of these rural problems and 

challenges by going further and enabling sustainable economic development, as well as 

addressing the withdrawal of public services, and promoting community cohesion. 

Internationally, social enterprises have often fulfilled these unmet needs by delivering a broad 

range of products and services to rural populations through social and economic benefits, 

social services, infrastructure, and job creation (Dayson, 2013; Jacuniak-Suda & Mose, 2014; 

O’Shaughnessy & O’Hara, 2016; Steiner et al., 2019). 

Social enterprises have the potential to be effective interventions that empower the 

local community using its members experiences, expertise, knowledge, and skills to enable 

change (Ife, 2002). Social enterprises may also provide highly rural communities the 

potential to mobilise place-based resources to generate social and economic outcomes, and 
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diversify through local development (Eversole, et al., 2013; Eversole & Duniam, 2019). As 

the literature suggests, the hybrid nature of social enterprise as a social business extends 

beyond the traditional role of community organisations and shifts the purpose and creation of 

rural social enterprise towards local development (Clarke & Eustace, 2009; Douglas, 2015; 

Horan, 2019; Steiner & Teasdale, 2017).  

Despite growing acknowledgement of social enterprise within rural areas, increasing 

interest in policy, practice, and academia, and growing recognition in geographic 

significance, rural social enterprise has sat at the margins, and little is known about the scope 

and impact its activities have had in the community (CEIS, 2017; Munroz et al., 2015; Steiner 

et al., 2019). Furthermore, literature surrounding the connection between rurality and social 

enterprise is scarce (Steiner & Teasdale, 2017; Steinerowski & Steinerowska-Streb, 2012). It 

is primarily absent in considering the relationship between social enterprise and community 

resilience. Much of the emerging empirical evidence on rural social enterprise and rural 

community resilience is discussed as separate and standalone (i.e., case-specific) on how 

rural social enterprise might work or emerge in a rural context (Dale & Onyx, 2005; Farmer 

et al., 2008; Munoz et al., 2015; Steinerowski & Steinerowska-Streb, 2012; Willemijn van 

Twuijver et al., 2020). There is also a tendency for the research to focus on the use of social 

capital for social enterprise (Bertotti et al., 2012; Pret & Carter, 2017; Evers, 2001). 

However, the contribution of social enterprise in solving rural challenges can potentially have 

a much broader impact in balancing natural, social, and economic dimensions. Dimensions 

(community capitals) that inter-relationally influence and impact a rural community’s 

adaptive capacity and resilience. Despite this, social enterprise in rural development appears 

to be neither fully recognised by academics nor utilised by policymakers (Steiner & Teasdale, 

2017).  

There is a growing perception, in the absence of research, that social enterprise could 

provide a solution to these contemporary challenges, fuel social innovation and foster 

resilience in more rural communities (Barth et al., 2015; Eversole, 2013; Smith & McColl, 

2016). However, there is a concern that this perception may be faulty, with Steinerowski and 

Steinerowska-Streb (2012) drawing on the limited understanding of how remote rural social 

enterprises function. The authors questioned the role of social enterprise in creating 

sustainable rural communities by suggesting social enterprises must themselves be 

sustainable, otherwise they could weaken the resilience of a community through absorbing or 

competing for scarce resources. Previous research on social enterprise development has 
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alluded to these challenges associated with rural social enterprise development (Farmer et al., 

2008; OECD, 2008). The deprivation of resources, access to consistent funding and expertise, 

and overall liquidity from location conditions are primary considerations (Barraket et al., 

2019; Grant, 2017, Peredo & Chrisman, 2006). These include institutional, community 

agency and macro factors that may constrain opportunities, suggesting that rural social 

enterprise may need capacities to adapt to both local needs and the political landscape to 

enable community resilience (Skerret, 2013; Smith & McColl, 2016). This thesis uses a 

qualitative exploratory approach to explore participant perspectives of the potential for social 

enterprise to foster resilience in highly rural New Zealand communities. 

1.2 SIGNIFICANCE OF RESEARCH 

Resilience has framed the renewed attention to rural New Zealand’s vulnerability 

(Spector et al., 2018). Highly rural communities are defined by their isolated remoteness, 

topography, and continued population decline (Small et al., 2016; Spoonley, 2016). Rural 

communities are also frequently disadvantaged by their remote location and access to 

resources (Ricks & Pettypool, 2008). Isolation increases rural communities’ vulnerability to 

change, with an increased likelihood of being impacted by economic and climate 

change/extreme weather events (Freshwater, 2015; Spector et al., 2018). In New Zealand, 

these events included the Global Financial Crisis, droughts, and earthquakes (Darnhofer et 

al., 2010). Scott, Park and Cocklin (2000) recognised overall, that building sustainable 

communities is relevant. Rural locations occupy an important place in New Zealand (Spector 

et al., 2018). The resilience of rural communities facing changing conditions is now gaining 

domestic academic attention (Blakely, 2016; Feilke et al., 2018; Kaye- Blake et al., 2017; 

Payne et al., 2019; Small et al., 2016; Spoonley, 2016).  

 Resilience provides an important conceptual framework to understand how rural 

communities can adapt to changes and be better supported (Maguire & Cartwright, 2008; 

Walker & Salt, 2006; Wilson, 2012). Resilience is a means of keeping communities, and their 

organisations, safe and adaptable (Dale & Newman, 2008). Resilience thinking is necessary 

because communities are dynamic and complex entities, influenced by multi-dimensional and 

inter-related social, economic, and environmental community capitals (Wilson, 2010; Payne 

et al., 2019). Capitals expressed as separate resources that interact with each other to allow a 

community to grow and prosper (Emery & Flora, 2006; Flora et al., 2016). These community 

capitals form a framework that is useful in considering a resilience approach which accepts 
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that such community changes are inevitable yet unpredictable (Fielke et al., 2017; Payne et 

al., 2019). This tension requires different techniques and interventions for consideration. 

Social enterprise is one such intervention. Community organisations have long had an 

important role in New Zealand society, both in providing essential services and bolstering 

economic and social development of communities (Martyn, 2016). Social enterprise extends 

the traditional role of community organisations in providing a hybrid model that merges both 

social and business outcomes across environmental, economic, and social dimensions (Jeffs, 

2006; Clarke & Eustace, 2009).  

However, despite growing international popularity, social enterprise in New Zealand is 

developing more slowly (Akina Foundation, 2021; Kaplin 2013, 2018; Matheson, 2018). 

Additionally, there is a lack of New Zealand empirical research on rural social enterprise with 

none identified about highly rural locales. Likewise, empirical research on resilience for these 

areas are also undeveloped (Pomeroy, 2019; Spector et al., 2018). This gap on the combined 

perspective of social enterprise and community resilience in rural and specifically highly 

rural locales necessitates further investigation. 

1.3 RESEARCH AIMS AND OBJECTIVES 

The research question for this exploratory research study is: 

How can social enterprise meaningfully support community resilience in 

highly rural New Zealand communities?  

The aims of this study are to: 

• understand the attributes that make a highly rural community resilient  

• identify ways in which social enterprise might impact different stages of resilience 

development to better support community resilience 

• explore participant perspectives on how social enterprise might influence the 

dimensions of community resilience in a highly rural context  

• assess participant views on the viability of social enterprise to enhance resilience 

in remote communities. 

The overarching objective of this research is to explore the lived experience of community 

and social enterprise leaders in two distinct, highly rural settings in the Hauraki Gulf Region 
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of New Zealand to determine if social enterprise can make a feasible difference. The sub-

objectives revolve around sharing exploratory knowledge to: 

a) better inform considerations for practice and policy development by community, 

practice, and policy leaders 

b) generate interest in further investigative research in this field. 

1.4 THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK 

There is an increasing representation in the literature on the importance of the multi-

functionality of rural areas which attribute to the survival and resilience of rural communities 

(e.g., Brouwer & Van der Heide 2009; Marsden, 2002; Wilson, 2010, 2012). This multi-

functionality is characterised by well-developed economic, social, and environmental capital 

influencing each other (Madsen & O’Mullen, 2016; Wilson, 2010, 2012). The relationship 

between community capitals and community resilience is a crucial theme in community 

development literature and this research study (Hightree et al., 2017; Wilson, 2012).  

Conceptual frameworks for assessing community resilience based on community 

capitals have been developed by Emery and Flora (2006), Kelly, Ferrara, Wilson, Ripullone 

and Nole (2015), as well as Fielke, Kaye-Blake, Mackay and Vibart (2017). While similar, all 

three frameworks use slightly different terminology to describe each capital. This study 

employs the terms environmental/natural, economic, social, and institutional capitals and 

sometimes refers to them as dimensions. Capitals will be discussed in greater depth in 

Chapter 2. However, social capital is notably one of the core community capitals and 

consists of three recognised modes: bridging, bonding, and linking (Aldrich & Meyer, 2014; 

Evers, 2001). For the purposes of this study, linking is not explored further. Bonding relates 

to the relationships and norms that strengthen ties within homogenous groups, and bridging 

refers to relationships between heterogenous groups that strengthen ties across such groups 

(Productivity Commission, 2003). 

Each part of the Community Capitals Framework is defined further in Chapter 2 

(section 2.2.3) and focuses on their relationship to community resilience. The framework was 

applied during analysis to locate the findings and discussion (Chapters 4 and 5 respectively) 

to understand how different community capitals enable or inhibit the ways social enterprise 

influences community resilience.  



 

6 Chapter 1: Introduction 

1.5 DEFINITION OF KEY CONCEPTS 

This section explains key concepts and terms used throughout the thesis not yet 

defined. Community and rurality are central features of this study, particularly from a New 

Zealand perspective, where distance, infrastructure, and low population densities all influence 

diverse, dynamic communities with varying prosperity and demography (Pomeroy, 2011). 

Further explained in Chapter 2, remote rural and highly rural refer to isolated areas away 

from dynamic centres of activity (Ambrosio-Albala & Delgado-Serrano, 2018). Additionally, 

rurality is used synonymously with remoteness (Zografos, 2007). Thus, the terms remote, 

remote rural and highly rural communities are used interchangeably for this study. 

Community was defined by various definitions of a physical place (Community of Place) and 

by shared interests (Community of Interests). For the purposes of this study, community is 

expressed as a social system usually within a defined geographic place, linked by networks 

and shared interests (Cutter et al., 2008). 

Resilience as a concept is considered the ability to recover from a disturbance 

(Mulligan et al., 2016; Salt, 2016). Resilience is also defined by its context and relates to 

organisations, communities, or an individual's ability to adapt or alter their behaviours and 

practices when faced with a disaster, challenges, or damages (Berkes, 2007; Gunderson & 

Holling, 2002; Klein, et al., 2003; Norris et al., 2008; Paton, 2007). Researchers 

predominately describe and link resilience to adaptive capacity. Adaptive capacity is 

described as a subset of resilience and vice versa (Adger, 2006; Carpenter et al., 2001; Folke 

et al., 2006). Most definitions of adaptive capacity refer to attributes that enable a system to 

adapt in the face of change and, for this research study, expressed as a subset of resilience. 

From a community perspective, adaptive capacity is defined as “The ability of a community 

to cope with change” (Maguire & Cartwright, 2008, p.8).  

The concepts of adaptive capacity and vulnerability are used widely in application and 

often interchangeably (Smit & Wandel, 2006). Community vulnerability is another core 

concept, given it may weaken the community’s ability to respond to change (Adger, 2006; 

Cutter et al., 2008; Maguire & Cartwright, 2008). Community vulnerability is recognised as a 

sensitivity of the system and interdependent with adaptive capacity (Cutter et al., 2008; Smit 

& Wandel, 2006). The greater the adaptive capacity, the less vulnerable the system, whereby 

the referenced system is best expressed as the set of inter-related elements interacting with 

each other (Blakely, 2016). For the purposes of this study, as Matarrita-Cascante, Tejos, Qin, 
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Joo & Debner (2017) suggest, community resilience is used in contrast to community 

vulnerability. Concepts of adaption, adaptability, vulnerability, and adaptive capacity are 

used widely and interchangeably (Adger et al., 2004; Smit & Wandel, 2006). In this study, 

the concepts of community resilience, adaptive capacity, and vulnerability are all considered 

sensitivities that form part of the same system. 

Adding to this complexity is the overlap of language concerning concepts of resilience 

and sustainability, often used interchangeably (Adger, 2003; Lew et al., 2016). Sustainability 

is criticized for meaning different things to different people and lacking specificity (Chaung 

et al., 2018; Kaye-Blake et al., 2017; Mulligan et al., 2016). Whilst recognizing resilience is 

conceptually linked to sustainability—and given there was no definitive terminology for 

approaching the subject of community sustainability (Lang & Finke., 2019; Singh-Peterson & 

Underhill, 2017)—for the purposes of this study, sustainability is considered as an inter-

relational element of resilience.  

Resilience also relates to two primary concepts: bouncing back and bouncing forward 

(Robinson & Carso, 2016). Here, bouncing back is defined as relating to a system recovering 

to a prior state (Mulligan, et al., 2016; Salt, 2016; Scott, 2013; Steiner, 2016). Bouncing 

forward relates to a system adapting to change while maintaining essential features of a 

previous identity (Salt, 2016; Steiner, 2016).  

Extending from resilience, this study focuses on the idea of community resilience. 

Community resilience emanates from the seminal work of Norris, Stevens, Pfefferbaum, 

Wyche, and Pfefferbaum (2008), drawing from ecological, socio-ecological, disaster 

management and recovery and social resilience concepts, and builds on the fields of 

psychology, sociology, health, anthropology, and, more recently, community development 

(Folke, 2006; Hegney et al., 2008; Hollis, 1973; Kulig et al., 2013; Manyena, 2006; Morrison 

et al., 2017; Paton & Johnston, 2001, 2006; Walker & Salt, 2012). Current work on 

community resilience is entwined with this earlier literature, shared terminology, and 

language. Concepts and vocabulary are reflected in subsequent alternative models and 

characteristics of community resilience (Amundsen, 2013; Buikstra et al., 2010; Kulig et al., 

2013, Madsen and O’Mullen 2016). In this study, resilience and community resilience are 

core organizing concepts to understand. Though difficult to define in the literature, 

community resilience, for the purposes of this study, refers to “the existence, development, 

and engagement of community resources by community members to thrive in an environment 

characterized by change, uncertainty, unpredictability, and surprise” (Magis, 2010, p.402). A 
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key consideration of community resilience is agency (Berkes & Ross, 2013). In this study, 

agency is described as the capacity of individuals and groups to make their own choices 

(Lazarus, 2012). Agency is also heavily associated with collective action, which is defined as 

the action taken together by a group to improve their condition and achieve a common 

objective (Steiner, 2016). Agency and self-determination are used interchangeably in 

community development (Thornley et al., 2015), as reflected in this study. 

Throughout this thesis, the connections between resilience and social enterprise are 

explored. Social enterprise and community social enterprise are terms used separately and 

interchangeably to describe social enterprise (Barraket et al., 2017; Clarke & Eustace, 2009). 

Social enterprise relates to purpose-driven organisations, including community social 

enterprise and community benefit organisations with a social or environmental mission that 

trades goods or services (Clarke & Eustice, 2009; DIA, 2012; Matheson, 2018). Social 

enterprise is further defined through a three-stage funding model: A dependency model— 

reliance on grants and donations; a sustainable model—a mixed revenue stream of grants, 

donations, and earned income; and a self-sufficiency model—generation of all income from 

earnings (Mukulo et al., 2017).  

1.6 STRUCTURE OF THESIS 

Chapter One introduces the significance of the research and research question. Chapter Two 

reviews the key literature concerning resilience and social enterprise. This chapter discusses 

community and rurality, the concepts of resilience and community resilience, dimensions of 

development relating to community capitals, research development in New Zealand, and 

finally, the role of social enterprise in a rural construct. Chapter Two concludes by 

identifying the literature gap on the interrelationship between social enterprise and rural 

community resilience. 

Chapter Three sets out the methodology for this research, including the qualitative 

research design, sampling data collection methods, the process of analysis, and ethical 

considerations, including positionality. Chapter Four provides a summation of the Findings 

from semi-structured participant interviews across two locales in the Hauraki Gulf Region. 

Chapter Five discusses four primary areas of insight, drawing from the Findings, contrasted 

against academic literature and concludes by noting research limitations and 

recommendations for further research and implications for practice and policy. Chapter Six 

provides a short conclusion drawing final insights on lessons learned from the study’s 
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findings, within the frame of the research question and aims of the study in considering the 

dimensions of community, resilience and community capitals on how social enterprise may 

impact community resilience in a highly rural setting.





 

`Chapter 2: Literature Review 11 

Chapter 2: Literature Review 

Community resilience and social enterprise are modern concepts and emerging fields of 

study that remain highly contested (Patel et al, 2017; Shaw & de Bruin, 2013). These topics 

are surrounded by a vagueness of language that extends to the role and definitions of 

community and rurality. This ambiguity becomes further complicated by the complexity of 

the inter-relationship across disciplines and between resilience, community, and community 

capitals. Therefore, this literature review is broad in content, as it endeavours to frame the 

concepts and relationships between these primary elements and identify the research gaps.  

The literature review is structured to address the aims of this exploratory study and 

begins by exploring community and rurality in both the definition and qualities of highly 

rural communities. Next, the review briefly reflects on resilience thinking and its 

foundational principles. This literature review then considers the positioning and maturity of 

literature on rural community resilience, primarily focusing on disaster recovery within a 

New Zealand perspective, and touches on the limitations of literature in a remote rural 

context. Community resilience and social enterprise are framed and interconnected through 

economic, environmental, and social dimensions. Therefore, these terms are explored to 

garner an understanding of community resilience before considering the role of social 

enterprise. An opaqueness in definition and understanding also challenges social enterprise 

(Farmer et al., 2012; Teasdale, 2012). Given social enterprise, as a model, is pivotal to the 

research question, clarity on definition and reflections on its maturity in New Zealand need to 

be considered. The final section collectively identifies the scarcity of—and gap in—literature 

on social enterprise and community resilience in a remote rural setting and rural community 

resilience.  

2.1 THE MEANINGS OF COMMUNITY AND RURALITY 

While community is a central concept of social sciences, as a definition, it is viewed as 

problematic and contestable as there is both a lack in precise meaning and varied definitions 

across disciplines (Green & Haines, 2016; Ife, 2016; Mulligan et al., 2016; Sharifi, 2016). 

The first sociological definition of community emerged in 1915, coming from C. J. Galpin, 

and related to the context of trade and service areas of a settlement (Harper & Dunham, 



 

12 Chapter 2: Literature Review 

1959). Since then, multiple competing definitions surfaced with little agreement amongst 

sociologists, often competingly describing community as a geographic area, a particular 

place, an area of common life, community belonging, and social connection, to name a few 

(Ife, 2016; Kenny & Connors, 2017). Importantly, community means different things to 

different people (Wilson, 2012).  

More contemporary community development literature delineates between community 

of place and community of interest as noted in Chapter 1. “Community of place” refers to 

groupings of people residing in a particular location, such as a physical environment or 

geographic community (Kelly & Adger, 2000; Morrison et al., 2017). “Community of 

interest” relates to where people share similar attributes other than place, including shared 

values, behaviours, commitments, and trust (Maguire & Cartright, 2008; Stenekes et al., 

2008). These conceptions of community are often entangled and difficult to separate 

(England, 2011; Flora et al., 2016). However, location and social connection regularly feature 

in scholarly works (Pomeroy, 2011). For the purposes of this work, community is 

conceptualised using Cutter, Barnes, Berry, Burton, Evans, Tate & Webb’s (2008, p.599) 

description as “the totality of social system interactions within a defined geographical space” 

that links the ideas of place and interest. Rurality as a context becomes critical in determining 

how people use and understand the community concept. 

2.1.1 Rurality and Remote Rural Communities  

Rurality refers to what it means to be or live rurally. Rurality is not a self-evident 

concept as there is more than one meaning of rural (Zografos, 2007). Like the concept of 

“community”, rurality is considered subjective and contested (Ross, 2019; Valentine, 2000; 

Woods, 2011). Rurality indices and consensus statistics are used extensively in New Zealand 

literature to differentiate between urban and rural in terms of population size, density, and 

distance (Fielke et al., 2018; Kaye-Blake et al., 2019; MAF NZ, 2011; Payne et al., 2019). 

However, there is a lack of clarity or content in differentiating between rural and highly rural 

or remote rural, both in New Zealand and overseas, with no universally recognised definition 

(OECD, 2010; Statistics New Zealand, 2020). Internationally and domestically, highly rural 

areas are often defined through an urban/non-urban lens. This approach is reflected in 

Statistics New Zealand's (2020) definition of a highly remote rural area with its own small, 

employed population with minimal dependence on urban areas in terms of employment.  
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Ambrosio-Albala and Delgado-Serrano (2018) provided another definition with the 

view of a rural area as an isolated area away from a dynamic centre of activities. A distinction 

of using distances, proximity, infrastructure, and low population densities is referenced in 

New Zealand by MAF NZ (Ministry of Agriculture & Fisheries New Zealand) (2011). Yet 

another definition uses factors embracing rural communities' functionality and reflect 

overseas perspectives recognising distance as the defining concept of rurality (Green & 

Haines, 2016; OECD, 2010). However, rurality is growing in recognition as a fluid concept 

and is increasingly viewed as context-dependent on the social milieu (Whitehead et al., 2021; 

Woods, 2011). In this context, it has been argued that rurality should be represented by a 

local communities’ situational knowledge and lived experience (Woods, 2011). New Zealand 

literature suggests this situational context of rurality is socially and culturally represented by 

agriculture and farming (Darnhofer et al., 2010; Spector et al., 2018). However, as Campbell 

(1995) highlighted, there is a common and limiting tendency to conflate agriculture with 

rural, which is not reflective of the diversity of populations in rural communities today 

(OECD, 2010; Scott et al., 2000). Pomeroy (2019) supported this perspective, highlighting 

that rural New Zealand is more than agriculture/farming. 

New Zealand’s rural communities have been subject to a range of shocks, particularly 

since the seventies, both economically and climatically (Darnhofer et al., 2010). Research in 

the nineties identified significant changes to traditional economic and social interdependency 

structures in rural New Zealand, paralleled by institutional processes transitioning from 

welfare states to enabling states (Elvidge, 2014; Pomeroy, 2011). A shift that has brought 

critical challenges to rural communities and altered the dynamics of community life (Woods, 

2011).  

2.2 RESILIENCE AND COMMUNITY RESILIENCE 

Resilience as a concept first came to prominence following Holling's (1973) seminal 

paper on ecological resilience. It has since emerged as a key concept across disciplines for 

investigating responses to changes in human and ecological systems of interaction between 

people and the environment, commonly referred to as socio-ecological resilience (Folke, 

2006; Folke et al., 2010), disaster recovery resilience (Paton & Johnston, 2001, 2006), and 

more recently, following a seminal paper by Norris and colleagues (2008), extended to 

encapsulate community resilience in being considered as a theory, a strategy, and a set of 

capabilities. 
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Publications regarding resilience have increased since the mid-1990s (Koslowski & 

Longstaff, 2015), reflecting the importance of resilience thinking in informing actions 

(Ungar, 2008). The term is used in a variety of ways across several disciplines including 

physics, psychology, ecology, social, disaster, technology, and community development 

(Folke, 2006; Hollis, 1973; Kulig et al., 2013; Manyena, 2006; Masys, 2015; Morrison et al., 

2017; Paton & Johnston, 2001, 2006; Walker & Salt, 2012). Resilience is also connected with 

and described in terms of persistence, capacity, stability, adaption, and self-organisation (Perz 

et al, 2010). Some scholars argue resilience is in danger of becoming a buzzword with little 

or no meaning or validity (Alexander, 2013; Lorenz, 2013; Tanner et al., 2015).  

Common themes of resilience have emerged encompassing general notions of 1) 

change—the ability to cope with uncertainty, be persistent and embrace change; 2) 

adversity— overcoming adversity with the capacity to exhibit stability, and 3) adaption—

successfully adapting to stressful circumstances and external shocks or self-organise 

(Buikstra et al., 2010; Marshall et al., 2007; Perz et al., 2010; Walker & Salt, 2006; Wilson, 

2012). A consistent theme across these aspects is “the ability to withstand and respond 

positively to stress or change” (Maguire & Cartwright, 2008, p.4). At the heart of resilience is 

the simple notion of things changing (Walker & Salt, 2006).  

Community resilience generates the same concerns and challenges as resilience. 

However, the opacity of the meaning of community has created further complications (Norris 

et al., 2008). The outcome is vague definitions of community resilience and associated multi-

layered and contested descriptions or terms (Fielke et al., 2017; Madsen & O’Mullen, 2016; 

Norris et al., 2008; Robinson & Carso, 2016). Fluidity of social and cultural factors also 

make the term difficult to determine and measure (Buikstra et al., 2010). Community 

resilience has rapidly gained researcher and policy maker interest and increased its 

importance in contemporary society, as many communities around the world appeared to 

gradually lose resilience in the face of challenges from climate change, socio-economic and 

natural disasters (Kelly et al., 2015; Rigg, 2007, 2012). Marginal exploration of resilience in 

communities means a lack of knowledge on what helps and hinders community resilience 

(Buikstra et al., 2010; Thornley et al., 2015). 

Resilience thinking focuses on how individuals or local communities can respond to 

their conditions when those local conditions are produced by decisions made regionally, 

nationally, or globally in scale (Fielke et al., 2017). Resilience thinking entices individual and 

collective decision-making that impacts resilience and places responsibility onto those 
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making the decisions in the community ecosystem (Fielke et al., 2017; Mckinnon & 

Derickson, 2013). Therefore, a resilient community is connected as well as one that can 

anticipate and adapt to the challenges and stressors encountered before, during, or after a 

disaster or disruption occurs (Paton, 2000; Paton & Johnston, 2001) – the definition of 

community resilience applied in this study. This is corroborated by Norris and colleagues 

(2008), with a primary focus on application to disasters and fuelled by increased attention by 

policy direction within the natural disaster field (Kulig et al., 2013).  

The ability to adapt, or adaptive capacity, are the attributes that enable a system to 

adjust in the face of change (Manyena et al., 2019). Collectively, these elements are often 

applied to gauge how a community deals with adversity in relation to the outcome of 

disasters (Marsden, 2016; Norris et al., 2008; Thornley et al., 2015). There is a shift in 

thinking on community resilience, from adaptive capacity as an outcome in responding to a 

disturbance to conceptualising it as a function or process (Carpenter et al., 2001; Norris et al., 

2008). Calls are made to reposition community resilience as adaptive capacity within a 

dynamic system subject to change (Berkes & Ross, 2013; Walker & Salt, 2012).  

The literature suggests three main components for maintaining community resilience: 

stabilising, bouncing back through recovery, and bouncing forward predominately through 

transformation (Maguire & Cartwright, 2008; Robinson & Carso, 2016; Wilson, 2012). One 

is not considered better than the other but as distinct alternative approaches (Scott, 2013; 

Wilson, 2012). Whilst bouncing back is commonly linked to recovery, it fails to take account 

of the dynamic nature of change in communities (Maguire & Hagan, 2007; Paton, 2007). A 

consideration that has led other authors to focus on the complex characteristics of resilience 

beyond adaptability to also involve transformation and agency with the capacity for learning, 

innovation, and re-organisation (Folke et al., 2010; Magis, 2010; Maguire & Cartwright, 

2008). Rather than returning to a pre-existing state, it requires a forward approach 

characterized by adaptable capacity and transformation to a new form that is more sustainable 

(Maguire & Cartwright, 2008; Scott, 2013).  

The distinction between adaptive and transformation capacity is not always clear 

(Manyena et al., 2019). The dimension of transformation is less explored in the literature. 

Magis (2010) along with Berkes and Ross (2013), introduced human agency as a facet of 

community resilience which relates to the process of building relationships that increase the 

capacity of local people to unite, act and adapt to changing conditions and can therefore vary 

significantly between communities given cultural, political, and social orientations (Adger et 
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al., 2009; Matarrita-Cascante et al., 2013). Collectively these influences can place stress on a 

community’s preparation and response in terms of collective interactions and sense of 

community (e.g., agency, building participation and self-help/self-organisation etc.,) (Berkes 

& Ross, 2013; Buikstra et al., 2010; Hegney et al., 2008; Kulig et al., 2013). Using a social 

resilience lens, the concepts of human agency, social learning, and the skills and capacities of 

actors to cope with change can be taken together to understand how to facilitate 

transformation (Berkes & Ross, 2013; Cretney, 2014; Folke et al. 2010; Skerratt, 2013).  

Berkes and Ross (2013) suggested that an integrated analysis of community resilience 

should consider the interaction between adaptive capacity, agency, and community 

characteristics. This latter point pivots on community resilience models based on features that 

step beyond a disaster recovery focus (Kulig et al., 2013). In their five-step character model, 

Kulig, Edge, Townshend, Lightfoot, and Reimer (2013) referenced an intact social 

infrastructure, leadership, community participation, transparent and collective problem 

solving, and a positive, proactive community outlook. Amundsen (2013) in his six-stage 

character model, shared common characteristics but also considered aspects of community 

resources, networks, institutions, services, people-place connections, engagement and 

learning responses. More recently, Madsen and O’Mullen (2016) reinforced the role of social 

connectedness, learning, and tolerance as components of community resilience. These are 

positive attributes supported by Patel, Rogers, Amlot and Rubin (2017) in their systematic 

literature review. The review authors asserted that community resilience is almost always 

viewed as positive where it is associated with local capacity, social support, and resources 

and is seen as reducing risks associated with trauma and miscommunication.  

2.2.1 Rural Community Resilience in New Zealand 

Rural community resilience is a recent research phenomenon (Cox & Hamlen, 2015). 

Spector, Craddock-Henry, Beaven and Orchiston ‘s (2018) systematic review of rural 

resilience in New Zealand supports this perspective, identifying 51 studies on rural resilience 

and describing it as still rudimentary, in lacking a cohesive body of investigative work on the 

determinants and outcomes of resilience for specific geographic areas. The authors also noted 

that most publications are frequently related to farming and primary economic activities. 

Numerous publications on rural community resilience generated through the Resilient Rural 

Communities (RRC) AgResearch Funded Program evidence this. A program that has brought 

together social and physical scientists and researchers to understand the resilience 

characteristics to better support community resilience related to farming (Brown et al., 2019; 
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Fielke et al., 2017; Pomeroy, 2011,2019). Spector and colleagues (2018) systematic review of 

rural resilience in New Zealand also consisted of quantitative studies related to natural 

hazards. Underpinning current understandings of rural community resilience is a firm disaster 

management focus on community resilience.  

In New Zealand, rural community resilience as an academic area of research emerged 

in the early 1990s, focusing on earthquake disaster recovery and has largely been generated 

over the last ten years, reflecting the infancy of this concept in practice in the country 

(Gregory, 1995; Hopkins, et al., 1993). Research that was primarily influenced by the work 

of Paton (2000), who had a robust academic presence in community resilience research 

studies concerning hazard management in Australasia and the Pacific (Paton, 2007; Paton & 

Johnston, 2001; Paton et al., 2014; Pomeroy & Tapuke, 2016). Building on MAF NZ 

(Ministry of Agriculture & Fisheries New Zealand) (2011) report focusing on effective rural 

civil defence, organisations have delivered subsequent research publications with a shared 

mission to enable communities’ abilities to effectively respond to disasters (Becker et al., 

2013; Dallenbach et al., 2015; Doyle et al., 2015; Kwok et al., 2016). In New Zealand, 

scholars have primarily considered community resilience in preparing for, responding to, and 

recovering from disasters and crises (Becker et al., 2013; Doyle et al., 2015; Thornley et al., 

2015). The proliferation of literature on disaster recovery appears to have accelerated with 

establishment of the International Centre of Community Resilience, a joint centre for disaster 

research with Wellington Region Emergency Management Office, approximately eight years 

ago (Doyle et al., 2015).  

Internationally, rural community resilience literature has mainly emanated from climate 

change and global natural disasters (e.g., hurricanes, wildfires, floods). This is similar in New 

Zealand with responses to the Christchurch Earthquakes (Brown et al., 2017; Earthquake & 

Megacities Initiative, 2015; Paton et al., 2014). It is further highlighted by Thornley, Ball, 

Signal, Lawson, and Rawson (2015) on building community resilience in the aftermath of the 

Canterbury earthquakes and Becker, McBride, and Paton (2013) in considering community 

resilience in their review of seven resilience-based studies in the Hawke’s Bay.  

Thornley and colleagues (2015) referred to the shaping of connected communities, pre-

existing community infrastructure, community-led action, and strong partnerships between 

communities and authorities as critical strategies to enable adaption post-disaster in 

Christchurch. All factors referenced by international practitioners to help to build adaptive 

capacity (at the individual, community, and institutional levels) to respond and adapt to a 
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disaster (Norris et al., 2008; Paton & Johnston, 2006). Despite strategies for building adaptive 

capacity, challenges include the criticality of adequate resources, organizational structures, 

engagement, and the overlap between disaster resilience and social resilience (Brown et al., 

2017; Doyle et al., 2015; Wilson & Simmons, 2018). For it is often not the magnitude of a 

single event that determines a disaster but a combination of circumstances that affect the 

capacity of a community to respond (Brown et al. 2017; Doyle et al., 2015; Wilson & 

Simmons, 2018). 

Research on social resilience in rural community resilience is developed further by 

Pomeroy and Tapuke (2016) through a New Zealand cultural heritage lens where they 

consider building enduring community resilience more broadly to include social trauma. It 

supports earlier research by Scott and colleagues (2000) in considering social sustainability in 

Mangakahia Valley, where the authors drew on literature to acknowledge community and 

social capital as essential elements of sustainable development, with sustainable rural 

communities having relevance in New Zealand (Scott et al., 1997; Gale & Cordray, 1994). 

However, as Kelly and Steed (2004) highlighted, change responses and associated change 

may have vastly different consequences in different communities. This reminder is 

particularly relevant for rural communities that have established unique ideas of belonging, 

tradition, and structures (Ife, 2016; Ross, 2019; Woods, 2011; Zwiers et al., 2016).  

In further considering the element of social resilience, a heavily cited and 

comprehensive rural community resilience study in Stanthorpe, Queensland, identified a few 

characteristics of rural community resilience (Hegney et al., 2008). These included social 

networks and support, a positive outlook, learning, early experience, environment and 

lifestyle, infrastructure and support services, a sense of purpose, a diverse and innovative 

economy, embracing differences, beliefs, and leadership (Buikstra et al., 2010; Hegney et al., 

2008).  

2.2.2 Community Resilience in Highly Rural or Remote Locales 

Delineation between the concepts of rural and highly rural or remote rural seem more 

prevalent in developing rather than developed countries (Rigg, 2012; Schwarz et al., 2011). 

Predominately framed through a disaster, natural, and hazard risk management lens 

(Alexander, 2013; Cutter et al., 2014; Nelson et al., 2007), limited literature exists on remote 

coastal nations (e.g., Jujonas & Seekamp, 2020; Schwarz et al., 2011). Specifically, in the 

case of remote coastal communities, unique vulnerabilities are identified, which provide a 
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strong focus on environmental sociology, flooding, and storms (Jujonas & Seekamp, 2020; 

Smit & Wandel, 2006). Additionally, authors tend to highlight the more general remote rural 

considerations of isolation, poverty, and the challenges for capacity building (Donner & 

Rodriguez, 2008; Maru et al., 2014; Vogel et al., 2007). In this context, the literature draws 

on vulnerability theory regarding the capacity to adapt to the adverse effects of climate 

change (Freshwater, 2015; Nelson et al., 2007) and the greater dependency on natural 

resources for remote rural communities (Ferrol-Schulte et al., 2013).  

2.2.3 Harnessing Capitals to Build Community Resilience 

Resilience capacity is recognized as a function of community capitals which are 

separate dimensions impacting both the adaptive and transformative capacities of a 

community (Kaye-Blake et al., 2016). It is proposed that communities are most resilient when 

they achieve a balance between the three dimensions of community resilience: social, 

economic, and environmental capital, as they are considered the ‘glue’ that keeps a 

community functioning even during endogenous and exogenous changes (Beekman et al., 

2009; Schouten et al., 2012, Wilson, 2010). Insights from McManus, Walmsley, Argent, 

Baum, Bourke, Martin, and Sorensen (2012) and Masys (2015) showed that a community’s 

resilience is not based on a singular factor, but on inter-related issues of these capitals and 

resources that impact resilience simultaneously. Further complicated by a community’s 

situational knowledge, agency, and decision-making within this ecosystem. Consequently, 

there is a need to understand the balance of economic characteristics, social aspects, and 

environmental features (Adger, 2000; 2003; Norris et al., 2008; Skerratt & Steiner, 2013; 

Steiner & Atterton, 2014; Steiner & Markantoni, 2014). Each are elements that shape highly 

rural environments so that the community can lead sustainable, healthy, and productive lives 

(Kenyon, 2002; Marsden, 2002). Some researchers suggest that the more competitive a 

locality is economically, environmentally, and socio-culturally, the greater the resilience 

(Berno, 2017; Bristow & Healy, 2013; Sonnino & Griggs-Trevarthen, 2013). However, it is 

increasingly recognised as critical that having all three capitals is a pre-requisite to the 

development of more sustainable and resilient communities (Berkes & Ross, 2013; Norris et 

al., 2008; Walker & Salt, 2006).  

Community capital is variably identified as natural or environmental, social, cultural, 

human, economic, commercial, public, institutional, physical, infrastructure or built capitals 

(Beekman et al., 2009; Callaghan & Colton, 2008; Emery & Flora, 2006; Fielke et al., 2017; 

Flora et al., 2016; Kelly et al., 2015). Bourdieu (1985) noted, in his seminal work on social 
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capital, that these different forms of capital can both operate independently and complement 

each other. However, both Callaghan and Colton (2008) and Wilson (2010) identified that a 

community would not flourish in the long term if growth in one form of capital is at the 

expense of another. Equally, Cramb (2006) noted that all forms of community capital require 

investment. 

Conceptual frameworks for assessing community resilience initiated by Emery and 

Flora (2006) have been adapted by Kelly and colleagues (2015), and in New Zealand, Fielke 

and colleagues (2017), suggesting how social, natural, economic, and political factors need to 

be considered to understand a community’s resiliency. These conceptual frameworks are 

challenging in quantifying a community’s resiliency, given the complex interplay between 

community capitals, which many authors emphasise are essential for understanding 

community resilience (e.g., Buikstra et al., 2010; Emery and Flora, 2006; Steiner & 

Markantoni; Wilson, 2010, 2012). The resilience frameworks consist of five key capitals 

highlighted previously in Chapter 1 (i.e., environmental, economic, social, cultural, and 

institutional) (Emery & Flora, 2006; Fielke et al., 2017; Kelly et al., 2015). 

The notion of natural capital encompasses the human-environment interaction linking 

the availability and sustainable use of natural resources for human consumption (Gunderson 

and Holling 2002). Natural capital recognises that ecological change can stress communities, 

thus creating adaptation challenges (Fabricius et al., 2007). This form of capital refers to all-

natural resources and various earth systems (e.g., atmosphere, water systems, quality, soil, 

and land) (Beekman et al., 2009; Callaghan & Colton, 2008; Kelly et al., 2015). Natural 

capital is a pre-condition of all other forms of capital; without other forms of capital, no other 

form would exist (Beekman et al., 2009; Kaye-Blake et al., 2016; Wilson, 2012). So, whilst 

scholars Klein et al., (2003) and Masys (2015) considered resilience in natural hazards, 

threats extend beyond natural hazards.  

Many studies highlight how economic capital and factors influence community 

resilience (Brown et al., 2017; Buikstra et al., 2010; Wilson, 2010, 2012). Gahin, Veleva and 

Hart (2003) and Wilson (2010, 2012) highlighted the importance of well-developed economic 

capital as imperative for the financial wellbeing of rural communities, given poverty is 

probably the most crucial constraint for rural development. Therefore, poor economic 

prosperity can contribute to the vulnerability of rural communities and an over-reliance on 

external income (e.g., subsidies) (Rigg, 2007, 2012). Economic capital encompasses two 
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factors of production, namely human and physical capital (Fielke et al., 2017; Usman et al., 

2021).  

OECD (2010) refers to the notion of human capital in terms of individual knowledge, 

skills, and competencies that facilitate personal, social, and economic wellbeing. Physical 

capital relates to everything humans build (i.e., infrastructure: roading, land, buildings, 

technology, and all forms of private or public owned capital) (Masys, 2015).  

Until mid-1980, when Bourdieu (1985) introduced his Social Capital Theory, the idea 

of social capital was not commonplace. Social capital can, in general terms, be defined as 

“networks with shared norms, values, and understandings that facilitate cooperation with and 

among groups” (OECD, 2010, p.41). However, in noting some ambiguity, it is often referred 

to in terms of three central themes: reciprocal social networks, norms, and trust (Productivity 

Commission, 2003; Putnam, 2000). These themes encompass a broad range of characteristics 

considered to enable community resilience. Significant features are the connection of social 

structure, social relationships, and social network resilience (Sobel, 2002; Rigg., 2012). 

Features that encapsulate elements of bonding, bridging, human agency, and collective action 

are fundamental concepts within social capital (Steiner, 2016). Bonding and bridging can 

both enhance social benefit organisations (Cramb, 2006). They can also limit and enable 

social networks and provide access to such networks (Foley & Edwards, 1999; Putnam, 

2000). Bridging and bonding elements are essential when building community resilience as 

social networks can foster a capacity to cope and shape change through collective action and 

agency (Berkes & Ross, 2013; Cretney, 2014; Skerratt & Steiner, 2013). Close interactions 

between rural people and close-knit communities are often seen as a sign of well-developed 

social capital (Wilson, 2010, 2012). Social capital is also crucial in mediating the relationship 

between the economic, social, cultural, and environmental components of a community 

leading to greater stability (Beekman et al., 2009; Buikstra et al., 2010; Wilson, 2010, 2012).  

Cultural capital exists in both tangible (e.g., heritage buildings, art, artefacts) and 

intangible forms (e.g., rites, practices, ideologies, beliefs, myths, stories, traditions, 

conventions, and values shared socially and intergenerationally) (Rigg, 2012; Wilson, 2010, 

2012). What is valued culturally will depend primarily on the strength of social capital 

(Callaghan & Colton, 2008). It is often underestimated as it can affect all three dimensions at 

a community level (Wilson, 2012). 
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Finally, institutional capital encompasses institutional governance concerned with 

interpreting and applying legal frameworks, policies, regulations, and regulations by 

government and government agencies (Platje, 2008). These are linked to political and 

institutional developments that are difficult to influence (Cumming et al., 2005).  

2.3 SOCIAL ENTERPRISE LANDSCAPE 

Social enterprises are a relatively new phenomenon that has grown rapidly in 

community practice since its emergence in the 1980s in a response to unmet needs in the 

delivery of human services (Battilana & Lee, 2014; Fitzgerald & Shepherd, 2018). The 

discourse on defining social enterprise is extensive, and it is argued that such academic 

debate is now saturated (Shaw & de Bruin, 2013). There is extensive literature that broadly 

defines social enterprises as businesses with a social mission that trade to create social, 

economic, and environmental value (Barrarket et al. 2017, Morrison et al., 2017; Zahra et al., 

2009). These values correlate with earlier references to environmental, economic, and social 

community capitals (Fielke et al., 2017; Kelly et al., 2015; Payne et al., 2019; Wilson et al., 

2010, 2012). There is also a close relationship between social capital and the third sector 

(non-profit) organisations, but social capital is not exclusive to social enterprises (Evers, 

2001).  

There is strong contention as to whether social enterprise presents a genuine alternative 

or plays into the hands of neoliberal governments in their reduction of public expenditure by 

responding to market failure (i.e., when the allocation of goods or services in a free market 

are not efficient) (Haugh, 2007; Matheson, 2018; Shaw & de Bruin, 2013). A position that is 

consistent with views and a resistance to social enterprise in New Zealand. For example, Jeffs 

(2006) highlighted concerns of the Third Sector (not for profit) that social enterprises 

represent further attempts by the State to withdraw from the provision of public services. The 

Third Sector in New Zealand is dominated by social service organisations who often view 

social enterprises with suspicion, with commercialising the sector and making money through 

enterprise considered inconsistent with community sector core values (Jeffs, 2006; Jennings, 

2014). Social enterprise though is an attractive proposition to governments as it enables a 

shift from social spending to a social investment model with a move to a place-based 

approach in local development aimed at addressing the governments withdrawal from its role 

in welfare provision (DIA, 2016; Farmer et al., 2012; Steiner & Teasdale, 2017; Steinerowski 

et, 2008).  
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The hybrid nature of social enterprises also creates a tension between the dual purpose 

of social and economic goals (Battilina & Lee, 2014; Douglas, 2015; Grant, 2008, 2017). 

This duality highlights the stark philosophical difference in conceptualising social enterprise 

as revenue generation versus social benefit or as an economic market economy versus a 

social economy (Borzaga & Defourney, 2001; Dees & Anderson, 2006). Jeffs (2006, p. 2) 

has suggested in New Zealand “that social enterprises are a legitimate form of business, 

social and economic development that provides a bridge between social, economic, and often 

environmental and cultural realities”. Kerlin (2010) supported this view, noting that social 

enterprises present a solution to bringing together business and social action, combining the 

needs of both the communities and the State. Haugh (2007) in her findings from a study of 

rural community-led social ventures in Scotland, identified the potential of social enterprise 

to deliver benefits over and above economic and financial outcomes. References were made 

to the possibility of revitalizing communities through meeting local needs, developing the 

capacity for community independence, generating social capital between individuals and 

communities, and taking responsibility for their socio-economic development (Haugh, 2007).  

Social enterprise in New Zealand is evolving slowly (Grant, 2017; Kaplan, 2013, 

2018). It remains an unfamiliar term struggling for recognition across most sectors of New 

Zealand society (Akina Foundation, 2021; Grant, 2017; Jeffs, 2006; Matheson, 2018). A 

position compounded by the lack of a cohesive policy framework and a commitment to social 

enterprise ideas which has provided an excuse for funders to reduce or remove financial 

support (Jennings, 2014). Therefore, funding remains a significant consideration in relation to 

the Social Enterprise sector in New Zealand. Drawing on the SGSESF’s (Strategic Group on 

Social Enterprise and Social Finance) (2016) findings, Grant (2017) referenced the difficulty 

in accessing funding and the barriers for funders and investors as the critical challenges to the 

growth of the social enterprise sector in New Zealand.  

From a policy perspective, several governments have generated policies designed to 

define and stimulate social enterprise and social economy initiatives, including Australia, 

Ireland, and Scotland (Barraket et al., 2017; Clarke & Eustace, 2009; Farmer et al., 2012). 

This includes the promotion of the social economy to build place-based sustainable social 

enterprises and networks to meet the unique needs of remote, isolated communities (Scottish 

Government, 2017; Steinerowski & Steinerowska-Streb, 2012). In New Zealand, a need for a 

social enterprise policy has been identified (Akina Foundation, 2021; Day, 2017; Grant, 
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2008, 2017), noting a lack of policy limits policymakers from developing interventions that 

would support and sustain social enterprise (Shaw & de Bruin, 2013).  

Despite empirical evidence that social enterprises can create meaningful change, 

scholars in New Zealand reference the lack of recognition, clear identity, credibility, 

connectedness, strategy, and coherence (Day, 2017; Jeffs, 2006; Kaplan, 2013; Matheson, 

2018). A perspective further supported by DIA's (Department of Internal Affairs) (2016) 

sector profiling of a fragmented sector, albeit further profiling work has been undertaken in 

the 2018-2021 phase of the Impact Initiative (Akina Foundation, 2021).  

Social capital is used expressly to describe social enterprises (Barraket et al., 2019, 

Farmer et al., 2012; Steiner & Teasdale 2017). However, social enterprises are a lot more 

than social capital (Dale & Newman, 2008). New Zealand literature continually draws on the 

DIA (Department of Internal Affairs) (2012) definition of social enterprise as a social, 

cultural, or environmental mission with a substantial or majority portion of income derived 

from trade and the majority of profit/surplus reinvested in fulfilment of its mission. However, 

Matheson (2018) latterly has defined social enterprise more broadly as a “purpose-driven 

organisation that trades to deliver social and environmental impact” (p. 31). Research into 

organisational forms of social enterprise also revealed a great deal of heterogeneity in size, 

purpose, and service (or product) provision and structure (Chaves & Monzón, 2012). Many 

studies suggest practitioners tend not to distinguish between social enterprise and community 

enterprises and often use the terms interchangeably (Barraket et al., 2017; Clarke & Eustace, 

2009; Farmer et al., 2012) as was observed in the Social Enterprise Continuum Model 

(Shanmugalingam et al., 2011). Gibson-Graham and Cameron (2007) described a range of 

different community enterprises whose core business is not to maximise profits but to 

produce community wellbeing. A position reinforced in research from New Zealand by 

Matheson (2018) who remarked that community enterprises should not be dependent on 

making a profit, focusing instead on their social mission. It raises the pertinent notion of 

financial sustainability. Social enterprise has a high dependency on state funding, and a low 

likelihood of sustaining (from a mix of earned income and grants/donations) or being self-

sufficient through profit maximisation (Clarke & Eustace, 2009; Mukulo et al., 2017). Social 

and community enterprises therefore have a greater risk of financial shock and deviating from 

their mission to obtain funding (Henderson et al., 2019).  

In collectively recognising no single definition (Clarke & Eustace, 2009), many 

scholars have commenced referring to social enterprise more broadly under requisite 
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common characteristics. For this study, in the broader context of the social economy, social 

enterprise encompasses both social and community enterprises based on Clarke and Eustace’s 

(2009) four common characteristics: 

• A social or environmental aim 

• Social/community ownership 

• Trading activity – goods or services 

• Investing any profit/surplus (if generated) for community benefit 

2.3.1 Rural Social Enterprises   

Several studies express that rural social enterprises often fulfil needs that are not 

otherwise being met in delivering a broad range of products and services to rural populations 

with social and economic benefits: social/affordable housing, tourism, infrastructure, business 

development, job creation and provision of social services (Barth et al., 2015; Dayson, 2013;  

Eversole & Duniam, 2019; Gordon, 2002; Healey, 2015; Jacuniak-Suda and Mose, 2014;  

Macaulay et al., 2018; O’Shaughnessy et al., 2011; O’Shaughnessy & O’Hara, 2016;  Róbert 

& Levente, 2017; Steiner & Teasdale, 2017). There are also resultant benefits of social 

enterprise for disadvantaged and vulnerable groups in the delivery of these localised services 

in terms of agency, empowerment, voice, independence, and capacity building (Gordon, 

2002; Healey, 2015; Macaulay et al., 2018; O’Shaughnessy et al., 2011).  

From a rural development perspective, Dargan and Shucksmith (2008) stressed that 

new collaboration interventions required local development processes, local engagement, 

networking, and collective action to address unmet social needs. Whilst Steiner and 

Markantoni (2014) considered that such community interventions enhanced the resilience of 

communities, Haugh (2007) indicated that rural social ventures never realise their potential to 

achieve sustainability. Even though sustainability within social enterprises may be associated 

with resilience, the degree of success of a rural social enterprise is hard to predict (Farmer et 

al., 2008; Steinerowski & Steinerowska-Streb, 2012). Although rural locations could offer an 

ideal place for establishing and operating social enterprise, there are several additional 

challenges for rural enterprises, including reduced access to support in terms of accessing 

practitioners and business acumen, deprivation of resources, and other development 

challenges (Farmer et al., 2012; Jennings, 2014; Steinerowski & Steinerowska-Streb, 2012).  
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Social innovation is referenced as an organic and positive enabling factor for rural 

social enterprises, both at a macro and micro level, to help communities respond to local 

problems and address environmental, social, and economic challenges (Anderson, 2015; 

Kirwan et al., 2013). Social innovation is considered not just idea generation but entails 

enhancing capacity (Mulgan et al., 2012; Neumeier, 2012, 2016). In considering enablers for 

social innovation, Ferreiro, Sousa, and Lourenco (2018) referenced the criticality of networks 

in the provision of resources, and both Neumeier (2012, 2016) and Bock (2012) highlighted 

the need for social innovation in a rural context to be policy-led. This is further supported by 

Barraket (2020) in relating social innovation to government social procurement practices. 

However, other scholars provide an alternative perspective to social innovation, stating that 

not all social enterprises need to be innovative, given social enterprise as a model is a social 

innovation (Kirkman, 2012; Neumeier, 2012, 2016). Unfortunately, insights are limited, with 

detailed empirical studies on the effects of social innovation on social enterprises rare (Shaw 

& de Bruin, 2013). 

Whilst there is some literature and research on the resourcefulness practices of rural 

social enterprises, a better understanding is required to provide more substantial insights 

(Barraket, et al., 2019). Sustaining social enterprises in rural locales is complex and requires 

significant investment and nurturing (Steiner et al., 2019). Rural social enterprises need to 

understand how to adapt to local needs and the political/policy landscape (Skerratt, 2013; 

Smith & McColl, 2016). Some research on social enterprise in New Zealand exists (e.g., 

Berno, 2017; Day, 2017; Fitzgerald & Shepherd, 2018; Grant, 2008, 2017; Jeffs, 2006, 2015; 

Jennings, 2014; Kaplan, 2013, 2018; Matheson, 2018; Newth, 2016) but there is a lack of 

literature and evidence of research in rural contexts.  

Steiner and Teasdale (2017) argued that social enterprise could offer a holistic approach 

to tackling rural challenges by providing sustainable economic development and addressing 

the withdrawal of public services associated with the impact of neo-liberalism influenced 

policies. The characteristics of potential social enterprise creation (e.g., dense social 

networks, high levels of civic participation) was further supported by Munoz, Steiner, and 

Farmer (2015). Other authors also suggested that the hybrid nature of social enterprises 

affects a shift in the purpose and creation of rural social enterprises to localised development 

(Douglas, 2015; Steiner & Teasdale, 2017). 

However, despite the growing acknowledgement of the (potential) role of social 

enterprises in the development of rural areas (CEIS, 2017; Steiner & Teasdale, 2017) little is 
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known about the activities of rural social enterprises (Munroz et al., 2015). A situation 

reflective of both research and policy neglecting rural social enterprise (Steiner et al., 2019). 

Existing empirical evidence is stand-alone (i.e., case-specific) with very little guidance on 

how rural social enterprise might work or emerge in a rural context (Dale & Onyx, 2005; 

Jack & Anderson, 2002; Munoz et al., 2015; Steinerowski & Steninerowska-Streb, 2012; 

Willemijn van Twuijver et al., 2020). Steiner and Teasdale (2017) went further to suggest 

that social enterprises appear relatively prevalent in rural areas, but their contribution to rural 

development and in solving rural challenges is neither fully recognized by academics nor 

utilized by policymakers.  

2.3.2 Social Enterprises in Highly Rural/Remote rural Environments 

Whilst there is no identified literature on rural (and highly rural) social enterprises in 

New Zealand, one can draw on limited but growing literature from case studies on Tasmania 

(Eversole, 2013; Eversole et al., 2014; Eversole & Duniam, 2019) and on the Highlands and 

Islands of Scotland (Farmer et al., 2008; Henderson et al., 2019; Jacuniak-Suda & Mose, 

2014; Steinerowski & Woolvin 2012; Zografos, 2007; Zwiers et al., 2016). The relevancy in 

New Zealand is echoed by Jennings (2014) who referenced Scotland as being particularly 

relevant to New Zealand, having a similar culture, population size, and community mix.  

The potential of social enterprises to build resilience in highly rural communities is 

promoted in the literature (Haugh, 2007; Steinerowski & Steinerowska-Streb, 2012). 

However, Steinerowski and Steinerowska-Streb (2012) stated that the assumption that social 

enterprises can be successfully built and developed in remote rural areas might be faulty. A 

projection that a limited understanding of how remote rural social enterprises function might 

weaken local businesses and their rural communities (Steinerowski and Steinerowska-Streb, 

2012). Whilst there has been research on the economic and socio-cultural factors of remote 

coastal and highly rural communities (Burnett & Danson, 2017; Carothers, 2010), these 

studies cover a wide range of types and sizes (Burnett & Danson, 2017). Some case study 

work identifies the social benefits of rural social enterprises in remote areas in combating 

social isolation, accessibility issues, and loneliness (Farmer et al., 2012; Henning-Smith et al., 

2018; Kelly et al., 2019; O’Shaughnessy et al., 2011; Steinerowski & Woolvin, 2012). Such 

community-led social enterprise models are recognised in Scottish government policy as a 

potential preventative measure for social isolation and loneliness (Kelly et al., 2019). 
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2.4 THE LINK BETWEEN SOCIAL ENTERPRISE AND COMMUNITY 

RESILIENCE IN HIGHLY RURAL LOCALES  

In undertaking this literature review, research articles interlinking the study of 

community resilience and social enterprise in remote or rural New Zealand were not 

observed. An isolated research study was located on social enterprise and sustainability in an 

urban setting relating to disaster recovery in Christchurch (Berno, 2017). Domestically, this 

indicates a gap in research. In broadening the search to comparable international remote rural 

locales, academic studies, research papers and articles were sparsely sighted on 

complimentary topics. For example, private rural enterprises supporting local development 

and community resilience in remotely rural locales in the UK (Burnett & Danson, 2017; 

Haugh, 2007; Healey, 2015; Steiner & Atterton, 2014). Or through a social entrepreneurship 

lens on remote rural community resilience or sustainability in Europe (Apostololpoulos et al., 

2019; Morrison et al., 2017). However, social, and rural entrepreneurship are aspects outside 

this study's scope.  

A published article was sighted by Steinerowski and Steinerowska-Streb (2012) which 

explored the contribution of social enterprise to creating sustainable rural communities in the 

Highlands of Scotland. The authors suggested that highly rural communities might gain 

benefits from rural social enterprise through adaptive capacity. However, the authors qualify 

this premise by referencing the lack of research evidence on social enterprises, and how they 

function in rural locales. Functionality that connects back to earlier commentary of the 

unknowns of the potential impact of local conditions and degree of elasticity within a 

complex ecosystem. The authors concluded there are indicators that social enterprise might 

contribute to a sustainable rural community. However, social enterprises, must themselves be 

sustainable to do so.  

2.5 SUMMARY 

In the absence of published research on the interlinking topics of rural social enterprise 

and community resilience in highly rural locales, it was necessary to draw separately on 

existing literature. The literature review identified the contestability of community, resilience, 

community resilience and social enterprise, and the ambiguity this creates when making 

considerations in practical settings.  



 

`Chapter 2: Literature Review 29 

Rurality was identified as influencing the role and a sense of community, but 

knowledge of how resilience is built in the New Zealand community was limited, apart from 

the concept’s presence in the disaster recovery field. As an expansion of that concept, 

community resilience is still viewed as an emerging field of study. A gap in knowledge 

remains on what assists or hinders a community’s resilience. Despite the limited pool of 

knowledge on the topic in New Zealand, there was commonality in the notion of change, 

adversity, and adaption in the ability to withstand or respond to change. Additionally, the 

stages of recovery/bouncing back, transformation/bouncing forward, and adaptive capacity 

which extends to community characteristics, agency, and capacity were gaining recognition 

as important conceptual bases.  The necessity of these elements (of capacity and agency) was 

highlighted throughout in responding positively to change. 

Despite several studies with an agricultural or disaster recovery focus, a body of 

investigative work for specific geographic areas on highly rural community resilience in New 

Zealand was sparse. Overall, research did not distinguish between rural and highly rural or 

remote rural settings. However, limited literature was identified relating to remote coastal 

communities, and in general appeared to place greater emphasis on isolation and challenges 

for capacity building. 

The literature highlighted the criticality of community capitals and the inter-relational 

dynamics of the three dimensions—environmental, economic, and social with community 

resilience. These dimensions were also identified as founding principles of social enterprise. 

The ability to assess the impact of community capitals was noted as problematic. 

Scholars in New Zealand referenced social enterprise as evolving, and lacking in 

recognition and credibility, compounded by the lack of cohesive policy framework. 

Furthermore, social innovation was identified as an enabling factor for rural social enterprise. 

However, detailed empirical studies were referenced as rare on the effects on social 

innovation on social enterprise. Whilst there was some literature on the practices of rural 

social enterprises, a need for more substantive insights were recognised by leading scholars. 

Whilst it was highlighted that social enterprise could offer a holistic approach to tacking rural 

difficulties, there was a lack of literature and evidence on the relationship between rurality 

and social enterprise and how rural social enterprise might emerge in a rural context, 

necessitating further study into the relationship. 
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The next chapter explores the methodology of this study. Designed as a response to 

further explore the relationship between social enterprise and community resilience in highly 

rural communities with the goal of expanding the knowledge pool in New Zealand on the 

topic. 
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Chapter 3: Methodology 

This chapter presents the research design elements used to achieve the aims and 

objectives of this research. Section 3.1 provides an overview of the methodological approach 

that frames the study and is followed by a summary of the researcher’s positionality as well 

as details of who the participants are and how they were sampled. Next, data collection 

methods and procedures are outlined, along with how information was captured from 

participants and analysed. Finally, the ethical considerations and potential limitations of the 

research design are detailed. 

3.1 METHODOLOGICAL APPROACH 

An exploratory qualitative approach was selected as the most appropriate research 

method to address the research question. Qualitative approaches are prominent in resilience 

and social entrepreneurship research (Payne, 2019; Seymour, 2012). It is also suitable for 

place-based research (Fielke et al., 2018) and exploration of lived experiences (Sundler et al., 

2019). An exploratory qualitative design allows the researcher to explore a topic with limited 

literature. As a descriptive study, it accommodates the contribution to the development of 

new knowledge by describing the (little understood) phenomena of interest (Hunter et al., 

2019; Marshall & Rosman, 2016). The selected approach also accommodated the opportunity 

to capture and interpret the lived experiences of participants. It accommodated the central 

phenomenon of community resilience, which was under-explored in terms of rural locales in 

New Zealand, as noted in the previous chapter.  

3.2 POSITIONALITY 

Being a researcher, and practitioner in social enterprise development, coupled with 

lived experience in remote communities, provided a depth of relational understanding that 

was invaluable in communications, shared language, exploration of the research subject, 

information gathering and interpretation of data during the thematic analysis (Adler & Adler, 

1994; Asselin, 2003; Hammersley, 2011).  

It was necessary to consider my positionality, which relates to aspects of identity and 

position (e.g., gender, age, social status, cultural heritage) and the risk of researcher bias 
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(Cochran-Smith & Lytle, 1998; Sikes, 2004). Therefore, the research design was structured to 

ensure that my positionality including personal and professional biases were considered at 

each stage of the process (Hammersley, 2011; Sikes, 2004). This process included the 

development of a question interview schedule as a guideline provided at least 24 hours before 

interviews and the use of open-ended questions to enable participants to direct their responses 

and further explore their areas of particular interest. The selection of two sample regions also 

supported the relative integrity of the data. Two research supervisors were also engaged from 

different faculties within the University of Auckland as “critical friends” to promote a robust 

research design and facilitate objectivity (Bambino, 2002; Swaffield & MacBeath, 2005). The 

researcher also maintained a deliberate and conscious state of self-reflection and reflexivity 

(self-conscious awareness) (Sundler et al., 2019; Weber, 2003) throughout the process to 

negate undue influence on the design, execution, and interpretation of the research findings 

(Cohen et al., 2011). Whilst there can be a legitimate concern regarding neutrality in research 

(Rose, 1985), the researcher's subjectivity is also considered an inevitable and intrinsic part of 

the analysis process (Braun & Clarke, 2021; Terry et al., 2017).  

3.3 PARTICIPANTS AND SAMPLING 

The research design considered the constraints of logistics, resources, budget, time, and 

participant sample size (Bell, 2005; Gray, 2009; Vasileiou et al, 2018). Purposive sampling 

was used in the deliberative selection of a specific sampling group (Patton, 2002). This 

resulted in selecting a sampling group drawn from two distinct geographically highly rural 

regions of New Zealand in the proximity of the Hauraki Gulf Region (labelled Region A & 

Region B). 

Within the selected regions, criterion sampling was then applied, which refers to the use 

of pre-established criteria for participant selection (Gray, 2009). The selection criteria 

included community leaders or leaders associated with social enterprises within the selected 

regions between 25 and 85 years old. No gender criteria were applied. Exclusion criteria 

included general members of the public not working in community organisations, 

incorporated society or representative board members of non-community benefit 

organisations, emergency services, and those not predominately located in the selected 

regions. Potential participants were identified using public information sources such as 

Charities Register, New Zealand Companies Office Register, Internet websites and social 
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media, online community directories and telecommunication directories, and local 

community organisation networks.  

The optimal sampling size for this study was identified as twelve. Methodological and 

pragmatic aspects of purposive sampling for an exploratory study were considered and the 

researcher identified a suitable sample size is undetermined and dependent upon the richness 

of the data (Vasileiou et al., 2018).  A position congruent with Braun and Clarke (2021) who 

do not emphasis saturation as a goal, and stress that saturation points are different depending 

on the researcher’s depth of interpretation.  

Twenty-eight expression of interest invitations were issued to potential participants by 

email, accompanied by background information, Participant Information Sheets (PIS), and 

Participant Consent Forms. Twenty indicated an interest in participating, and sixteen 

executed Participant Consent Forms were received from these. Given oversubscription, and 

to negate any potential of selection bias, interview selection was undertaken in the 

chronological order of consent receipt. A total of twelve interviews were completed. 

Prior to the interview, participants were invited to provide information on connection 

with their community and areas of interest. At the interview, all lived within the regions, with 

one exception. All participants had a long enduring relationship with their community for at 

least a decade, with some having over 40 years of involvement. All were active members of 

their communities in varying capacities through volunteering, operating small businesses, or 

employment in community-related services. The areas of interest in community engagement 

were varied and encompassed environmental conservation, community, youth, human and 

health services, social housing, tourism, local government, education, and pathways to 

employment. 

3.4 DATA COLLECTION METHODS 

The primary data collection method selected was semi-structured interviewing (Sundler 

et al., 2019). Semi-structured individual interviews involved providing a question interview 

schedule to participants before the interviews (see Appendix A). This schedule provided a 

guiding frame for participants without impacting freedom of expression. Guiding questions 

for this study related to community capitals were based on an adapted framework presented 

in Figure 1, drawn from Kelly and colleagues (2015) Conceptual Resilience Framework.  
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Figure 1. Community Capitals 

Adapted from a Conceptual framework for analysing resilient communities (Source: Kelly et al., 2015). 

 

Researcher-led discussion topics relating to community resilience and social enterprise in a 

highly rural environment in New Zealand were explored and encompassed (see Appendix 

A): 

• The essence of value and challenges for highly rural communities 

• Considerations, priorities, and approaches to support community resilience for 

highly rural communities in terms of community capital and the broader 

ecosystem 

• The understanding of social enterprise and the impact value of social enterprises 

for highly rural communities in terms of community resilience 

• The challenges and opportunities in enabling social enterprises in highly rural 

communities. 

 

The qualitative approach utilised open-ended questions, enabling participant choice and free 

form responses (Gray, 2009; Liamputtong, 2008). It should be noted that it was clearly 

articulated in both the written pre-interview documentation and at the commencement of the 

interview process that participants were interviewed in a voluntary capacity, as individuals, 
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not as representatives of any organisation. Individual interviews also negated the potential for 

responses being influenced by other perspectives, whilst enabling sufficient participant 

exploration of the variables and complexities (Cresswell, 2002). 

Interviews were undertaken in a one-to-one (virtual) situation, maintaining 

confidentiality and privacy in sharing information (Liamputtong, 2008). The interviews were 

designed to be sixty (60) minutes in duration via Zoom, a video conferencing platform. Zoom 

was selected as a comparative approach to interviewing in person and accommodated 

COVID-19 restrictions. However, the fluidity of discussion was impacted at times by 

network stability. The first two interviews were used to refine the data collection flow during 

the interview process. This approach resulted in minor adjustments to the order of and 

emphasis of discussion topics and the addition of brief explanatory notes on aspects of 

language to the Interview Schedule. 

Oral data collected from Zoom interviews were transcribed verbatim by the researcher.  

Transcription and audio recordings software were utilised to ensure data integrity and 

facilitate accurate data capture. Unfortunately, due to poor internet connectivity, a significant 

level of validation from audio recordings was required. Whilst this was highly labour 

intensive, it was an excellent way to enhance familiarisation with the data (Braun & Clarke, 

2006; Riessman, 1993), addressing Phase 1 of Braun and Clarke’s (2006) Phases of Thematic 

Analysis. Transcripts were also reviewed where requested by participants. All participants 

were provided with the opportunity to sight, edit or withdraw their data up to two weeks post-

interview. No responses were received, and all recordings were then destroyed, with copies of 

transcripts retained in accordance with research study data management protocols.  

3.5 ANALYSIS 

In considering suitable qualitative research methods, the established contemporary 

Thematic Analysis approach was selected (Braun & Clarke, 2006). Thematic analysis 

identifies, analyses, organises, interprets, and reports on patterns and themes in textual data 

(Braun & Clarke, 2006 2019). The approach framed by Braun and Clarke (2006) and further 

developed by Terry, Hayfield, Clarke, and Braun (2017) then Braun and Clarke (2019, 2021) 

again were utilised. The Thematic Analysis approach suited the research purpose and 

provided the flexibility and ability to provide rich data and identify emerging themes (Braun 

& Clarke, 2006, 2019; Terry et al., 2017). As a primary method for analysing patterns in 

qualitative data, it was suited to a novice researcher and accommodated the benefit of a 
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small-scale research study and small sample sizes (Braun & Clarke, 2006). The approach to 

thematic analysis utilised the six-phase guide (see Table 1) from Braun and Clarke (2006) 

and as further refined in subsequent writings (Braun & Clarke, 2019; Terry et al., 2017). 

Assurance rigor was further applied by working through the fifteen (15) point checklist as 

designed by Braun & Clarke (2021, p.26) to ensure the quality standard and integrity of the 

Thematic Analysis approach was maintained. 

Table 1. Thematic Analysis Six Phase Guide 

Phase Description of the Process 

1. Familiarising oneself with 
the data 

• Transcribing data, reading and re-reading the data, 
noting down initial codes 

2. Generating initial codes 

• Coding interesting features of the data in a 
systematic fashion across the entire dataset, 
collating data relevant to each code 

3. Searching for themes 
• Collating codes into potential themes, gathering all 

data relevant to each potential theme 

4. Reviewing themes 

• Checking if the themes work in relation to the coded 
extracts and the entire dataset, generate a thematic 
map of the analysis 

5. Defining and naming 
themes 

• Ongoing analysis to refine the specifics of each 
theme; generation of names for each theme 

6. Producing the Report 

• Final opportunity for analysis, selecting appropriate 
extracts; discussion of the analysis, relating back to 
the research question or literature; produce report 

Adapted from Phases Thematic Analysis in Using thematic analysis in psychology. Qualitative Research in 

Psychology (Source: Braun & Clarke, 2006). 

 

The questions outlined in the interview schedule and associated responses guided Stage 

2 of Braun and Clarke’s Phases of Thematic Analysis with the generation of initial coding 

and analysis of the data. Coding relates here to organising the data and identifying features. 

The purpose of the coding is to find evidence for the themes and enable data reduction (Terry 

et al., 2017). How the codes are clustered to develop themes affects the basis for interpreting 

the data (Braun et al., 2014). Therefore, the data was systematically and constantly reviewed 

in this phase, with assumptions deliberately challenged and interrogated through reflective 

reflexive practice (Braun & Clarke, 2006, 2019; Sundler et al., 2019; Terry et al., 2017; 

Weber, 2003).  
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During this process, pseudonyms were applied to the data to ensure anonymity and 

confidentiality was maintained throughout the process. Coding was undertaken using manual 

methods, assisted by a combination of Excel and Word applications, comparison tables, and 

tagging. The data was coded using semantic codes in the early stages of the coding to capture 

the explicit meaning at a macro (surface) level and then latterly through latent codes to 

capture the implicit essence of ideas and assumptions (Terry et al., 2017). This approach 

accommodated the lived experience of participants, the lack of maturity and contradiction in 

the theoretical field, and the layered inter-relational complexity of the data. Conventions were 

also applied to represent the prevalence in terms of the majority of, many of, and number of 

participants (Braun & Clarke, 2006). 

Following Phases 3, 4 & 5 of Braun and Clarke’s (2006) Thematic Analysis, themes 

were identified, reviewed, defined, and named. The themes, which were the recurrent and 

distinctive features of the participants’ accounts, were generated based on the perceptions and 

experiences of the participants as relevant to the research question (Sundler et al, 2019). 

These themes (or recurrent patterns within the data) were identified primarily through an 

inductive or bottom-up approach (Terry et al., 2017). This ensured that the themes were 

strongly linked to the data themselves (Braun & Clarke, 2006). As themes do not exist 

independently of the researcher who has carried out the analysis, reflexivity needs to be 

maintained throughout this process (Sundler et al., 2019; Weber, 2003). The purpose of this 

phase was the clustering and collapsing of the codes into more meaningful, more sizeable 

patterns (Terry et al., 2017), which formed the basis of a thematic map, further reviews, and 

refinement. Phase 6 resulted in the report of key thematic findings detailed in Chapter 4.   

3.6 ETHICAL CONSIDERATIONS 

Ethics is defined as the set of standards that regulate behaviour and were foundational 

in considering the establishment and application of both the ethical standards and the ethical 

framework under which this research was undertaken (Badger, 2000; Barnes, 1991). The 

well-being of participants was central. This encompassed duty of care, informed consent, 

right to withdraw/withdrawal processes, the integrity of the research, and it was undertaken in 

good faith (Christians, 2008; Coghlan & Brannick, 2004). Before commencing this research, 

approval was sought and obtained from the University of Auckland Human Participants 

Ethics Committee (UAHPEC). This letter of approval is attached (see Appendix B). In 

consideration of population sizes and related factors, confidentiality was a particular 
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consideration in this research design. Confidentiality directed the selected interview method 

to one-on-one interviews between individual participants and the researcher utilising Zoom as 

a neutral, private location (Christians, 2008). It also encompassed the exclusion of third 

parties for transcription services, the de-identification of participants using assigned 

pseudonyms for coding and use of thematic analysis, and documented data management 

protocols in the collection, dissemination, storage (Coghlan & Brannick, 2004), and 

encryptions to ensure data and participant protection in accordance with UAHPEC standards 

and conventions.  

Positionality is both an ethical and a research design consideration (Cochran-Smith & 

Lytle, 1998). It has, therefore, primarily been addressed in Section 3.2. However, it is worth 

noting to negate any perceptions from historical connections, perceived conflicts of interest 

or role confusion the researcher disengaged from all voluntary, community, and charitable 

trust commitments at least 18 months before the commencement of this research study 

(Asselin, 2003).  

3.7 DESIGN LIMITATIONS  

The research question could be considered contextually broad in application, and this 

has been reflected in the selection and application of an exploratory qualitative research 

design approach. Basing the study on a larger sample size could have generated more insights 

into community perspectives on the viability of social enterprise in enabling resilience in 

remote rural communities. However, the current sample size attained a rich range of data. 

Additionally, whilst not a determined analysis attribute, a lack of intergenerational 

representation of participants, was evidenced. It might be interesting for future studies that 

are less constrained by resources and COVID-19 context to consider accessing the voices of a 

sample of intergenerational participants. Semi-structured questions were researcher-generated 

drawing from literature review insights and an established applied practitioner framework. 

Finally, a preliminary literature review identified the uniqueness of Māori social enterprise 

and kaupapa Māori research informed by tikanga Māori (e.g., Henry & Dana, 2019; 

Orhoevwri, 2021; Te Puni Kokiri, 2017). The research design, therefore, excluded Māori 

social enterprise considerations. It may form the basis of future research opportunities on 

remote rural social enterprise and community resilience.  
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3.8 SUMMARY 

This study’s exploratory qualitative design applied semi-structured interviewing and the 

widely used thematic analysis approach to embrace the research questions' scope and 

participants' lived experiences from two comparable sampling regions. The design 

considerations are structured to realise a collection of rich and diverse perspectives through 

the flexible application of open-ended questions within a guiding semi-structured interview 

framework. The design was participant-centric in addressing ethical considerations: privacy, 

confidentiality, and positionality. The selected six-stage thematic analysis process resulted in 

rich insights into community resilience’s relationship to social enterprise in highly rural 

locales of New Zealand and are summarised in the next chapter.  
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Chapter 4: Findings 

Addressing the research question detailed under Section 1.3, this chapter presents 

findings on how social enterprise can support community resilience in highly rural regions of 

New Zealand. Excerpts from participant interviews highlight perspectives reflecting the level 

of engagement in their communities. Participant insights evidence complexities when 

considering a resilient and sustainable ecosystem and its relationship with social enterprise. 

Whilst the depth and diversity on topics explored were rich in content and equally 

challenging to prioritise, there was no marked deviation between the two regions. Three 

major themes emerged to provide answers to the question of whether social enterprise 

bolsters community resilience: 

• Resiliency in Rurality: Foundations for initiating social enterprise  

• Stimulating Localism of Supply 

• From Recovery to Transformation Thinking 

Figure 2. Thematic Map of Findings 
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4.1 RESILIENCY IN RURALITY: FOUNDATIONS FOR INITIATING SOCIAL 

ENTERPRISE 

The role of rurality on community resilience emerged as a major theme in exploring 

community resilience factors impacting remoteness and isolation. This is reflected in 

subthemes relating to existing community assets as summarised in Table 2.  

Table 2. Summary of Theme One with Subthemes 

Theme 1: Resiliency in Rurality: Foundations for Initiating Social Enterprise 

Subtheme Key Ideas 

1. Community connectedness 
as Existing Assets 

• The value of community connections and the 
balance of individualism with connectedness 

• The strength and challenges of diversity 

2. Self-sufficiency as Existing 
Assets 

• Resourcefulness 

• Depth of practical skills 

• Community agency of local service decisions 

 

These subthemes identify the features in remote rural communities that tend to promote 

community resilience and are strong foundations for innovative social enterprise.  

4.1.1 Community Connectedness as Existing Assets 

Rurality was referenced as a crucial factor for impacting community, enhancing 

connections through collective experience by “sharing the same challenges with how they 

lived” (Georgia) and creating a special identity that “represented the uniqueness of a close-

knit community” (Bella). Rurality was also a factor in enhancing social connections by 

“drawing people into communication with each other, interconnectedness, and sometimes 

dependency on each other” (Mary). Connections and collectiveness were considered to 

“foster a greater integration of people of diverse social layers” (Dawn).  While building these 

connections was a strength, there was recognition of challenges to community connections in 

regions that had “always had quite a transient community” (Oliver).  Several participants 

referenced the strength of their community's cultural identity and connection to increase 

collaborations and identity of the individual within their community, expressed by a 

participant as:  
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We're a brave and courageous community, you know we have a lot of mana. 

And a lot of empathy towards each other. . . one group of people, incredibly 

adaptable. (Bella) 

Regarding social enterprise, opportunities were identified to enhance social capital 

and networks and reduce isolation through existing human services and social clubs, rather 

than establishing newly dedicated social enterprises. These existing social enterprises were 

considered as “providing a really valuable service, [in] being community-owned and 

community-run” (Georgia). No clear role was identified for more social enterprise to further 

enhance social networks within the community.  

Several participants acknowledged that an emphasis on individualism had the 

potential to weaken strong feelings of connectedness in highly rural communities and 

alternatively that connection and collective action do not always equate to greater resilience, 

best exemplified by the following participant’s sentiments: 

I think it’s possible to have an understanding, compassion, and collective 

spirit, but still not be particularly resilient, the overall governance must 

facilitate that sort of resilience. I think we have a unique community in terms 

of the sorts of people who gravitate here. And I think there’s a strong sense of 

independence that flows through most of the people who live here, and that 

independence may sometimes conflict with the relationships and social 

connectedness. (Ben) 

Participants seemed to suggest a potential impact on collective good where individualism is 

enhanced by the attraction of rurality factors such as remoteness and isolation as lifestyle 

choices. In these remote rural communities, individualism was accentuated by physical and 

social barriers. This individualism and diversity in thought was considered a strength, but 

also a barrier to a sense of connectedness when working to achieve outcomes: 

I think the individualism of the people that make up our community is a 

strength, but I think it can also be a weakness in some places as well. A lot of 

people have come here to get away from society and rules, which creates 

difficulties and a desire not to be led. Diversity can be a strength, but it can 

also cause problems in achieving outcomes. . . you've got people feeding in 

different strengths and skills, and it can create challenges or friction. (Rachel)  
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However, in managing the added layer of accessing basic resources (from a lack of 

infrastructure and support services), elaborated on further in section 4.2.2, diversity was also 

viewed as benefiting the collective good, through:  

A desire in some pretty strong-willed people at times to do things that benefit 

the community [as a whole] to be . . . more able to withstand shocks and jolts 

that come along with living in isolated areas. (Mary) 

This challenge to achieve a balance within the community was apparent from participants 

where some independent thinking was valued in: 

Accepting that we all have different ways of doing things . . . all have different 

views . . . and ways that we want to live our lives. (Oliver)   

A number of participants referenced, how connectedness emerged when faced with 

adversity: 

 . . . the community's ability to come together when the need arises, standing 

and working together. (Heather) 

Another participant expressed this dichotomy as: 

We are an anomaly at times. We’re independent in the sense that we enjoy our 

privacy, but then we also need each other … I think part of our strength is that 

we embrace who we are and where we are. (Frankie) 

The attribute of independence (individually and collectively) interlinked with the sub-theme 

and feature of self-sufficiency, explored under section 4.1.2.   

4.1.2 Self-sufficiency as Existing Assets 

The influence of rurality on the community was heavily referenced regarding self-

sufficiency and depth of practical skills, resourcefulness, and community agency in localised 

service provision. Self-sufficiency was mentioned as a feature of daily living in a remote 

rural community: 

People who live here are generally quite self-sufficient . . . very adaptable, lots 

of skills, and have a lot to offer the community . . .  and are tough and very 

practical. (William) 
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In a crisis, this level of self-sufficiency coupled with self-determination in localised provision 

and management of welfare services, communication networks and community structures, 

provided communities with: 

The ability to help ourselves and especially when disasters happen . . . to have 

the ability to adapt to the situation. It's done by our people . . . our community 

embraces them, depend on them, and trusts them . . . we know who people are 

and what to do . . . and our community grows in terms of residents, and a skill 

base that's coming . . .that’s quite diverse. (Frankie)  

Participants referenced access to diverse resources, extended networks (of part-time and new 

residents), value of localised service provisions, and local knowledge in contrast to the 

challenges of external support resources. As noted by a participant: 

We have found profoundly that anytime someone from (outside of the area) 

tries to help us, they just fall over at every hurdle, they can't do it without 

locals. (Dawn) 

In considering the implications of the community’s resourcefulness and self-sufficiency on 

the role of social enterprise, Brooke from Region A stated: 

Rather than being a social enterprise, you’ll actually find that people just do 

things for the wider good without any formal structure. We’re so diverse and 

spread out, what happens is you naturally have pockets of the community 

which band together . . . It’s something that happens on a very organic scale . . 

. There’s not a lot left to do because the community has organically done that. 

(Brooke, Region A) 

Dawn from Region B held a similar reflection on self-sustainability inhibiting social 

enterprise:  

Being able to be self-sustaining, without having to rely on your friends and 

neighbours, that stops social enterprise to a certain extent. (Dawn, Region B) 

Apparent in the findings, there was interconnectedness between rurality, connection, 

individualism, and self-sufficiency factors. Rurality shaped communities through enhancing 

identity and connections, as well as supporting social networks and organisations. The 

physical barriers of remoteness and isolation also accentuated independence and self-

sufficiency, with individualism sometimes forming a tension towards collective action. 
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However, a need for diversity in skills, actions, and self-determination was valued, 

particularly during a crisis when organic collective action emerged. 

4.2 STIMULATING LOCALISM OF SUPPLY 

Four dimensions of development commonly underpin community resilience and social 

enterprise outcomes: environment, economic, social, and institutional community capitals. 

These capitals were represented across both subthemes illustrated in Table 3. and are 

discussed in greater depth in the following sub-sections. 

Table 3. Summary of Theme Two with Subthemes 

Theme 2: Stimulating Localism of Supply 

Subtheme Key Ideas 

1. Opportunities and challenges to local 
supply 

Opportunities: 

• Connection between rural communities 
and natural resources 

• Ideas for enterprises to stabilise local 
resources  

• Enabling localised innovation 
Challenges: 

• Isolation & distance from larger centres 

• Fragility of the supply chain 

• Seasonal employment and pressure on 
local resources  

• Tensions in local development  

2. Mechanisms to enhance local supply 

• Developing soft and hard skills 

• Establishing effective policies and 
regulations at the local level 

• Improving pathways for funding 

• Building accessible infrastructure 

 

4.2.1 Opportunities and Challenges to Local Supply 

Participants considered social enterprise as significant in making an impact on 

community resilience and in enabling localised innovation responses, particularly to failures 

by central and local governments in finding solutions for highly rural areas (see section 

4.2.2). Most participants of both regions consistently framed social enterprises as 

opportunities that have community ownership, social and environmental aims, generate local 



  

`Chapter 4: Findings 47 

employment, and invest profits (where generated) back into the community. Participants 

across both regions considered the role of social enterprise as significant and “very much part 

of the fabric of the community” (Georgia). This significance concerned community-owned 

and run enterprises and more broadly described “social enterprise [as] having a big role to 

play in everything to do with [the] community” (Oliver). Impact opportunities were 

considered in terms of negating economies of scale barriers: 

The social enterprise model is outstanding for places like ours. I think they 

have a huge role because they have the opportunity to deliver us much more 

specifically in remote locations where you don’t have economies of scale and 

you don’t have masses of anything, either people or facilities or anything. 

(Dawn) 

Participants also referenced social enterprise interventions to support food resilience through 

local supply. Specifically, local food production, upskilling landowners in horticulture, 

building bartering networks and providing affordable potable water were noted as areas of 

opportunity. It was suggested that: 

It would be great to have some kind of community enterprise where we can 

supply more to ourselves. By being able to grow more efficiently and 

effectively . . . {and] able to supply fish to ourselves more in our waters. 

(Georgia) 

While Georgina saw opportunity to bolster resilience through social enterprise 

hinged on the environmental and social capital already available, she also reflected on 

the challenges to making that happen:   

We are really challenged to grow food easily . . . very small pockets of land 

have good soils, we are 95% covered in forest and that will remain forest, and 

then we have the impact of pests on food that people grow. I don’t think we’ve 

got great food resilience here currently, particularly when . . . we are really 

reliant on our imports. (Georgia) 

For many participants, the COVID-19 lockdowns further highlighted these challenges 

by exposing the fragility of the supply chain and risk of food resilience necessitating the need 

to consider social enterprise solutions. To prevent future disruptions there is a need to expand 

into different industries. Environmental factors such as isolation and distance are reasons to 

diversify: 
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Most rural communities in New Zealand are anchored around a shared 

economic purpose, in that most rural communities are based on rural industry, 

primary production of one sort or another, and that's not the case here. This 

isolated community does not have that same cohesion around one or more 

rural-based economic industries. (Ben) 

Finding ways to create rural industry would build community resilience and by default 

sustainability. Additionally, there was consideration of resource constraints on social 

enterprises providing specialised services needing highly technical specialists as while 

“people would come here, there’s nowhere to live . . . [for] when we need medical staff for 

example, there’s nowhere for them to live . . . it’s a huge problem. (Mary)  

Participants also described how a significant portion of the economy was tied to 

seasonal work which tends to be finite and low-paid as “you can see that it’s really hard 

work, and really poorly paid” (Dawn). An example given was low-paid employment in 

tourism and hospitality which were precarious work situations reliant on seasonal visitors. In 

Region A, this seasonality was referenced to the “permanent resident population, probably 

around 800, but an influx in summer of up to 15,000 so it’s quite huge” (Brooke). Participants 

noted how this placed pressure on existing natural resources: 

More people means more waste, and the challenges on a small rural 

community, . . . there's still that economies of scale that we lack in terms of 

the ability to process things . . . [and] all those natural resources come under 

more pressure. (Rachel) 

However, flow on local economy impact was considered minor, overall: 

What happens is we get a lot of visitors, but very uplift in the actual monetary 

terms . . . when you look at hospitality, tourism, they’re more often the lowest 

skilled, low paid minimum wage opportunities and roles. And then of course, 

they’re seasonal, . . . what do you do for the rest of the year, if you’re only 

actually employed for three months of the year? (Gayle) 

These insights offered by Rachel and Gayle support the notion that rural community 

members would benefit socially, economically, and environmentally by relying less on 

seasonal tourism and instead, generating stability through local social enterprise. Some 

participants suggested different social enterprise opportunities. These included protecting 

natural resources via waste management, solar vehicle charging, biosecurity and conservation 
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which encompassed horticulture training programs and was best represented through this 

example of a new social enterprise: 

The (native plant) nursery is a perfect opportunity for people to learn a whole 

lot of things. Also, the nursery once it gets up to the variety and capacity that 

the community requires, potentially will really reduce our biosecurity risks. 

(Georgia) 

Despite enthusiasm about the possibilities, a few participants stated opportunities to 

stimulate localism of supply can presents tensions within the community around economic 

development at the expense of social and environmental harm. One participant described this 

well:   

Trying to think of ways to increase the prosperity of the area without negative 

exploitation of the area, that’s a real difficult one . . . and a lot of people don’t 

want to change at all. (Mary) 

Potential tensions extended to the consideration of the potential negative economic impact 

from direct local competition through social enterprise. Contrasting views ranged from 

“keeping them as complimentary businesses” (Dawn) to the recognition that “social 

enterprise can imitate business and can do anything” (Oliver).  

Cohesive community involvement was considered both a challenge and a critical 

enabler to the uplift of community social enterprise. Many participants identified with the 

challenges of garnering consensus amongst their communities, citing differing, strongly held, 

and at times polarising views. As one participant articulated: 

If you talk to seasoned locals, most of the time, you hear a lot about the fact if 

there’s one thing that can be counted on, it’s that you’ll never get agreement. 

There’s a lot of disparate views . . . and it’s actually very, very hard to do 

anything because it’s very hard to get everyone behind you. (Ben) 

However, there were counterbalancing views through community-led initiatives and 

community-initiated action for a common cause, albeit challenged in terms of sustainability:  

A lot of the social enterprise that we’re talking about is as a result of people 

within the community, like they might have something in common, and they 

end up forming a social enterprise around it. I don’t see less collective action, 

in terms of quantity, I see more. There’s a lot of social enterprise going on. . . 
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nowadays but in terms of quality, there seems to be less commitment to it 

(Keith) 

While considering resource capacity constraints, it could be suggested that sustaining social 

enterprises would be challenged by the breadth of initiatives, topography, and a reliance on 

reducing voluntarism (as extensively covered in section 4.2.2) which connects to capabilities 

and community support, and impact of funding uncertainty. The physical remoteness of the 

regions in organising and servicing social enterprises was viewed as:  

One of the significant barriers on Region to engaging social enterprise, given 

some of the distances between communities or smaller communities. (William)   

Many participants referenced enabling localised innovation through social enterprise 

to overcome institutional ineffectiveness, having seen its “potential  . . . simply because local 

government hasn’t shown itself to be very able in terms of addressing some of the more 

pressing problems they’ve got” (Ben)  in their communities, given “the government agencies 

don’t actually understand or accommodate for the rural isolation factor, [so] we’ve got to find 

a solution locally for that” (Heather). 

Conversely, several participants concluded it was the role of government to protect 

natural resources rather than encourage a social enterprise model as one participant shared: 

I always felt that there’s no hope of us getting the environment looked after 

the way it needs to be without the government . . . that it’s just a massive job, 

and it’s got to be across every bit of land, and every landscape and it’s at a 

scale and that’s why we have to have the big agencies leading on it, and good 

jobs come out of it, but I didn’t see a social enterprise aspect to it. (Dawn) 

Other participants proposed that social enterprises be targeted towards localism of supply 

with suggestions of: 

Some kind of social enterprise that makes use of local products [or] local 

produce. (Brooke) 

 or . . . 

looking after the council assets, the parks and recreation . . .  which would be a 

wonderful opportunity for a social enterprise, and a lot of unskilled sort of 

work. (Oliver) 

This extended to suggestions for environmentally motivated social enterprises: 
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A pathway to employment type of social enterprise where it was not just 

trades. . . hospitality . . . but into the biosecurity type areas, and in 

conservation areas . . . and for our young people who have to go off Region B 

and do that sort of training. (Bella) 

The latter suggestion reflected the interplay of economic and human capital factors in 

building capabilities to support the local economy through social enterprise. Capacity 

building mechanisms strengthen resilience and in turn, have the potential to enhance the 

localism of supply. The cost and access to digital technology, infrastructure and transport 

logistics were also raised as challenges to localism of supply by participants in highly rural 

communities. These mechanisms to enable local supply are discussed further under the next 

section, with examples provided (see Table 4). 

4.2.2 Mechanisms to Enhance Local Supply 

Mechanisms to enhance localism of supply were indicated by most participants and 

were described as capacities needed to bolster community innovation and ownership over its 

activities. Mechanisms included protection of capitals, development of both soft and hard 

skills, localised frameworks (regarding policy and regulations), improved pathways for 

funding, and accessible infrastructure. To distinguish between separate mechanisms, each is 

introduced with a bolded heading in the findings that follow.  

Developing soft and hard skills. Many participants implied that soft skills such as the 

ability to communicate through increased dialogue might impact the appetite for innovative 

local solutions and social enterprises within their communities. Such dialogue would 

encourage existing businesses to transition to a model that promotes financial and social 

good: 

I think there’s just unlimited opportunity for social enterprise. I really do think 

it’s quite an exciting area . . . social enterprises are growing anyway . . . people 

are realising that business as usual is not always that great, and that to be 

involved in something that has a different outcome is very rewarding. (Oliver) 

Hard skills were also mentioned concerning resource capacity constraints and were common 

challenges raised by the majority of participants. Lack of specific skillsets were viewed as 

barriers and enablers to both start-up and sustaining social enterprises. There were contrasting 

participant perspectives on whether communities had sufficient technical skills, in 

consideration that “because we want to employ people from the area, we don’t necessarily get 
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the right skillset” (Gayle). Many participants, referencing the whole community (i.e., 

including part-time residents), considered there was sufficient depth of technical skills and 

that they “definitely do have the knowledge and the capacity as there’s a lot of clever people 

in this Region, and if you tap into them, there’s a huge resource” (Keith). However, 

participants referenced specific knowledge gaps in terms of governance and business skills or 

know-how in starting up and running a social enterprise. This was highlighted by one 

participant as: 

In terms of capability, it’s that marriage of business skill and social skill. So, 

you might get people with a really strong passion for something that’s a social 

enterprise, that’s a social need, but when it comes to being able to facilitate 

that happening and develop the systems required around it, and work the 

financial requirement of managing that, then that’s quite a different skillset, so 

bringing those two together. I think there’s probably a lot of people keen to do 

a social enterprise but maybe don’t have the business side of it to actually get 

it off the ground. (Rachel) 

More specific examples of developing hard and soft skills are captured in Table 4. 

Establishing effective policies and regulations at the local level. Institutional 

bureaucracy, ambiguity and a lack of awareness was discussed by many participants, 

especially regarding the absence of localised policy frameworks, and the effect of 

government funding (social investment) policy schemes. Although members from one region 

did reference local knowledge and support from their elected representatives, the majority of 

participants commented on a lack of understanding and awareness of local needs and the 

benefits of social enterprises at national and local levels. Sentiments on the need for local 

solutions and policy considerations to stimulate localism of supply for remote rural 

communities were echoed across both regions. Ben from Region B stated: 

You need to have recognition of those particular challenges and the 

uniqueness in place, in the rules and regulations, and socio-political structures 

that control us . . . and would need the political environment changed so that 

the rules and regulations that have been developed . . . perhaps get relaxed for 

[social] enterprises for localism of supply . . . I can’t understand why there’s 

not more creativity and imagination in the central and local government to 

actually see the benefits of stimulating and facilitating local industries to move 
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towards localism of supply when we’ve got these amazingly strong 

imperatives to do so. (Ben, Region B) 

Heather from Region A also reflected on the inadequate functioning of systems: 

It's like the current policies and way things are working that everything is so 

centralized is a real limitation on community resilience and [the] community 

meeting its own needs and local social enterprise.  

(Heather, Region A) 

The need for political support was seen as a key factor in building a social enterprise 

ecosystem. The lack of institutional awareness was demonstrated in having to be “lobbying 

Council . . . trying to explain the benefits of social enterprise” (Oliver). Challenged by the 

lack of clarity around the legal structure, definition, and role of social enterprise, one 

participant commented on how government could better enable and encourage social 

enterprise:  

I would like to see some structure around social enterprise, some formal 

government, just some sort of business model that you’d need to adhere to . . . 

they’d have to be policy around social enterprise to start with, and then there 

could potentially be a different tax bracket. . .so you are investing back into 

the business. (Oliver) 

The common discussion points amongst participants on the lack of governmental 

interest and support for small, isolated communities and enablers for social enterprise drew 

practical references to the need for contract awards to local businesses (through social 

procurement processes), as well as establishment of local agreements and localised policies 

or regulations, coupled with improved pathways to funding and building of accessible 

infrastructure (see Table 4). All were considered necessary to protect resources and stimulate 

localism, to empower a sustainable and self-sufficient community. 

Improving pathways for funding. Financial, institutional, and environmental capitals 

were interconnected in participants suggestions for mechanisms of improving funding 

pathways for the different stages of development to enhance local supply from start-up to 

maturity e.g., seed funding, re-investment mechanisms and social procurement (see Table 4). 

In terms of financial capital, where some participants recognised that “the more independent 

you can be, the less dependent on outer resources and funding, and the more resilient you 
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are” (Rachel), others voiced frustration for the lack of political self-determination and need 

for locally funded solutions. As described by one participant:  

How things fit in the box in a city, don’t fix in a box here. When we go for funding, we 

are in competition with people all over New Zealand . . .[and] they’re doing it much 

easier because of their geographic position (Bella).  

The challenge of social enterprise self-sufficiency and sustainability was a central topic 

of discussion for both regions. The case for change was well articulated by one participant: 

I actually think we need more robust funding streams from local government 

that do not rely on annual grants and loans. I don’t like the model whereby to 

do these start-ups involves a myriad of applications, then the fact that you 

don’t get funding for any more than a year, so you don’t have ongoing 

security, and you’re forced into this awful process of justifying time and time 

again what it is you want to do, and then your accountability reports for the 

money you receive, which is not adequate . . . the model is just terribly 

onerous . . . All these annual funding rounds are like an industry, the amount 

of time and effort, often voluntary time and effort that goes into seeking the 

funding is not a sustainable model. (Ben) 

The majority of participants referenced funding uncertainties as a barrier concerning 

both start-ups and sustaining social enterprises, with the community “very reliant upon it, 

[and] constantly needing funding” (William). There was also the challenge with the funding 

models attributed to compliance costs, and match funding “having to fund 50% of a new 

project that doesn’t create any revenue” (Oliver). Another issue was the one size fits all 

funding models when the enterprise “just needs a bit of funding . . . but it doesn’t fit any of 

the funding models (Gayle). Uncertainties were magnified by lack of awareness and “because 

of that remoteness, not being known by others, and funders . . . which was tricky” (Brooke).  

The majority of participants identified a handful of social enterprises they believed 

had the potential for self-funding (i.e., self-sufficiency model), noting “the only ones without 

grants, are those that have a commercial basis” (Gayle). Participants suggested a greater 

likelihood of combined external funding and self-funding (i.e., sustainable model): 

Definitely a mix, [as] we don’t have the population . . . there’s always going to 

be those fuel costs and freight . . . and then they’re probably not going to make 

enough to cover all those expenses. (Bella) 



  

`Chapter 4: Findings 55 

There was also consideration for social enterprise’s maturity cycle, as while “it would be 

great to be self-sufficient . . . it depends upon what stage you are at . . . [as] in the early stages 

you definitely have a dependency” (Heather). Financial uncertainty suggested mixed views 

on whether social enterprise could be self-sufficient and impactful in respective regions, with 

independence from external funding constraints and flexibility to customise impact. 

Also noted was pressure on resources relating to inadequacy of grant funding and a 

reduction in voluntarism, given the “community has depended tremendously on voluntarism 

[as] organisations of long-standing here have always depended on recruited volunteers for all 

kinds of things” (Mary). Over-reliance on volunteers related to the difficulties in paying a 

living wage and the need for there “to be funding available to create more roles that have 

been held by volunteers in paid positions” (Rachel). A reduction in voluntarism was raised as 

a concern by a number of participants attributed to differing generational perspectives, 

lifestyle choices, and impacts of wealth: 

The Region is quite wealthy now compared to what it was when I first arrived 

here . . . the only thing I can see is that young people nowadays have more 

choices . . . when we talk about social enterprise, people aren’t going to 

volunteer until they are in a position of some sort of safe, secure comfort . . . a 

social enterprise should have properly paid wages . . . not just token wages, 

proper wages, personal growth, professional growth. (Dawn) 

Building accessible infrastructure. Building on the relationship between economic 

capital and community resilience, participants also noted the dependency of local supply on 

the accessibility of infrastructure. This dependency relationship demonstrated an 

interconnection between environmental, economic, social, and institutional capitals and was 

evidenced by descriptions of the constraints and impacts of infrastructure issues in housing, 

technology, and transport. Overall, several examples were provided by participants, but are 

best emphasised through the representative quotes in Table 4 below.   

Table 4. Participant Descriptions of Different Mechanisms to Enhance Local Supply 

Mechanisms Participant Quotes 

Establishing Effective 
Policies & Regulations at a 
local level 

I would like to see in terms of politics and policy . . . us being 
able to have our own policies that relate to us on Region B. 
That might be quite different to the policies of [the] greater 
Urban Region because we are a very different community. So 
having local policies or local agreements that we decide on 
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Region B. A way to not do it is through bylaws but to have 
some form of local agreements system, that we can work here. 
And then, it doesn't have to be a bylaw, it's a local agreement. 
(Rachel) 
 
There’s a lot of systems that aren’t working, especially for a 
community like ours. We’re continuously trying to fit into 
urban-centric thinking, and policies and plans are never looked 
at through (Region) lens . . . There is a need for local solutions 
to local problems. (Frankie) 

Developing Soft & Hard 
Skills 

. . . need for mentoring and help with business plans . . . as 
there are few people that have those skills. (Georgia) 

Not very strong in region in the sense of training, . . . there is 
great potential . . . there’s no practical training (William) 

Need to help them build their confidence up in those roles, and 
to understand what’s needed and necessary. (Frankie) 

Improving pathways for 
funding 

It's a tremendous stressful risk, it is a bit of a problem because 
it's not the way anybody wants to live, being dependent on 
funding applications, whichever way the funding wind is 
blowing in any particular year. And as we learned . . . when 
things like COVID . . .  comes along, suddenly your funding 
streams are in danger . . .  as our costs are increasing our 
funding is decreasing. I would like to see the national 
government take a more focused interest in small communities 
and isolated communities and offer a bit more support. (Mary) 

When the government puts out a contract, in [social] 
procurement, social enterprises could be considered as a 
model going forward or would be favoured as a model going 
forward but . . . those agencies don't set up the model in the 
first place. I think seed funding is a fair thing for anything to 
start something out because there's a whole layer of work that 
has to happen before something is a reality. . .that model like 
the micro financing . . .the money comes back . . .  it then seed 
funds the next one. I like that model, that's sustainable. (Dawn) 

Building Accessible 
Infrastructure 

There’s a huge shortage of housing . . . very hard to get 
anywhere to live, rent or even buy at a reasonable price. (Keith) 

Technology also . . . a big problem, [as] it makes it very difficult 
for people to run businesses, for people to communicate, for 
people to stay connected. (Brooke)  

The transportation . . . from an infrastructure perspective it’s a 
real challenge. (Gayle) 
 
I'd love to see some way that the Region could become 
independent or become resilient in that way, have a social 
enterprise to provide cheaper transport. (Bella) 
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While there were references to the continued need to raise financial deprivation indexes, it 

was recognised that there had been a “lifting of what had been a long-held poorest area in the 

Region in terms of per capita income, with more jobs than people and a living wage” 

(Georgia) and that the lack of housing was considered by the majority of participants as an 

immediate greater challenge than employment. Participants referenced a range of factors that 

created a localised housing crisis, including lack of housing stock due to high holiday home 

ownership, high cost of rentals, building and land values from location desirability, and 

affordable housing challenged by urban-centric building compliance requirements. 

The interplay between economic, social, and environmental factors was observed 

through the ageing population, and a needed shift in demographics was observed where the 

younger generation with their families are constrained from returning by a lack of housing 

infrastructure directly impacting community resilience:  

The younger generation . . . are finding that they want to come back, but 

they’re finding it hard to get housing . . . as one of the problems is the 

available housing . . . it’s empty 50 days of the year. (Mary) 

Many participants recognized the need for an intervention where “community housing would 

be a great social enterprise” (Keith), with housing stock growth also considered as an 

opportunity for “social enterprise where they’re building homes, and people get to be using 

people’s land” (Bella). 

The natural, economic, and social capitals connection was also apparent where highly 

rural communities lack accessible transportation, technological infrastructure, are distanced 

from other opportunities and do not have economies of scale. These aspects were described 

as affecting social networks and local economic health. Both economically and socially, 

transport was a pertinent problem as describe by Heather as “a huge one, [as] there’s limited 

transport” as built on by others in Table 4. While addressing the challenges to transport 

infrastructure, it was suggested that: 

If we had a major problem with say transport . . . I think you'd see quite an 

interesting array of initiatives come out of some of our existing social 

enterprises. (Ben) 
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Additionally, the recognition for “help . . . more than anything for better access to 

digital technology” (Gayle), was coupled with frustration in the lack of voice and self-

determination to improve the networks with “urging to try and get a stronger type of 

connectivity . . . with a limited population . . .is not getting us anywhere” (Heather). This was 

reflected in views that “social enterprise would not be able to do much more” (Mary) in terms 

of improving technology infrastructure.  

In collectively considering the elements of natural, social, and economic capitals, it is evident 

that stimulating localism of supply is dependent upon enacting specific mechanisms (see 

Table 4). Enacting these mechanisms seems prudent as the desire for local solutions and 

greater self-determination appears institutionally and situationally constrained.  

4.3 FROM RECOVERY TO TRANSFORMATION THINKING 

The literature identified three stages of community resilience: recovery, stability, and 

transformation. A third major theme located across the interviews evidenced a shift in 

thinking from survival and adversity recovery to one of adaption and innovation through 

transformation. The shift in position from the stages of recovery to transformation is a 

significant consideration as it correlates to the role of a social enterprise.  

Most participants initially described community resilience in terms of survival and 

recovery, and a community’s ability to withstand challenges in “a community’s ability to 

bounce back from some adverse thing” (Bella). This was often related to surviving natural 

disasters, from severe storms (in 2014, 2018 and 2019) and to fire (in 2013 and 2022) by 

mobilising local resources: 

I think one example of community resilience was the fire, . . ., where 

everybody pitched in, cooking for firefighters, really hunkered down when 

there was a dire risk for us, the resilience really came out, . . . and people who 

may not get on very well, that was dropped, and everybody pulled together. 

(Georgia) 

After sharing four different definitions of community resilience with participants (See 

Appendix A), a perspective shift appeared in the majority of participants', extending beyond 

“not just physical and practical, but more around emotional resilience” (William). The 

participants resonated more with the “human element” through community resource 

development and an engagement to thrive. This was evidenced by participants connecting 
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more with the definitions presented by Kelly and colleagues (2015) and US DoHHS (2015), 

as opposed to Paton's (2000) definition referring to the use of physical resources for hazard 

recovery. This shift in thinking by participants placed a stronger emphasis on bouncing 

forward, adaption and sustainability over disaster recovery and bouncing back from 

adversity: 

I think resilience is also about being able to move forward, whatever the 

conditions. I think resilience probably also includes the ability of a community 

to maximise opportunities as they come along, and those opportunities might 

not be ones that arise out of adversity. (Ben) 

The interconnection between bouncing back from a disaster and bouncing forward through 

sustainability was identified by some participants in “the ability for a community to survive 

and remain healthy, and to remain sustainable and well connected” (Brooke), with a shared 

perspective that “bouncing back from adversity sets the scene for bouncing forward” (Ben). 

However, there were contrasting views on the role of social enterprise at these different 

stages. One participant stated: 

I think you’re more likely to have success with social enterprise in bouncing 

back in terms of recovery than you are in bouncing forward because that’s 

when disparate views get in the way. (Ben) 

However, other participants considered it the role of government organisations rather than 

social enterprises to manage disaster recovery given that: 

It’s just such a massive job . . . and it’s at a scale and that’s why we have to 

have the big agencies leading on it . . . [so] didn’t see a social enterprise aspect 

to it. (Dawn)  

The role of social enterprise during disaster recovery was considered by the majority of 

participants as a key support role in providing physical facilities, communications, and the 

rapid dissemination of information through their networks as: 

Just with this lockdown now . . .  information sharing … is really good 

through these community groups. So, the communication networks if you like 

or communication trees for each community are held in places [so] that 

information can come out. (Heather) 
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The emphasis placed by most participants on the role of social enterprise in preparing for the 

future was, however, viewed as “significant . . .  because that gives the ability for the 

community to go forward with those new endeavours, and those new base resources that a 

social enterprise might be able to provide” (Bella). Social enterprise was also considered 

foundational in improving resilience by being “essential for self-sufficiency, for changing 

with the times, moving forward . . . and adapting to however things are hitting you in the face 

going forward” (Heather). 

From the initial position of associating community resilience with survival and disaster 

recovery, there was a shift in thinking for considering the “human element” and the 

development of community membership and resources for future success. An innate 

relationship was recognised between bouncing back and bouncing forward. The role of social 

enterprise as an intervention changed depending upon the stage of resilience.  

4.4 SUMMARY  

While considering the research question and aims centred on how social enterprise 

supports community resilience, the findings highlight the interdependencies and cumulative 

impact between the need to stimulate localism of supply, the mechanisms through which 

stimulation might be achieved, and the ability to think transformatively about change. The 

significance and interweaving of all the development dimensions: environmental, economic, 

social, and institutional community capitals is also apparent as highlighted in Table 6. 

Cumulatively, these factors define a community by its rurality and reflect the complexity of 

its ecosystem. This ecosystem becomes pressurised by scarce resources and institutional 

barriers. Participant experiences suggest an integral role for social enterprise as an 

intervention supporting community resilience in their respective communities. However, the 

potential for social enterprise to be an impactful innovator is challenged by its ability to 

transition operational practices from dependent to sustainable, given the economic, human, 

and institutional constraints. Chapter 5 discusses the findings unpacked in this chapter as 

they relate to and build on community resilience and rural social enterprise research.  
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Chapter 5: Discussion 

This research study aims to assess how social enterprise can support community 

resilience in highly rural communities. This research question was guided by four 

underpinning aims to gain a better understanding of contributing factors impacting this 

premise, relating to remote community and resilience attributes, the influencing dimensions 

of resilience, and the viability considerations for a social enterprise to effectively operate in a 

highly rural environment. The discussion is framed through the three major themes identified 

in the Findings chapter. The current study highlights the interactions of community, rurality, 

and resilience with external economic, social, environmental, and institutional influences. 

Rural community resilience encompasses community resources, networks, institutions, 

services, people-place connections, engagement, and learning responses (Amundsen, 2012). 

All these factors are considered within the discussion.  

This study indicates highly rural communities, given their isolation, appear highly 

social in construction, with an inherent level of resilience. Section 5.1 explores whether 

social enterprises are required to build resilience in highly rural communities given resilience 

attributes tend to be inherent to these locales. The influences of rurality dimensions on a 

community’s function, adaptive capacity, and their relationship with resilience and the value 

of social enterprise is considered.  

This study emphasises a shift from recovery to transformation with differing 

contributions of social enterprise. Section 5.2 considers this shift from recovery to 

transformation and its impact on the value proposition of social enterprise in remote rural 

communities. The interplay between social, economic, environmental, and institutional 

dimensions of community resilience are examined in section 5.3, in relation to social 

enterprise ability to foster community resilience. The sustainability of social enterprises is a 

critical consideration in the ability to become an effective intervention method. The final 

section of this chapter, section 5.4, therefore explores the feasibility of social enterprise in a 

remote setting. Section 5.5 outlines the limitations to the findings of this study and 

recommendations for future research. Finally, section 5.6 presents an overall summary of the 

discussion to follow. 



 

62 Chapter 5: Discussion 

5.1 THE VALUE OF SOCIAL ENTERPRISE FOR COMMUNITIES WITH 

EXISTING RESILIENCY ATTRIBUTES 

To determine the potential of social enterprise in a remote community, one must 

consider local context, and understand a community’s resilience. As several studies have 

shown, defining resilience for rural community’s is challenging (Pomeroy, 2019; Ross, 2019; 

Whitehead et al., 2021). The findings from this study demonstrate participating remote rural 

communities are socially and economically diverse, in contrast to previous New Zealand 

studies on rural community resilience characterised by agricultural farming (Darnhofer et al., 

2010; Pomeroy, 2019; Spector et al., 2018). Alternatively using attributes that reflect the 

health and adaptive capacity (i.e., ability to change) of a highly rural community can be 

helpful for understanding the extent of resilience. Core attributes of adaptive capacity that 

were identified in similar research and evidenced in this study are social networks (e.g., 

social capitals), identity, self-organisation, diversity, learning and problem-solving (Becker et 

al., 2014; Berkes & Ross, 2013; Buikstra et al., 2010; Doyle et al., 2015; Hegney et al., 2008; 

Kulig et al., 2013; Magis, 2010). The strength of these attributes in this study’s findings 

raises questions of how, or if, social enterprise models can make a difference for a highly 

rural community. Are existing resiliency attributes negated or supported through social 

enterprise in remote rural communities? The answer presents a duality as summarised in 

Table 5. and expanded on in this section.  

Table 5. Understanding the Value of Social Enterprise in Rural Communities 

Key messages  

• Actual impacts of social enterprise may be muted in rural communities where 

resiliency attributes (e.g., strong social networks, self-sufficiency, and diverse skillsets) 

exist.  

• Social enterprise, when implemented well, may support self-organising to reduce 

highly rural communities’ vulnerability to shocks. 

 

Remote communities are grounded in social capital that hold the community together through 

trust, reciprocity, and social networks (Beekman et al., 2009; Schouten et al., 2012; Wickes et 

al, 2010). The current study reflects these dimensions in reference to a sense of belonging, 

strong social networks, and social connectedness, with shared interests and lifestyles (Cutter 

et al., 2008, Ife, 2016; Ross, 2019; Woods, 2011; Zwiers et al., 2016). Such visible signs of 

close connectedness and bonding are indicators of well-developed social capital (Wilson, 
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2010, 2012; Aldrich & Meyer, 2014). Social capital maturity represents greater levels of 

cohesion typically found within highly rural communities (Bushy, 2000; Wilson, 2010, 

2012). In this study’s context, existing community social clubs (recognised as social 

enterprises) were a prime example of community social capital. Given this, social enterprises, 

constructed on social capital themselves, can provide a physical meeting place for 

networking, information sharing and bonding (Bushy, 2000; Evers, 2001; Steiner & Teasdale 

2017). However, social enterprise to create communications and social networks is not 

necessary for building community resilience given the smaller the rural community, the 

greater likelihood of naturally forming shared dense networks (Beekman et al., 2009). 

Irrespective of the existence of social enterprise (and its social capital), these instinctively 

generated networks, as exampled in this study, occur through informal networks, where local 

knowledge is shared, and organic connections are dense. Such bonding interactions increase a 

community’s capacity to respond to disturbances (Nkhata et al., 2008; Schouten et al., 2012). 

Social enterprises, such as social clubs, as mechanisms for building social capital and 

networks, do not effectively convey or consider the full dynamism of a community (Maguire 

& Cartwright, 2008). It can therefore be argued the community’s casual forms of 

communication are more effective in stimulating collective action and facilitating responsive 

community engagement to a localised disturbance or event than resiliency skills (of strong 

social networks) fostered through more formal social enterprises.  

This study presented inherent qualities associated with resilience, referencing high 

levels of community resourcefulness, independent idea generation and self-sufficiency 

(Bushy, 2000; Dillon, 2008). The existence of diversity across opinions and actions within 

the community is not unexpected. Previous studies have shown rural communities contain 

many social groups, and it is unlikely that all members of any community would share the 

same views, values or be at the same level of readiness for community engagement (Becker 

et al., 2014; England, 2011). This presence of diversity is also a key feature of adaptive 

capacity (Bushy, 2000; Blakely, 2016; Dillon, 2008). However, it can be both a strength and 

an inhibitor to cohesion and thus community resilience, as exhibited in the current study, 

where polarising topics such as local development, paralyse community decision making and 

challenge collective action. Social enterprises can exhibit attributes founded on principles of 

community relationship building to bridge across actors and facilitate outcomes. However, as 

several studies reference, rural social enterprises are challenged by the tension of duality of 

purpose in balancing social and business outcomes for the community, and often constrained 
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in areas of technical expertise (e.g., conflict management) (Battalina & Lee, 2014; Douglas, 

2015; Kaplin, 2013).  In a highly rural setting, the ability for small locally embedded social 

enterprise to bridge a politically charged local landscape, and achieve robust and innovative 

outcomes to complex, multi-dimensional resilience issues are likely compromised. The risk 

of unintentional counterproductive actions could adversely weaken the community’s adaptive 

capacity for change, and therefore undermine its community resilience. 

 The current study found strong-minded community members were emotively and 

proactively engaged with what happened in their community and represented by a breadth of 

active community groups and technically skilled individuals. In that comes an adaptive 

robustness, as opposed to a cohesive community with dense social networks that have a 

propensity to be risk-averse and discourage change (Nkhata et al., 2008; Schouten, 2012). 

The findings similarly reflect comparable studies that identify community members in 

diverse environments who display an emotional connection to their communities assist both 

themselves and their communities to adjust to change (crucial to community resilience) 

without artificial interventions (e.g., social enterprise) (Amundsen, 2012; Steiner, 2016).  

Evident in the current study, was the community strength from diversified local 

(people) resources, given the limited size of the population, in parallel with local capacity 

building opportunities for social enterprise to build resilience. As a previous study highlights, 

the greater the diversity of capabilities, the less important relatively low levels of resources 

are in negatively impacting the community (Wickes et al., 2010). The impact of social 

enterprise, given intrinsic diversified skills within the community, may therefore be muted. 

Nonetheless, depending on scale and acceptance of the social enterprise activity and its 

connective networks, the more possibilities for an expansive and stable community 

ecosystem (e.g., ability to offer diversified goods and services, and support community 

learning), the greater the ability of the community, both economically and socially, to adapt 

and sustain increases over time (Blakely, 2016; Pike et al., 2010).  

Social enterprise is evidenced in several studies, as primarily to support recovery from 

a crisis (Apostolopoulos et al., 2019; Berno; 2017). Contrastingly, the current study 

considered the role of social enterprise in disaster recovery as minimal. It supports the 

argument that diversified communities, naturally more adaptive to change, will come together 

for a common cause without such intervention during a significant disturbance or a disaster 

(Becker et al., 2013; England, 2011). Several examples of local resources rapidly mobilising 

through collective action in a self-organised response during a time of crisis were referenced 
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in this study. These examples recognise the level of inherent adaptive capacity and localised 

agency remote rural communities have, which are important attributes in realising resilience 

(Magis, 2010). 

Extending on the key aspect of adaptive capacity in community resilience is the 

combined ability of a community to adapt through self-determining actions (Berkes & Ross, 

2013; Thornley et al., 2015). This study highlights how remote communities have high levels 

of social capital, independence, self-organisation and diversified resources, and an ability to 

respond organically to arising disturbances. This level of adaptive capacity and self-

sufficiency could negate the need for any form of institutional intervention including social 

enterprise. However, the current study also notes resources are often sought from extended 

networks outside their geographic boundaries, and from within the community from part-time 

or temporary residents. Whilst this is considered in the current study as a positive avenue for 

additional resources, contrastingly, previous studies have noted unstable access to technical 

resources coupled with transience creates a capacity-building vacuum that can be highly 

disruptive for communities (Pomeroy, 2011; Wilson, 2015). Locally based social enterprise 

as a model, with sustained investment, can be both a resource and resource-enabling to build 

and stabilise localised capabilities. However, adaptive capacity within a community is 

fundamentally dependent on the same resources, and communities often present variable 

levels of capabilities that challenges social enterprise resource provision (Becker et al, 2013; 

Manyena et al., 2019). As Kaplin (2013) identified, social enterprises in New Zealand are 

also small and have few capacity-building resources. The likelihood for rural social 

enterprises to have the capacity to support local resilience, community-wide is negligible. 

Highly selective, targeted capacity building of scarce local skills may be more feasible and 

impactful. However, this would require continued re-investment to maintain stabilisation of 

such capabilities given the transience of local resources (attributable to macro-economic 

factors). 

 Another crucial observation of the current study is that community resilience largely 

reflects a response by a connected community that forms organically and rapidly to react to a 

disturbance and then dissipates. Though this enables responsive mobilisation it does not 

embed a new paradigm of sustainability. Whilst communities can adapt organically through 

looser forms of networks, as previous studies have identified, if resources are not well 

managed and institutional capabilities are not fully developed, it can place the overall 

community survival at risk (Boschma, 2014; Bushy, 2000; Dillon, 2008). Social enterprise as 
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a hybrid model of social and business enterprise can provide a more structured frame to step 

beyond spontaneous community self-organising (Boschma, 2014). As a structural model 

social enterprise has the potential to bridge networks and institutions to build partnerships 

critical for recovery, help sustain adaption through social innovation, and provide a 

governance framework to better support agency and respond to local problems (Davidson, 

2010; Magis, 2010; Neumeier, 2016; Thornley et al., 2015). It does not diminish the ability of 

people to organise themselves, as interventions are most effective, and viewed more 

positively when the local community is involved using its own experiences, expertise, 

knowledge, resources, and skills (Ife, 2002; Patel et al., 2017; Maguire & Cartwright, 2008). 

It does however enable effective adaptive capacity by embracing requisite structural 

components (Schouten et al., 2012). This supports Boschma’s (2014) perspective, that social 

enterprise as a structure can build resilience. As a mechanism for fostering social capital, 

social enterprise if implemented well can support the community to evolve and re-generate 

socially and economically (Scott et al., 2000).  

5.2 SOCIAL ENTERPRISE AS POSSIBILITY FOR RURAL COMMUNITY 

BOUNCE BACK OR BOUNCE FORWARD  

Literature on rural community resilience focuses on connections to recovery and 

disaster management; central to this is the challenge of “bouncing back”, primarily from 

natural disasters especially in New Zealand (Cutter et al., 2014; Paton et al., 2014; Spector et 

al., 2018; Wilson, 2012). This connection in New Zealand is represented by the International 

Centre of Excellence in Community Resilience, with a mission to implement disaster 

preparedness and enhance research on disaster risk in partnership with emergency 

management agencies (Doyle et al., 2015). The Agresearch Resilient Rural Communities 

program equally relates rural community resilience through a recovery lens for rural primary 

industries (Fielke et al., 2017; Mackay & Peterson, 2015). In this study, the language and 

relationship between community resilience and disaster recovery were initially related to 

recovery from disasters. However, there was a shift in thinking from recovery and “bouncing 

back” to transforming and “bouncing forward” where social enterprise had the potential to 

create possibilities in the remote communities as indicated in Table 6, and further described 

within section 5.2. 
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Table 6. The Role of Social Enterprise in Bouncing Back or Bouncing Forward 

Key messages  

• Social enterprise can provide the structure to support recovery or “bouncing back” 

preparations to build capabilities and implement good practices for the future. 

• Social enterprise can lead to enabling transformative interventions for enhancing 

community learning and developing localism of supply. 

 

This shift recognises communities need to embrace a more forward-looking approach and 

adapt to ongoing change to flourish and sustain themselves (Fielke et al., 2017; Kelly et al., 

2015). It is an approach centred on evolutionary and contemporary thinking that goes beyond 

returning to the same state, adapting, and renewing (Fielke et, 2017; Marshall et al., 2007; 

Scott, 2013). This perspective is supported by Skerratt's (2013) study of 17 Community 

Trusts in Scotland, which demonstrated and concluded that to persist with a dominant 

narrative of reactive shock constrained a community's ability to adapt.  

It became apparent in this study that the stage of resilience directly correlated to the 

value of social enterprise as an intervention. For disaster recovery, participants considered it 

the responsibility of public agencies rather than social enterprise to lead, utilising their 

national infrastructure, funding, and technical expertise. They viewed social enterprise as 

having a lesser supportive role—through established local human services provision and 

existing communication networks. This frames social enterprise more conventionally as an 

entity of social capital; one that leverages social networks to disseminate information 

(Barraket et al., 2019; Farmer et al., 2012; Steiner et al., 2019). The low impact of social 

enterprise in recovery, leans on a remote rural community's ability in times of immediate 

disaster to mobilise locally and use their knowledge to self-organise without formal structures 

(Berkes & Ross, 2013; Dillon, 2008; Patel et al., 2017; Wilson, 2015). There is a potential 

risk with this reactive response approach regarding resilience vulnerability. A resilient 

community can anticipate and adapt to the challenges of a disaster both before, and during its 

occurrence (Marsden, 2016; Paton, 2007). It requires preparation and response, balancing 

local knowledge and practices (Jakes & Langer, 2012; Rouse et al., 2016). A social enterprise 

can provide the structure to support recovery or “bouncing back” preparations to build the 

necessary capabilities and implement good practices in anticipation of future events. 

Social enterprises are innovations in their own rights, as they share a culture that 

challenges the status quo (Kirkman, 2012; Neumeier, 2012, 2016). As an intervention model, 
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this manifests in bridging groups to work together using innovative ways to tackle complex 

social problems and implement resourceful, sustainable change (Kirwan et al, 2013; 

Mulligan, 2016; Neumeier, 2012, 2016). The potential impact of social enterprise as a 

transformative intervention was significant in this study. Transformation is considered more 

than an ability to adapt to change, encompassing a community's ability to learn and innovate 

to enhance capacity (Folke, 2006; Mulgan et al., 2012). Transformation thinking was 

evidenced in this study, with a range of ideas and social innovations suggested for social 

enterprise. This ranged from community learning to localism of supply and natural resource 

protection. Ideation for building resilience around wellbeing and socio-economic conditions 

placed a solid emphasis on learning, innovation and embracing change. These sentiments 

were echoed in studies by Hogan, Tanton, Lockie and May (2013) as well as Smith and 

Sterling (2010). These suggested propositions align with social enterprise models, as 

innovation is a core enabling factor of rural social enterprise. Earlier rural studies also 

indicate as evidenced in this current study, transformational social innovation needs to be 

policy led (Bock, 2012; Neumeier, 2012, 2016). A recent study by Barraket, 2020 connects 

social innovation to social procurement, a contemporary government policy practice. It 

correlates directly with an example in the current study of social procurement to spur 

alternative government funding practices.  

5.3 THE ROLE OF COMMUNITY CAPITALS ON SOCIAL ENTERPRISE FOR 

SUPPORTING RESILIENCE  

Community capitals are inherently linked to the level of a community’s resilience. The 

magnitude of community resilience can be bolstered through the three foundational pillars 

(environmental, economic, and social dimensions) of social enterprise (Clarke & Eustace, 

2009; Hightree et al., 2017; Wilson, 2010, 2012). The interplay of these community capitals 

represented a significant theme in the current study highlighting complexities in considering 

how social enterprise could support community resilience. Five key messages were reiterated 

about the role community capitals play on how social enterprise can support resilience which 

are outlined in Table 7. 
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Table 7. Community Capitals Role in Supporting Resilience through Social Enterprise 

Key messages  

• A community’s resilience is shaped and strengthened by the extent to which it possesses 

different and balanced community capitals. 

• Social enterprise can facilitate the inter-relationship between the different capitals. 

• Social enterprises need to apply a multi-faceted approach to bridge environmental, 

economic, and social factors.  

• Social enterprises can enable local action to protect natural resources through 

planning, propagation, and education. 

• Macro-level challenges can undermine community resilience and the potential role of 

social enterprise. 

 

A community’s resilience in both recovery and transformation (“bouncing back” and 

“bouncing forward”) is shaped and strengthened through the extent to which it possesses 

community capitals (Kaye-Blake et al., 2016; Mays, 2015; Wilson, 2010). As Scott and 

colleagues (2000) identified in their New Zealand study of Mangakahia Valley, a community 

cannot be sustainable if it is not economically and socially viable. A perspective reinforcing 

that all elements need to be present and balanced for a community’s resilience to thrive 

(Beekman et al., 2009; Masys, 2015; McManus et al., 2012). Previous studies therefore 

propose organisations such as social enterprises need to apply a multi-faceted approach to 

bridge environmental, economic, and social factors (Dale & Newman, 2008; Jeffs, 2006). 

Evident in the current study through the multiple references was a need for stimulating and 

enabling localism of supply to build community resilience through the interaction of all 

community capitals. Therefore, this discussion focuses on how social enterprise could enable 

localism of supply through enhancing community capitals to build resilience in rural locales. 

The current study reinforced a remote rural community’s strong affiliation and 

attachment to its environment and its dependency on scarce and pressurised natural resources. 

A reliance that reflects a strong link between a remote community’s resilience and natural 

capital in the condition of the environment and the treatment of its resources (Cutter et al., 

2008; Ferrol-Schulte et al., 2013; Robinson & Carso, 2016). The recent emergence of a 

pandemic also highlighted the vulnerability aspect for remote coastal communities to sudden 

situations of immobility that impact water and food provision (Howie, 2008; Jujonas & 

Seekamp, 2020). In exposing the fragility of supply chains, food resilience through local food 

production became a leading topic of the current study to futureproof against threatening 
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events. It emphasised the criticality of food resilience in recovery from a disaster event like 

the pandemic, to meet basic physiological needs and community wellbeing (Berno, 2017; 

Kendrick et al., 2010). Participants inferred that social enterprise could both enable localised 

food production and protect local natural resources by supporting biosecurity and biodiversity 

risks in action (through localised propagation, planting programs and education). 

The focus on environment-oriented social enterprise acknowledges that the healthier 

the natural capital, the more it can contribute to other community capitals, thereby increasing 

resilience (Callaghan & Colton, 2008). The realisation of localised food production (as a 

natural resource) through a social enterprise is an excellent example to highlight this interplay 

and impact of the different dimensions of development as both enablers and inhibitors. The 

economic factors through economies of scale and dependency on the liquidity of the local 

economy, accessible infrastructure and human capital are impacted by natural and economic 

capitals through logistics, production costs and accessing capabilities (see Figure 3). The 

institutional capital intercedes with economic capital in the application of regulatory 

frameworks and realisation of funding. Collectively, the influences on these dimensions, 

challenges the viability of social enterprise through local production and localism of supply 

to build community resilience. However, social enterprise can facilitate the inter-relationship 

between the different capitals (Wilson, 2010). Whilst social enterprise may be considered 

more than social change, it is also synonymous with building social capital (Farmer et al., 

2012; Ganz et al., 2018; Steiner et al., 2019), and social capital is essential to facilitating the 

interactions between the capitals to ensure balance and stability (Beekman et al., 2009, 

Buikstra et al., 2010).  

The suggested value of social enterprise in the current study draws on the ability to 

engage all community capitals within a community’s ecosystem. Participant proposals for 

social enterprise collectively encompassed all the dimensions of development as illustrated in 

Figure 3.  
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Figure 3. Suggested Social Enterprises for Building Different Capitals 

 

Figure 3 demonstrates how social enterprise can build a community’s resilience in capacity 

and capabilities, services, and trade needs. All suggested social enterprise categories were 

characterised by interwoven capitals that supported social capital development through ideas 

for enhancing overall wellbeing. In building resilience, such diversification in a local 

economy cannot be under-estimated. It can provide a community with greater capacity to 

futureproof goods and services required to support the community’s lifestyle and well-being 

needs (Maguire & Cartrwright, 2008; Walker & Salt, 2006). A study in rural Scotland 

supported this premise, with their residents’ reporting locations with diversified services and 

resources as being more resilient (Steiner & Markantoni, 2014). It also supports the argument 

that remote communities, disadvantaged by their rural locations and by extension constrained 

access to resources, should build resilience directed more to development programmes rather 

than focusing on recovery (Bushy, 2000; Drabenstott, 2006).  

Coupled with diversification and development considerations, are macro-level 

challenges that can undermine community resilience and the potential role of social 

enterprise. The current study presented a divergent view on the necessity for, yet negative 

impact of local development. Specific to social enterprise, views ranged from selective social 
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enterprise to negate potential for competition for local business to encouraging unlimited 

social enterprises that can operate effectively as a business. Scholars in a previous study have 

argued that there is limited understanding of the impact of highly rural social enterprise on 

local business (Steinerowksi & Steinerowska-Streb, 2012). It is therefore essential to consider 

these concerns, as commercial activity inconsistent with the fabric of a community as noted 

by Sawicki and Flynn (1996) can be detrimental and unsustainable. Contrastingly, 

communities opposed to change and economic development can equally undermine 

resilience, with several studies also indicating that the more economically competitive and 

diversified a locality, the greater it’s resilience (Berno, 2017; Bristow & Healy; 2013; 

Sonnino & Griggs-Trevarten, 2013). It is a delicate balance. For example, to foster economic 

resilience it is critical for communities to embrace innovation and innovative practices 

(Drabenstott, 2006). The current study overall, reflected an openness to transformational 

thinking and innovation to realise the potential of social enterprise. However other enablers 

were also required as mentioned in a previous study by Jorgensen (2007) which included 

agency, to invite the freedom to innovate.  

The localism of supply in New Zealand has traditionally been related to providing local 

services through devolving management to a local level as an outcome of the market failure 

of the provision of public services (Kaplin, 2018). As the current study identified, community 

(social) enterprises are well established in these remote rural communities in providing 

outsourced vital human services. These provide an example of the positive impact of social 

enterprise in negating the loss of essential services which has typically, as argued by Scott et 

al., (2000) undermined the sustainability of rural communities in New Zealand. It also 

reflects how social enterprise builds local resilience through community capital, in combating 

the social isolation often associated with remote locales referenced in several studies, as well 

as indirectly in supporting economic aspects through its operations (Farmer et al., 2012; 

Henning-Smith et al., 2018; O’Shaughnessy et al., 2011; Schouten et al., 2012).  

Kaplin (2013) and Jennings (2014) described earlier examples for social enterprise 

where localism is considered much more broadly in extending the role of social enterprise 

into community economic development. However, the command-and-control governance, 

regulatory frameworks, and compliance-based funding models traditionally applied by 

governments when contracting public and community services appear to remain (Espiner & 

Becken, 2014; Mamula-Seadon & McLean, 2015). The current study references significant 

constraints in institutional compliance and legislative frameworks and a lack of enabling 
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policy or local agreements to consider local conditions that would allow for a highly rural 

local economy to flourish, supported by interventions such as social enterprise. Kaplin (2018) 

echoed these concerns by highlighting the increasing interest in localism in New Zealand 

whilst inferring the national government’s dysfunctionality is fuelling local community 

problems rather than contributing to solutions. 

As indicated in the current study, and mirrored in other research findings (Sutton, 2010; 

Wilson, 2014), rural communities with limited options proactively invest in community self-

development and enabling structures such as social enterprises. The study participants noted a 

lack of agency constraining this development. To build resilience across the community 

capitals, research shows it is necessary to empower communities to solve problems (Doyle et 

al., 2015; Kelly et al., 2015). However, as called for by participants in this study and noted in 

previous research by Welsh (2014), this would require an institutional shift in thinking and 

governance from the current position of transferring risk from the government to local 

institutions. Other authors also mention it would be dependent on trust between the 

community and the government’s public institutions (Doyle et al., 2015; Kelly et al., 2015). 

Whilst participants in the study intimated a solid level of trust in local social enterprises, they 

mirrored the research literature by several scholars (Espiner & Becken, 2014; Mabillard, 

2021; Mamula-Seadon & McLean, 2015) acknowledging the tension and lack of trust 

between different aspects of local and central government and community participation.  

Institutional and economic factors restricting community self-determination at a macro 

level in building accessible infrastructure were identified in the current study as beyond the 

construct of a social enterprise. The absence of accessible physical infrastructure (i.e. 

housing, transport, and technology), combined with an inability to influence better outcomes, 

was evidenced as exacerbating isolation and demographic dependency ratios. This was noted 

to heighten vulnerabilities of remote rural communities evidenced in other studies (Schneider, 

2015; Smith et al., 2011; Smith & McColl, 2016). The impact of this poor infrastructure cuts 

across both social and economic (including human) community capitals. For example, as in 

the current study, Schnieder (2015) and Small (2016) recognised internet connectivity as not 

serving rural communities well, which for a remote community accentuates social isolation, 

impacts rural enterprise, and limits access to new technologies. This in turn, alters the way 

knowledge can be utilised in small communities. Government policy discourses are 

increasingly being used to mobilise such systems to empower communities (Welsh, 2014). 

Such an intervention sits beyond the remit of a social enterprise model. 
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5.4 FROM DEPENDENCY TO SUSTAINABLE PRACTICES FOR SOCIAL 

ENTERPRISE 

Participants in the current study considered social enterprise as significant for 

potentially finding localised, innovative, and community-led solutions to support and enable 

rural community resilience. However, it is challenging for a social enterprise in a remote 

setting to be self-sufficient, given resourcing, funding, and political restraints. Three key 

messages arose around moving from situations of dependency to sustainable practices as 

summarised in Table 8 and discussed in section 5.4.  

Table 8. Considerations for Sustaining Social Enterprise 

Key messages  

• A critical need exists for alternative funding models in remote rural communities to 

enable sustainable practices. 

• Rural social enterprises must diversify fiscally but these models are unrealistic for 

remote communities and limit their access to funding streams. 

• Inflexible institutional regulatory barriers constrain community self-determination 

necessary to stimulate and sustain social enterprise. 

 

Sustaining social enterprise in rural settings is complex, requiring both expert 

navigation and investment (Farmer et al., 2008; Smith and McColl, 2016; Vestrum et al., 

2016). Scholars describe the need for social enterprise to be sustained socially, physically, 

and politically (Maguire & Cartwright, 2008). Without these aspects supported, social 

enterprises are rendered ineffective with potentially detrimental impacts on a community's 

resilience. It is further complicated by the fact that rural communities are frequently 

disadvantaged in resources (Drabenstott, 2006; Steiner & Teasdale, 2017). This is supported 

by two Scottish studies which identified that resource barriers decreased social enterprises’ 

effectiveness in rural locales (Farmer et al, 2008, 2012). The current study highlighted the 

dual impact of accessing scarce financial and people resources, resulting in an over-reliance 

on diminishing generational voluntarism to effectively deliver services to the community. It 

correlates with the observations of other studies of voluntarism playing a significant role in 

rural communities yet challenged by declining volunteer contributions (Howarth, 2001; 

Milligan & Fyfe, 2005; Volunteer New Zealand, 2017).  

Participants reflections on their resourcefulness to sustain community enterprise, 

echoes several research studies highlighting the creativity of rural social enterprises in 
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resource-poor environments, and their ability to combine a wide range of resources and 

revenue streams (Sonnino & Griggs-Trevarthen, 2013; Vestrum et al., 2016; Wiemijn van 

Twuijver et al, 2020). However, operating with scarce and fragile resources comes at a 

greater cost for rural social enterprise. The current study references existing social enterprises 

diversifying or deviating from their mission to obtain some form of funding to maintain 

financial viability. A survivalist approach that forces a duality of purpose, deflecting a social 

enterprise from supporting community resilience needs and delivering a quality service core 

to their mission. It raises the question of alternative funding models, with several rural and 

social enterprise research studies highlighting the linkage between financial funding and 

insufficient resources as the primary barrier and constraint to social enterprise growth and 

contributing to poorer community outcomes (Grant; 2017; Jennings, 2014; Kaplan, 2013; 

Wiemijn van Twuijver et al., 2020).  

The need for alternative funding models for highly rural communities raised in the 

current study is reflective of the uncertainty and precarious nature of funding impacting 

social enterprise functionality (Apostolopoulos et al., 2019; Jennings, 2014). It is 

compounded by a high dependency on external funded sources, as previous studies have 

noted, where a prevalence of grant dependency language was observed in rural communities 

(Apostolopoulos et al., 2019; Clarke & Eustace, 2009; Jennings, 2014). Horan (2019) pointed 

out this may be partially attributable to prospective funders’ lack of understanding of the 

hybrid nature of social enterprise. Overall, New Zealand lacks awareness and maturity of 

contemporary social impact investment options, (e.g., social loans, social impact bonds, 

community shares, and microfinancing) (Akina Foundation, 2021; Frykberg, 2012; Jennings, 

2014; Matheson, 2018; SGSESF, 2016), a finding reflected in the current study. There also 

remains an expectation of a market return on investment from equity funders. Whilst the 

current study recognised the need for rural social enterprises to diversify fiscally, even the 

most impactful urban social enterprises do not generate pre-requisite market-rate returns from 

equity funding models (Greenwood et al., 2018). Unrealistic for remote communities, it limits 

access to social finance for rural social enterprise growth. Alternatives such as crowdfunding 

(Kaplin, 2018) also bring challenges for sparsely populated communities in garnering 

sufficient investor interest (relevancy, awareness, and magnitude of social impact). There are 

also different financial needs for distinct phases of social enterprise development (Burkett, 

2013; Jennings, 2014). However, participants specifically referenced the need for, and 

challenges of, accessible seed funding to grow social enterprise and community resilience. A 
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position that validates Tennant’s (2007) argument that the positive impact of accessible seed 

funding at start-up could dramatically reshape the social enterprise landscape in New 

Zealand. For remote communities, this would support a demand-led approach and shift from 

dependency to self-sufficiency and independence. 

Despite government and sector rhetoric, the current study compares with previous 

research studies in suggesting that social enterprises are unlikely to be sustainable and remain 

financially viable solely from selling goods and services (Clarke & Eustace 2009; Henderson 

et al., 2019; Steinerowski & Steinerowski-Streb, 2012). Steinerowski and Steinerowska-Streb 

(2012) argued that social enterprises must be sustainable to contribute to a sustainable rural 

community. This argument prompts the exploration of alternative approaches in social 

enterprise interventions that support community ownership, agency, and self-sufficiency for 

remote communities (e.g., development trusts, social procurement, co-production, and asset-

based community development). Social procurement in contracting out of government 

services and management of local public assets to social enterprise was one mechanism 

directly referenced in the current study. This makes social enterprise an appealing proposition 

to governments as it supports the shift from direct spending to a social investment model. 

However, as several studies have highlighted, the culture and systems of central government 

do not align well with social enterprise practices (Akina Foundation 2021; DIA, 2016; Jeffs, 

2006; Matheson, 2018). Social procurement also reinforces the significant reliance by social 

enterprises on state funding (Clarke & Eustace, 2009). The overall lack of awareness by 

government highlighted in the current study, is collaborated in previous studies with a lack of 

ownership and action reflecting the discombobulation across national government (Akina 

Foundation, 2021; Grant, 2017; Jennings, 2014; Matheson, 2018). As Kaplin (2013, 2018) 

observed, social enterprise will likely remain stalled without government leadership.  

Participant insights extended to a lack of policy, direction setting, accountability, 

absence of trust and understanding of local rural needs from the government. In drawing 

together these insights, it can be argued as suggested in a previous study by Bencheva and 

colleagues (2017), there is a need for a broader role by government in providing community 

support, resources, funding, and flexible policies for rural areas to create suitable conditions 

for building community enterprises. To be sustainable, well-thought-out policy and 

regulatory considerations must be at the foundation of development. It is argued that the 

future of social enterprise largely depends on the evolution of strategically integrated, multi-

entry point public policies that are broadened to accommodate and enable flexibility (Dale & 
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Newman, 2008; Eversole, 2013; Moon, 2000; Severi et al., 2012). The current study mirrored 

previous research studies (Grant, 2017; Horan, 2019; Jeffs, 2006; Moe, 2017), in referencing 

bureaucratical barriers to start-ups, regulatory compliance burden, and legal structure 

ambiguity. However, the government appears reluctant to develop related policies, despite 

55% of social enterprise in New Zealand being situated in local communities (Akina, 

Foundation, 2021; Jennings, 2014; Schouten et al., 2012). Whilst there are many active 

community-based social enterprises in New Zealand, they remain fragile with limited growth 

impact (Kaplin, 2013, 2018).  

There is a perspective that a community's resilience and agency will develop 

organically. However, the current study highlighted inflexible institutional regulatory barriers 

constrain community self-determination necessary to stimulate and sustain social enterprise 

as an intervention model. One approach is for the government to be more community-centric 

replacing a traditional command and control role and relinquishing regulatory frameworks, 

ultimately divesting external controls as argued by Burkett and Drew (2007) and Elvidge 

(2014). It could open opportunities for the exploration of collaborative co-production models 

which have not been well explored in rural research (Farmer et al, 2012; Munoz et al., 2015). 

In consideration of the study’s findings, several limitations and range of opportunities for 

further research have emerged as detailed in the next section. 

5.5 STUDY LIMITATIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FUTURE 

RESEARCH 

There are a few limitation considerations and constraints with this research study. 

This is a qualitative research study utilising a semi-structured data collection method. 

Resilience research, particularly on social resilience, has focused on qualitative approaches 

due to the challenges of measurement (Payne et al., 2019). Whilst there is a richness in the 

information gathered, it has been diverse, and at times contrary in content. A further 

consideration is these were the espoused values and not necessarily the actions or behaviours 

of the diverse people sampled for this study. There is therefore the opportunity to support 

qualitative research with quantitative research in a mixed method approach. As Chaung and 

colleagues (2018) noted there is a lack of quantification in resilience research, and as Fielke 

and colleagues (2017) confirmed, resilience as well as the (community capital) dimensions of 

resilience can be quantified. Further research could consider the integration of social 
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assessments as part of a normative approach to sustainability in its application to social 

enterprise and to better inform policymakers.  

The richness of the findings, combined with the limited research on rural community 

resilience and the gap in research on social enterprise in highly rural environments in New 

Zealand, suggests there is a significant opportunity for further research. This was an 

exploratory study of two regions in the Hauraki Gulf of New Zealand and thus had a 

relatively small sample size. Widening the sample size to other regions would no doubt 

produce further insights into how social enterprise may or may not be used to enhance rural 

community resilience. Additionally, a lack of intergenerational representation of participants 

was also evidenced. Whilst this may be relative to the generational demographics of the 

participating communities, the findings were limited to the views of an older demographic.  

The communities of this research study operated in an ecosystem that may be 

considered to have unique attributes that would not be considered typical of highly rural 

communities in New Zealand: established charitable trusts providing human services that 

would otherwise be provided by national government agencies, a heavy tourism presence, 

part-time or non-resident property ownership, a high level of environmentally protected land 

use. It could be considered that each remote community in New Zealand may have a different 

focus or emphasis in relation to its ecosystem, different developmental levels in relation to 

social and community resilience, and a unique inbuilt social memory, all of which helps to 

shape resilience pathways (Davidson, 2010; Wilson, 2015). Any form of change, for 

example, disturbances such as those in the natural, economic, social, or institutional 

dimensions, may therefore have vastly different consequences in different communities, and 

different communities may also demonstrate different degrees of resilience to that change 

(Kelly et. al, 2000). Another significant area to explore would be indigenous research, and the 

development of Māori social enterprise to support rural community resilience.  

As an exploratory study, this research study has provided insights that may support 

further research on institutional approaches to enhance community self-determination and 

sustainable rural social enterprise practices. This may extend to the consideration of existing 

institutional approaches and interventions to better inform changes to public policy, 

institutional and governance structures, and alternative funding models. 

Finally, this research study was primarily completed during the highly disruptive 

extended period of COVID, and this has affected both the timely access to resources and 
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potentially, the breadth of information that was shared by participants. However, one could 

argue that the current study highlights not only what does and does not work in terms of 

social enterprise bolstering community resilience, but its impact in the current pandemic 

context. It should be noted that though the impact of COVID-19 was not a specific focus of 

this research study, many participants referenced its impacts with examples of 

reconsideration of community services, priorities, and access challenges. 

5.6 SUMMARY  

The discussion considered the resiliency attributes of highly rural communities. The 

strength of self-sufficiency, resourcefulness, and the role of social capital in a remote 

community were clear in terms of challenging the value proposition of social enterprise as an 

intervention. These qualities give a community an inherent level of self-resilience and an 

adaptive capacity to leverage their social capital and agency to self-organise and agilely 

respond to problems without the necessity for formal or institutional structures. However, it 

also raises a question over a community’s vulnerabilities in terms of stabilising resources and 

overall sustainability in a remote setting. Social enterprise as a construct of social capital and 

institutional structure can act as a hub to facilitate and leverage networks and resources across 

the community and broader ecosystem to build and sustain resilience over time.  

The shifts in thinking from recovery to transformation was evident, where an emphasis 

on transformation and innovation to boost community resilience runs counter to the literature 

which places a heavier weight on disaster recovery. The potential impact of social enterprise 

as an intervention on community resilience correlates with this finding, in supporting 

transformation rather than disaster recovery. The dynamism of a remote community’s 

ecosystem, with the interplay and balance of community capitals determining the potential 

role and effectiveness of social enterprise for building community resilience was also 

considered. Of note was the impact of institutional barriers on a community’s agency to build 

their local economy and protect their resources through localism of supply (enabled by social 

enterprise). Finally, the viability for social enterprise to be sustainable and thus support 

community resilience was determined. Whilst social enterprise is seen as impactful for 

innovations in a community, it is not particularly sustainable given the contexts of rigid 

funding models and funding dependency, and the institutional barriers that exist.  
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Chapter 6: Drawing Conclusions 

The purpose of this research study was to assess how social enterprise might support 

community resilience in highly rural New Zealand communities. Given the significant 

identified gap in research around social enterprise in highly rural New Zealand communities, 

findings from this study had the potential to generate interest in further research on social 

enterprise for building rural community resilience to better inform practice and policy 

considerations. This concluding chapter details key lessons learned about social enterprise for 

supporting community resilience in highly rural communities and provides a summary of 

final thoughts on how social enterprise might be valuable in future considerations for 

enhancing sustainability in remote communities.  

6.1 LESSONS LEARNED 

There is insufficient research to definitively determine whether social enterprise makes 

a difference in highly rural communities in New Zealand. These communities have shared 

success stories of functioning without formal or institutional structures that enhance social 

capital (e.g., social enterprise). The remote communities chosen as sites for this research were 

described by the participants as strong social systems with expansive social networks. The 

communities were portrayed as having a firm identity, acting in both collaborative and self-

sufficient ways. Its members were described as resourcefully innovative and diversified— an 

outcome of their rurality (i.e., isolation). These two communities were considered more 

diversified socially and economically than common rural farming communities found in New 

Zealand. Diversification is considered beneficial for community resilience. Participants from 

both communities expressed similar, comparable experiences. Each community displayed 

strong inherent resilience and adaptive capacity attributes. However, they were not without 

challenges.  

With a diversity of actors, communities such as the ones in this study, can experience 

fractured decision making and problem solving. However, in times of crisis or natural 

disaster, rurality garners an organic collective response of a connected community with local 

resource and knowledge to address the crisis (in conjunction with a government agency 

response)—a display of a community’s resiliency attributes without dependency on social 
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enterprise. The traditional role of social enterprise in community relationship building and 

social capital is a pivotal contributor to a recovery crisis. However, the value of social 

enterprise is considered more significant in transformation rather than recovery phases of 

resilience, working towards adapting and thriving for the future, rather than re-building to 

return to an existing state. Transformative interventions that facilitate local innovation 

through the different pathways of mission, structure, trade, and capacity building are 

important.  

Elements of social enterprise are already well established in the communities and 

building community resilience, in areas strong in wellbeing outcomes such as social venues, 

health and human service providers targeted at addressing areas of individual resilience such 

as social isolation. These are particularly critical to rebalance community wellbeing during a 

time of recovery from a disturbance. Less evident is the development of a network of social 

enterprise geared towards innovation and the need to adapt and build community resilience 

that accommodates future uncertainties. Considered as significant in the current study, there 

is a presence of fledging social enterprise targeted at diminishing the pressure on natural 

resources by focusing local action in waste management and biodiversity. However, 

opportunities for social enterprise to actively support the stimulation and sustained 

diversification of the local economy, infrastructure, and local capacity building through 

localism of supply (in the trading of goods and services) and community training, remain 

largely conceptual. Whilst tensions in local development decisions were a consideration, the 

remote communities in this study are predominately challenged by inaccessible, unstable 

infrastructure, be it digital connectivity, fragile supply chains or affordable housing, or 

significant investment challenges and policy decisions influenced by central government. 

 Social enterprises are essentially an enabling structure, a hybrid social and business 

enterprise model, and limited by the same institutional barriers (e.g., regulatory frameworks) 

that also restrain localism and localised innovation, and prevent local supply, social funding 

investment, and lack of ownership of public services. Rigid institutional barriers, central 

policy and compliance requirements constrain community self-determination in the creation 

of the favourable conditions necessary for social enterprise to innovate and diversify with 

local solutions, or act as a delivery mechanism for desired localism of supply. Existing 

funding models with access challenges and uncertainty in funding streams, compounded by 

annualised funding and compliance mechanisms, and lack of institutional and fund provider 

awareness are all referenced. This threatens both start-up and maintenance phases of rural 

social enterprise to sustain practices and grow. A reliance on state and external funding, as 
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highlighted in the findings evidences highly rural social enterprises, given location and scale, 

are unlikely to become self-sufficient (i.e., function on earned income alone). Overall, such 

financial and institutional uncertainties can undermine both the mission of established social 

enterprise in diminishing their value to communities, and in the ability to launch social 

enterprises responsively to diversify the landscape and adapt to newly identified micro-

disturbances. This next section concludes the study’s findings with some final observations. 

6.2 FINAL THOUGHTS 

Whilst remote communities represent a tiny minority in terms of population, they are an 

integral part of New Zealand society and its heritage. Highly rural communities function 

differently from those in proximity to urban communities. They have unique attributes and 

challenges associated with their rurality and isolation, that strongly influence their resilience 

risk profile. These are highly connected communities, exhibiting a strong reliance on their 

surrounding natural resources and a localised economy with scarce resources and 

diseconomies of scale that challenge the premise of social enterprise in remote communities 

as profit-generating and self-sustaining. One could argue that social enterprise in absorbing 

scarce resources (i.e., funding and people) and not being able to generate earned income to 

sustainably self-fund its activities, risks weakening and not strengthening a community. 

Alternatively, a multi-faceted mission-driven, versus market-driven social enterprise may 

provide the necessary balance across all community capitals to better support resilience needs 

in a connected community.  

Social enterprise has the potential to enable community resilience, but its value may 

also be muted where existing resiliency attributes are strong and mechanisms for supporting 

social enterprise are not in place. Remote communities that possess resiliency attributes to 

mobilise for immediate disturbances focus on recovery and stabilisation, rather than adaption 

to anticipated conditions. The future resilience of a highly rural community depends on the 

community’s ability to maintain and enhance its infrastructure, services, business, and 

economic opportunities overtime. Holistically, social enterprise, as a multi-faceted model 

offers a possibility to support the community in contributing to de-escalating the impact of 

uncertainty, by providing structural components to build and embed community capacities, 

governance to bridge and facilitate social innovation, and act as a delivery mechanism for 

economic diversity, underpinning community self-determination on localism. Cumulatively 

supporting social, environmental, and economic sustainability outcomes. However, it is 
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important in a highly rural environment, suitable conditions are created, and mechanisms 

enabled to build social enterprise, given the complexities and difficulties of the local context.  

Mechanisms at a local level that embrace developed hard and soft skills, effective local 

policies and regulations, sustainable financing, and accessible infrastructure. Lasting 

development also relies on less tangible elements including community ownership and action. 

 Current national level policy and regulatory frameworks coupled with social 

investment models targeted at high impact large-scale social enterprise does not empower 

community action or resilience adaption in sparsely populated highly rural locales. For social 

enterprise to become part of the lexicon of transformative rural community resilience 

building, remote communities would need greater agency to take ownership and utilise their 

local knowledge to innovate and energise social enterprise geared toward local risk 

conditions. To be successful, policy-led localised frameworks and social financing models 

that can accommodate scale would need to be considered. Promoting social enterprise to 

stimulate localism in social innovation and localism of supply in the identified resilience 

building areas of production, infrastructure, and transportation.  

Ultimately, the greater the scale and acceptance of social enterprise, the more 

possibilities for an expansive and stable community ecosystem. Such a shift could lead to a 

greater ability of the community, both economically and socially, to adapt and sustain over 

time. However, the resilience of highly rural communities and the impact value of social 

enterprise is heavily challenged by macro-level factors with wicked problems of climate 

change, global and domestic macro-economic (e.g., cost of living and housing crisis) 

conditions, central policy, and institutional infrastructure. All features that diminish a 

community’s resilience and undermine the potential value of social enterprise. Collectively, 

findings from this study highlight the complexity of macro influencing factors and the duality 

of navigating local conditions, within political and policy landscapes that challenge the value 

of social enterprise. Social enterprise can function in these conditions and have impact, but 

likely would be diminutive and resource-driven, more constrained and fragmented in 

development by targeting pocketed areas of least resistance.  

Literature suggests social enterprise as ideal for rural locales in supporting community 

resilience and argues it can be successfully developed in rural areas to provide social and 

economic benefits, not otherwise being met. However, the findings from this study have 

demonstrated that for social enterprise to support community resilience meaningfully and 

sustainably in highly rural areas, suitable operating conditions that can adapt to local 
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circumstances would need to be created. Conditions that acknowledge that the core business 

of a highly rural social enterprise is not profit maximisation but sustaining community 

wellbeing and resilience, through a highly balanced approach which includes diversifying and 

building across environmental, social, and economic community capitals. 
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Appendix A 

INTERVIEW SCHEDULE 

The following topics relate to the concepts of community resilience and social enterprise. 

These topics will serve to guide our discussions. 

  

A. The Community 

  

1. How would you define Community? (What does it mean to you?) 

2.     What would you consider the strengths, challenges of this Community? 

         

B. Community resilience – Definitions and the concept in practice 

  

3a. How would you define Community Resilience? (What does it mean to you?) 

3b. Of the following quotes which one resonates most with you? And why? 

i) “The capability to bounce back and to use physical and economic resources 

effectively to aid recovery following exposure to hazards” (Paton, 2000) 

ii) “A community’s capacities, skills, and knowledge that allow it to participate fully 

in recovery from disasters” (Coles, 2004) 

iii) “Community resilience is the existence, development, and engagement of 

community resources by community members to thrive in an environment 

characterized by change, uncertainty, unpredictability, and surprise” (Kelly et al, 

2015) 

iv) “Community resilience is the sustained ability of communities to withstand, adapt 

to, and recover from adversity” (US Department of Health & Human Services, 2015) 

 

4. What are (key) elements that a (remote rural) community needs to be resilient? 
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C. Social enterprise – Definitions and the concept in practice 

The term social enterprise has various meanings. For the purposes of this study, community 

enterprises and social co-operatives are included under the definition of social enterprise 

which consists of four key components: 

 i) a social or environmental aim, 

ii)  social/community ownership, 

ii)  trading activity (be it goods or services) and, 

iv) investment of any profit or surplus (where generated) for community benefit 

(Clarke & Eustice, 2009). 

There are two schools of thought on social enterprises with two key differential 

characteristics: 

i)  Those that are market/enterprise orientated i.e., commercially viable/profit 

making enterprise with a social purpose and. 

ii)  those that have a social mission without being dependent on making a profit. 

5a. Within your community, which of the above do you associate with Social 

Enterprises? 5b. Why? 

5c. What would you consider social enterprises in your community?  

 

D. Factors for understanding community resilience and social enterprises 

 

I would like you to consider each of the following factors to help us understand what makes a 

resilient community: 

 

i) Natural or Environmental Factors  

ii) Social (& Cultural) Factors  

iii) Economic Factors (including Human & Infrastructure)  

iv) Political/Institutional Factors  

 

6. Considering each of these factors, what do you see as the key considerations: needs 

and challenges for remote rural communities in terms of (building) community 

resilience? 
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E. Challenges and opportunities for social enterprises in remote rural communities 

 

7. Considering these factors, what do you see as the role of potential or existing social 

enterprises in contributing to community resilience? 

8. In your community what do you see as some of the challenges, barriers, and 

enablers for engaging in social enterprise? 

9a. What, if any, do you see as the impact or value of conducting social enterprises in 

the community?   

9b. What would need to change if anything? 

10. Having just described the difference between Dependency, Self-Sustaining & 

Self-Sufficiency Models, which model most applies to current or potential Social 

Enterprise in your Region? Why?  

 

F. Anything else you would like to add? 

 

Thank You for your Time 

.
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