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Abstract: Interest in social innovations (SIs) from both the academic and the policy side is growing.
Nonetheless, we still know little about which sustainable development goals (SDGs) Sls already
address. Furthermore, only little is known about who the innovators developing and implementing
Sls are. In this paper, we aim to bring more clarity and structure to the field of SIs. Firstly, a systematic
literature review was conducted, before a content analysis was used to analyze the definitions used
with regard to similarities. Secondly, all case studies described in the reviewed articles were then
further systematically analyzed in order to identify the social or environmental problems addressed
and the innovators involved. For the purpose of classifying the diverse types of problems, we used
the globally known and broadly accepted 17 sustainable development goals (SDGs). Results showed
that most SI case studies deal with an improvement of health and well-being. Furthermore, our
study illustrates that there is a pronounced difference in the focus of SIs between developing and
developed countries. Concerning the innovators, our results indicate that five types of innovators
are fundamentally involved in developing and implementing Sls: social entrepreneurs, NGOs and
non-profits, public institutions, civil society, firms, and social enterprises. Our definition analysis
as well as the identification and classification of the innovators and addressed social needs bring
much-needed clarity and structure to the field. However, our systematic review shows that Sl is still
in its infancy and it will be interesting to see where the field will head.

Keywords: social innovation; systematic review; content analysis; social entrepreneurship;
sustainable development goals (SDGs)

1. Introduction

The concept of social innovation (SI) has gained significant attention and interest in recent times.
This attention can be observed in (inter)national policies and strategies. The EU, for example, grants SI
the same importance as traditional innovation [1] or, in 2009, US President Barack Obama opened the
“Office of Social Innovation and Civic Participation” [2]. Turning to the regional and local level, SI is
fostered through different approaches such as social (innovation) incubators [3]. Sls are considered
suitable for solving many of the most challenging problems facing today’s society and for mitigating
inequalities inherent to traditional solutions [4,5]. They address a wide-ranging field (e.g., from
sustainable consumption [6,7] to health issues [8,9] or from sustainable energy [10,11] to sustainable
cities and communities [12-14]). Even though SIs have only gained attention and interest in the 21st
century, SIs per se have existed since the beginning of humankind [15]. For example, the introduction
of the first insurances and provident funds in the mining sector in central Europe in the 13th and
14th century [16,17], had distinctive SI characteristics. It is said that Benjamin Franklin (18th century)
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introduced several SIs during his lifetime [18] and Friedrich Wilhelm Raiffeisen, the founder of the
Raiffeisen bank, which still exists today, can clearly be considered a social innovator of the 19th
century [19]. An example of an SI from the 20th century is provided by the development of the Quebec
community-housing sector [20].

The concept of SI has not only garnered attention and interest in policies and practice, but also in
academia. The academic attention and interest can be observed, for example, in the increasing number
of published papers in the field [21,22]. Despite, or more probably, precisely because of the rapidly
growing interest, the field is often considered to be a vast ‘maze’. Some authors question whether
social innovation is, in fact, no more than a buzzword [23], while others call it a “container concept”
without any agreed-upon definition [7]. The prevailing chaos in the field and the importance of SI for
solving or at least mitigating social issues for a better and more sustainable future served as motivation
for systematically reviewing the SI literature and conducting a content analysis.

Besides the frequently raised issue relating to the absence of an agreed definition of SI [7,24,25],
there is also no consensus on who the innovators involved in developing and implementing Sls
actually are. For instance, in some research SI is exclusively linked to social entrepreneurship and
intrapreneurship [26]; other authors claim that SI is often used interchangeably with the terms
social entrepreneurship and social enterprise [27], while a third research stream stresses that social
innovation can be performed by many different actors, such as governments, non-profit organizations
or individuals [28]. Additionally, while we know that SIs address a wide range of social needs, we
have no knowledge about which social needs are addressed most intensively, and which social needs
are only rarely addressed by SIs.

Therefore, the aim of this research is to bring some clarity and structure to the academic discussion
on SI. Firstly, we strive to find out how the constantly growing field has evolved from a bibliometric
perspective. For this purpose, the most common publication outlets, the most frequent research
methods, the prevailing authors and the countries of their institutions are identified. Existing literature
reviews [21,23,29,30] provide the starting point for our investigation. In a first step, we update these
reviews systematically, which is necessary, as the number of scientific publications has risen sharply in
recent years. Secondly, related to the previously mentioned absence of a generally agreed definition,
we aim to discover if there are similarities and common aspects within the wide range of SI definitions.
Thirdly, concerning the actors, we aim to find out which innovators are involved in the development
and implementation process of scientifically approved Sls. Fourthly, regarding the social needs,
we investigate which different social needs are addressed in scientifically approved Sls and which
social needs are only rarely addressed or even ignored altogether. Moreover, recording the country
where the respective case study occurs allows us to further differentiate between developed and
developing countries. Thus, we provide a first approach to closing the research gap identified by
Agostini, et al. [31], who proposed an analysis of how and to what extent the context influences Sls
and if there are differences in SI initiatives in different social contexts.

For the purpose of classifying the different social needs, we use the United Nations’ 17 Sustainable
Development Goals (SDGs), which are well-known and accepted both academically and politically,
and which recommend action in numerous social and environmental fields [32]. Thus, we propose
and apply a categorization system for the diverse social needs in the field of SI.

This article is organized as follows. Section 2 describes the applied research methods as well
as the analyzed sources. Section 3 shows the results of our literature analysis, the results of our
definition analysis, as well as the results of our case study content analysis investigating the innovators
and the social needs. The results are then further discussed in Section 4. The paper ends with a
conclusion, encompassing the contributions and limitations of the study as well as possible avenues
for future research.



Sustainability 2019, 11, 522 30f18

2. Methods and Materials

2.1. Research Method

Three interrelated research methods have been applied in order to carry out the research. Firstly,
we used a systematic literature review, which, unlike a “classical narrative review’, is characterized
by the use of a rigorous, replicable, scientific, and transparent process [33-35]. In practice, the
specific process of the systematic literature review is often divided into stages, usually three to five
in number [36,37]. Our systematic review is best described by the three stages (planning the review,
conducting the review, and reporting and disseminating the results) described by Tranfield, et al. [38].
In the planning phase, we did not only decide which databases to use, but we also determined
which filters or, more precisely, which exclusion and inclusion criteria have to be applied (Table 1).
Furthermore, it was determined which data to capture and how to handle the large amount of data in
practical terms. In the time-consuming realization phase, all identified articles were screened. Articles
placed somewhere between inclusion and exclusion were critically discussed in a team of researchers.
In the last phase, the reporting and disseminating phase, we made the final decision on what to report
and how to present our results.

Table 1. Inclusion and exclusion criteria for systematic review.

Inclusion Criteria Exclusion Criteria

All publication types included in WoS or EBSCO
Articles published between 2003 and 2017

All research methods

Publications in English, Italian, German

All countries and all topics

Term SI not being contained in abstract
Articles not published between 2003 and 2017
Articles not in English, Italian, German

No access to article

Secondly, the documents identified in the systematic literature review were further analyzed
using a content analysis [39-42]. Here, Mayring (2000) distinguishes between a deductive and an
inductive category application approach [39]. The definition analysis followed an inductive approach
and neither pre-existing frameworks nor pre-existing elements/aspects were used. Based on the results
of the systematic literature review, a content analysis was carried out to identify central aspects among
the diverse definitions. In a first step, a sub-sample of definitions was analyzed. The sub-sample
contained approximately the same number of definitions from the highest SJR ranked journals (SJR of
1.7 and above; 21 definitions) and from the highest Web of Science (WoS) ranked journals (WoS impact
factor of 3.2 and above; 19 definitions). In order to avoid exclusive dependence on impact factors, the
definitions of the most common authors were also included in the sub-sample (authors with 3 and
more publications; 23 definitions). By analyzing the content of the definitions, five common aspects
(innovative element, improvement, social need, relationships and collaborations, implementation
and execution), which occurred in at least 50% of the analyzed definitions, were identified. The five
identified aspects were then used as a framework for the analysis of the remaining definitions.

Knowing from previous studies that most publications in the field of SI are of a qualitative nature
and, more precisely, much research is based on case studies [29-31], the content analysis for the
identification of the innovators and social needs was based exclusively on case studies published
in scientific journals. For the social needs, we followed a deductive approach [39,42] and used the
SDGs as coding frame. Concerning the social innovators, an inductive approach [39,43] without any
previously existing coding frames was chosen.

Thirdly, we statistically combined and summarized the above-mentioned content, which in
academia corresponds to the characteristics of meta-analysis [44]. Originally, meta-analysis has its
background in clinical and medical research [43], where quantitative results of previous studies were
summarized and consolidated (quantitative meta-analysis) [45,46]. As in our case, meta-analyses are
usually based on previous systematic reviews [47]. However, instead of the quantitative meta-analysis
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approach, we followed the more recent approach of qualitative meta-analysis [48]. This new approach
aims to deliver a comprehensive picture of results across several qualitative studies, which investigate
the same general research topic [49].

2.2. Literature Selection

The literature search was performed between January and March 2018. The articles were retrieved
from the Web of Science and EBSCO database. While the first database tends to contain articles
from journals with higher impact factors and has a strong coverage reaching back to the 1990s [50],
EBSCO is known for including articles from a wider range of sources. The search terms entered were
“Social Innovation” and “Social Innovat*” in the title and we used the “apply related words’ function
in EBSCO.

As Figure 1 reveals, the initial search led to 295 results in EBSCO and 315 results in Web of Science.

EBSCO Web of Science
295 results 315 results
Applying filters and Applying filters, |
screening (-173) screening or already
contained in EBSCO }
122 relevant (-164) 151 relevant
articles articles
/ . ~ N
/ \\\ /’/ \\
. e
v/ “ v .

No access: 5 Access: 117 Access: 148 No access: 3

—a 265 analysed —
articles

Limitation to articles published
@ between 2003 — 2017 (-10)

Figure 1. Systematic literature collection process.

After applying our exclusion and inclusion criteria (e.g., all articles in English, German, and
Italian) and screening the abstracts of the articles (e.g., articles in which SI was only in the title but not
contained in the abstract were excluded), 122 relevant articles from the EBSCO database remained.
Following the same procedure using the Web of Science database and additionally excluding duplicates
(articles already contained in the EBSCO data sample), 151 relevant articles were identified. In the case
of 8 articles, we had no access and further 10 articles were excluded by limiting the publication years
to a 15-year interval (2003-2017).

2.3. Literature Analysis

Once the 255 articles had been retrieved, a database suitable for our research aim was developed.
The articles were inserted into the database according to well-known bibliometric characteristics
(e.g., author and institution of author, year, journal, research method). Furthermore, the definitions
for SI used or referred to in each article were captured and analyzed according to the previously
identified five aspects: (1) innovative element, (2) improvement, (3) social need, (4) relationships and
collaborations, and (5) implementation and execution. The definition analysis was undertaken with
the help of a qualitative data analysis computer program (NVivo 12 Plus, QSR International Doncaster,
Victoria, Australia). Hereby, the five SI aspects were inserted as the coding frame and all definitions
were coded.
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All articles focusing on case studies and using case study as their research method, were further
analyzed in terms of content by a team of researchers. Even though we limited the publication years to
the period from 2003 to 2017, five case studies were ‘historical case studies’. Due to our motivation
to find out what types of social needs are addressed by SIs today, these five articles were excluded
from the content analysis. The excluded historical case studies considered, e.g., the creation of the first
National Park in the USA in 1864 [22], Urban Development Strategies in Belgium starting from the
1970s [51], or Raiffeisen, who lived in the 19th century and was the founder of credit and agricultural
co-operatives in Germany [19].

Given the wide topic range of social needs addressed by SI case studies, we found it indispensable
to use a categorization system to bring some structure to the field. Since we could not find any
suggested or previously used categorization system for social and environmental problems in the
systematic literature review and in additional extensive research, we decided to use the SDGs provided
by the United Nations. The 17 individual SDGs systematically address a large range of issues,
particularly in comparison with the rather narrowly defined Millennium Development Goals [52].
Besides addressing a broader range of issues, the SDGs also aim to be universal and thus applicable
to all countries, developing and developed countries alike [53]. This universal applicability and
the coverage of a wide range of the most burning issues were achieved by an enormous ex-ante
consultation process with 5 million people from 88 countries in all of the world’s regions [52]. Besides
the expected thematic fit, the wide topic range and universal applicability, another reason for using the
SDGs as a categorization system was their global prominence. Particularly in the research community,
the SDGs are well known. A recent worldwide survey among universities showed that 78% of those
surveyed are knowledgeable or very knowledgeable about the SDGs, while only 22% of the universities
declared little to no knowledge about the SDGs [54]. The worldwide prominence is further fostered due
to the fact that the SDGs are not only discussed in the six official languages of the United Nations [55],
but through national programs and initiatives they are also translated and promoted in several dozen
other languages. Concerning the content analysis itself, it is important to mention that we categorized
the social problems according to the 17 main categories and their descriptions.

The social innovators, thus the initiators and key actors for solving (or at least mitigating) the
social needs, were coded without any pre-existing coding frame. The coded segments were discussed
and debated within the research team as well as at international conferences. Finally, five types of
social innovators emerged from this process: (1) social entrepreneurs (and individual citizens), (2)
NGOs + non-profits, (3) public institutions, (4) firms, (5) civil society (group of citizens).

Additionally, we captured the country in which the described SI occurs and classified it as
developing or developed country. As a reference for describing the development level of the
countries we used the “2018 World Economic Situation and Prospects Report” of the United
Nations [56]. Note that, besides developed and developing economies, the UN has a third category:
“economies in transition”. For the purpose of this study, “economies in transition” were considered as
developing economies.

3. Results

3.1. Bibliometrics

As can be observed in Figure 2, the field of SI gained significant academic interest from 2010
onwards. With only six published articles in 2007, the number of publications multiplied by more
than 15 within 10 years, reaching 95 publications in 2017. Qualitative research methods, being more
precisely research-based on case studies, were and are the predominant research method in the field
of SI. Of the 255 articles, 136 articles relate to case studies (53%). Theoretical and conceptual papers,
literature reviews as well as quantitative research have gained more attention in the last three to four
years. Other qualitative methods, such as mixed method or observation, only became important
in 2017.
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Figure 2. Development of research methods over time.

The scholars who published most articles are Frances Westley (Canada, seven articles), Nadia
von Jacobi (United Kingdom, four articles), and Rafael Ziegler (Germany, four articles). Fifty persons
published at least two articles as author or co-author, while 534 persons were named in no more
than one publication. By looking at the three most active authors above, one might get the deceptive
impression that the field of SI is female-dominated. However, a closer look at the 50 most frequent
authors showed us that the field tends to be largely balanced between the two genders (28 male authors
vs. 22 female authors).

The authors have university or institutional affiliations in 47 different countries. According to
their affiliations, most authors come from the United Kingdom (102), followed by the USA (54) and
Italy (54). Next in line were Canada (48), Brazil (47), and Spain (44) with very similar numbers. No
significant differences could be observed concerning preferences for certain research methods in the
given countries.

Most articles were published in The Design Journal (10 publications), followed by Innovation: The
European Journal of Social Science Research (9 publications), and Ecology and Society (9 publications).
As Table 2 shows, in the analyzed 15-year period, 35 journals contained between two and eight
publications related to SI, while a large number of 115 journals contained only a single article.
Furthermore, it can be observed that most journals with a higher number of SI publications have only
recently started to publish in the field. Most of them are ranked in SJR and/or WoS, which indicates a
certain quality standard. A significant proportion of the articles appeared in special issues. A closer
analysis of the journals containing at least three articles (22 journals) showed that 10 journals published
special issues in which most, if not all articles were contained. Analyzing the fields of all journals that
have published at least two articles (38 journals) showed a tendency for SIs articles to be published
in innovation journals (5) rather than in entrepreneurial journals (2). A large majority of SIs articles,
however, are published neither in typical innovation nor in typical entrepreneurial journals. The
range of journal fields appears to be almost infinite, ranging, e.g., from design to ecology and from the
urban/regional field to the field of sustainability.
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Table 2. Journals publishing SI research (*articles were mostly or exclusively contained in special

issues).
Journal Number of Pub. Journal Key Topics Year Ranking (2017)
The Design Journal * 10 Design in cultural and commercial 2017 -
contexts
Innovation: The European European focus on policy, politics 581?
Journal of Social Science 9 uropean poucy, p ! " 1.02 (WoS)
citizenship, culture and democracy 2015,
Research
2013
2017,
Sustainable social-ecological-political 2016, 1.73 (SJR)
Ecology and Society 9 gicalp 2014,
systems 3.26 (WoS)
2011,
2010
Journal of Human Human development, capability
. S . 0.61 (SJR)
Development and 8 expansion, poverty eradication, social 2017 0.76 (WoS)
Capabilities * justice, human rights ’
Human and social management in
Revista de Administracao 7 organizations; strategic finance; 2016,
Mackenzie * resources and entrepreneurial 2017
development
Diverse subsystems within
Information SZstems 6 organizations (e.g., innovation, 2014 053 (SR)
Management communication, management,
valuation skills)

. . . 2014,
Technological Forecasting & 6 Futures studies, technology 2015 1.38 (SJR)
Social Change assessment, technological forecasting 2017’ 3.13 (WoS)
Journal of Social 5 Social entrepreneurship, particularly 2016, 0.61 SJR)
Entrepreneurship * related to third and public sectors 2017

All approaches to creativity (e.g., 2002,
.. behavioral, clinical, cognitive, 2007, 0.60 (SJR)
Creativity Research Journal 4 cross-cultural, developmental, 2013, 2.26 (WoS)
educational, organizational) 2014
Procaing o e Eurepe irosaton ad rprneil upc
Conference on Innovation 4 &, entrep L 2017  0.10 (SJR)
. Innovation, entrepreneurship of
and Entrepreneurship
women)
. Urban studies and changes taking 2005, 1.62 (SJR)
Urban Studies 4 place in cities and regions 2017 2.60 (WoS)
International Journal of 4 Management of engineering, science 2010 0.41 (SJR)
Technology Management * and technology 0.87 (WoS)
Techne-Journal of Architectural technology, for
Technology for Architecture 4 protecting and enhancing the 2017 -
and Environment * man-made environment
European Journal of . . 2015, 0.45(SJR)
Innovation Management 4 All aspects of innovation 2016  1.39 (WoS)
. Business topics with a focus on the 2015, 1.26 (SJR)
Journal of Business Research 3 application of business theory 2016  2.51 (WoS)
Huma.n sgrvme Management, leadershlp, and . 2015, 037 (SR)
organizations: Management, 3 governance of non-profit and public
. . N 2016  0.84 (WoS)
Leadership & Governance sector human service organizations
Topics related to public, cooperative
Annals of Public & 3 or non-profit economics (e.g., 2012, 0.50 (SJR)
Cooperative Economics employee participation, microfinance, 2017 ’

government finance)
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Table 2. Cont.
Journal Number of Pub. Journal Key Topics Year Ranking (2017)
. . e 2007,
Design Issues Design h1st01'ry, theory, and criticism; 2008, 045 (SR)
cultural and intellectual design issues 2014
European Urban & Regional Urban and regional development in 2007, 1.18 (SJR)
Studies * Europe 2016  2.28 (WoS)
Design as a cultural phenomenon,
Design and Culture * design’s relation to other academic 2015 0.14 (SJR)
disciplines
Voluntas: International .
Research in the area between the state, 2015,
Journal of Voluntary and 1.27 (WoS)
. L market, and household sectors 2016
Nonprofit Organizations
Pertanika Journal of Social Emerging issues pertaining to the
Science and Humanities * social and behavioral sciences 2017 0.16 (SJR)
Corporate Social Social and environmental
o e A 1.71 (SJR)
Responsibility and responsibilities of organizations, 2017 4.9 (WoS)
Environmental Management sustainable development ’
Technology, innovation, business,
Journal of Technology strategy, international management. 2013, 0.27 SJR)
Management & Innovation Focus on Latin-Ibero-America and 2016 ’
Caribbean
Journal of Cleaner Cleaner production, environmental, 2015, 1.47 (SJR)
Production and sustainability research 2016  5.65 WoS)
Innovation: Management, zgzizs Ofailg(t);;i;t;?; (Zﬁéllt;gingogy 2014, 0.33 (SJR)
Policy & Practice . 2 ! 2017  0.92 (WoS)
innovation, research management)
TheoretlF al & Applied Economy and related domains 2015 -
Economics
International Journal of ..
Productivity & Performance Performance/productivity 2008, 0.58 (SJR)
management and measurement 2016
Management
Strategic Change: Briefings Entrepreneurship, economics, 2013,
in Entrepreneurial Finance business strategy and finance 2015
International Small Business Entrepreneurship, small business, 2012, 1.98 (SJR)
Journal economics 2013 2.53 (WoS)
. . 2007, 1.99 (SJR)
Energy Policy Energy policy, energy supply 2017 4.01 (WoS)
Cultural, environmental, economic 0.54 (SJR)
Sustainability and social sustainability of human 2017 ’
. 2.08 (WoS)
being
Science Technology and Science and technology and their 2014,
- . . 0.71 (WoS)
Society influence on society 2017
Sociologia Ruralis Social, political and cultural aspects of 2016, 0.74 (SJR)
& rural development 2017  2.63 (WoS)
Service Business Profit and non-profit areas of the 2011, 0.55 (SJR)
service sector 2016  2.11 (WoS)
. . Social enterprise and social
Social Enterprise Journal ) 2017 -
entrepreneurship
. - . . . . 2015, 0.92 (SJR)
Policy & Politics Policy-making and implementation 2016 1.25 (WoS)
Qualifying open innovation,
Industry and Innovation innovation and international business, 2015, 0.76 (SJR)
ustrya ovato innovation in the entrepreneurial 2017 1.34 (WoS)
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3.2. Definitions

Having captured and inserted the used or referred definitions of SI into our database allowed us
to analyze the definitions used in case studies separately from the definitions used in articles based on
other research methods. While 83% of the case studies contained a definition for SI, this number was
even higher (91%) for the non-case study articles.

Since no differences between the definitions used in case studies and the definitions used in
articles based on other research methods were identified, this differentiation is disregarded in the
presentation of results. As explained in Section 2 (research method), the definition analysis was
conducted based on the results of our prior sub-sample analysis. As shown in Table 3, a social need is
mentioned in 188 out of the 222 definitions (84%). A common synonym for the social need aspect was
“social problem”, “social challenge”, or “social issue”. Several authors used definitions, which include
the term “social need” and “social problem”, defining SI, e.g., as “any novel and useful solution to a
social need or problem ... ” Phills (2009) [57]. In 163 definitions (73%) the innovative element was
present and indicated by terms such as “new”, “innovative”, “novel”. Also, the implementation and
execution aspect, indicating that a social idea needs to be implemented to be considered a SI, was
contained in the majority of definitions (61%). Instances where a SI was described as a “product” or
“process” led us to conclude that the SI has already been implemented and is no longer at the ideation
stage. About half of the definitions stressed that SIs need to deliver an improvement compared to the
present solutions (described by “increasing” or “more effective”). Also, about half of the definitions
emphasized that SIs need to foster new relationships and collaborations, often indicated as the goal of
SI to “enhance society’s capacity to act”.

Table 3. Analysis of referred and used definitions for social innovation.

Social Innovation Element Number of Definitions Containing Common Aspect
Social need 188 (84%)
Innovative aspect 163 (73%)
Implementation and execution 136 (61%)
Improvement 116 (52%)
Relationships and collaborations 114 (51%)

3.3. Content Analysis of SI Case Studies

The initial starting point for analyzing the addressed social needs were the 136 case studies.
Of these, five historical case studies and three case studies for which no country could be identified
were excluded. For 115 case studies, the social problem/need allowed classification according to one
or several SDGs. For 13 case studies (11%), it was not possible to assign any SDG, since they dealt with
topics not captured by the SDGs, e.g., success factors of social open innovation [58] or the analysis of
different SI dimensions [59].

Out of the 115 case studies, 79 occurred in developed countries and 36 in developing countries.
In total, 237 SDGs were assigned, leading to an average of 2.1 SDGs per case. While 1.7 SDGs per
case were assigned on average for the case studies in developed countries, this number was higher
for developing countries (2.8 SDGs per case). Due to the unequal number of case studies occurring in
developed countries compared to case studies in developing countries, for further analysis, percentages
instead of absolute numbers were used.

As Figure 3 reveals, the SDG assigned most frequently, independently of the economic
development level of the country, was “good health and well-being” followed by “partnerships
for the goals” and “decent work and economic growth”. The most widespread SDGs addressed in SI
case studies in developed countries were “partnerships for the goals”, “sustainable cities, communities,
and good health and well-being”. In developing countries, instead “decent work and economic

growth”, “good health and well-being”, and “no poverty” were the most frequently assigned SDGs. In
developing countries, no case study was assigned to “affordable and clean energy”, while in developed
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countries no case study dealt with “life below water”. About the same percentage of case studies in
developed and in developing countries targeted the SDGs “responsible consumption and production”
and “reduced inequalities”.

Partnerships for the Goals ]
Peace, Justice and Strong Institutions =Vt

Life on Land ==

Life Below Water

Climate Action =—/]/— — T ——

Responsible Consumption and Production T0m0m—

Sustainable Cities and Communities ]

Reduced Inequalities ]

Industry, Innovation and Infrastructure Ve

Decent Work and Economic Growth I

Affordable and Clean Energy ——————
Clean Water and Sanitation =0Fr—m
Gender Equality ey

Quality Education T
Good Health and Well-Being 1 ]

Zero Hunger =FF ==

No Poverty I

0.00% 2.00% 4.00% 6.00% 8.00% 10.00% 12.00% 14.00% 16.00%

B Share Developing countries OShare Developed Countries OAverage

Figure 3. Distribution of SDGs in developed and developing countries.

Furthermore, the innovators fundamentally involved in developing and implementing the
respective SI were captured and analyzed. For the 79 case studies occurring in developed countries,
141 innovators were identified (average of 1.8 innovators per case study). Similarly, for the 36 case
studies in developing countries, 70 innovators were identified (average of 1.9 innovators per case study).
To permit a better comparison in terms of the analysis of the innovators, percentages were calculated.

While in developed countries, the most prevalent innovators are public institutions (e.g., national
or regional governments, politicians, mayors, unemployment agencies), in developing countries the
most prevalent innovators stem from the civil society, defined as a group of individuals. For the other
innovator categories, only minor differences concerning their frequency in the two country groups
could be observed (Table 4).

Table 4. Innovators developing and implementing the SI.

Innovator Developed Country Developing Country
Social entrepreneurs + individuals 19 (13%) 13 (19%)
NGO + non-profit organizations 23 (16%) 12 (17%)
Public institutions 38 (27%) 13 (19%)
Firms + social enterprises 29 (21%) 14 (20%)
Civil society 32 (23%) 18 (25%)

4. Discussion

Our systematic literature review showed that the interest in Sls is growing rapidly in
academia. The growing interest has already been identified by several previous systematic literature
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reviews [21,30]. Since previous literature reviews were limited to articles published in or before 2014
and partly go back to 1955 [23], the interpretations of the number of publications per year in previous
research were not surprisingly different. Van der Have and Rubalcaba (2016), who analyzed articles
from 1986 until 2013, claimed that the emergence phase of SI was from 1986 to 2002/2003, when the
take-off phase started [29]. However, looking at the 15-year (2003-2017) interval in this article, it is
clear that the take-off phase did not start before 2010 (Figure 2).

Concerning the most active authors in the field of SI, the results of this study partly show similar
results to previous studies. For example, Frances Westley (seven published articles), who is the most
common author according to our research, was identified as the second most productive author (three
articles) in 2013 [30]. The Design Journal, the journal with most publications in this study (10), was not
included in any previous systematic reviews [21,30,31]. This can be explained by the simple fact that
all 10 publications in The Design Journal belong to a special issue and were published in 2017. The
second most frequent journals Ecology and Society and Innovation: The European Journal of Social Science
(both with nine articles) have already been identified in previous studies as important outlets in the
tield of SI [21,30]. Among the 22 journals containing at least three articles, there were 10 special issues
in recent years. Therefore, even if SI articles are published in a wide range of journal fields, a certain
tendency can be observed, following which they are often published as part of special issues.

Our analysis showed that the most widespread research method always was and still is case
studies. In the work of Agostini, et al. [31], case studies were also identified as the most frequent
research method. However, in other studies, the case study was identified as the second most common
research method [30]. Differences here can be explained by both, different time intervals as well as the
use of different databases. It was only in 2014 that other research methods, (e.g., quantitative methods,
literature reviews) in the field of SI slowly began to gain attention. The fact that quantitative research
methods ‘follow’ qualitative research methods is a typical phenomenon in new fields and can be
explained by the different characteristics and aims of the two research approaches. While qualitative
research focuses on the why (instead of how much) and the data is based on own categories of meaning,
quantitative research focuses on testing and validating theories or hypotheses and tends to deliver
generalizable results [60]. In literature reviews, existing literature in a certain field or addressing a
certain topic is reviewed and analyzed. Therefore, SI literature reviews only began to gain academic
interest after a certain number of studies based on other methods had been published.

Overall, the systematic literature review demonstrates how rapidly certain elements change in a
field such as SI, which is growing almost exponentially. There are some authors, journals as well as
countries that stand out in this research, but in such a growing field, more time must pass before key
authors, key journals as well as key countries with a lasting impact can be determined.

Due to the absence of a generally agreed definition, the concept of SI is often discussed and
criticized. While some authors question whether it is no more than a “buzzword” [7], others no longer
even consider it a scientific concept [61]. Without a generally agreed definition, it is difficult to measure
the impact of SI (e.g., social return on investment). Edwards-Schachter and Wallace (2017) stated in
their research that a definition for SI is often avoided or ignored [23]. Similarly, in our sample, 17% of
the case study and 9% of the non-case study articles did not contain any definition at all. A possible
explanation might be that authors want to avoid the debate and criticism related to defining SI.

While Edwards-Schachter and Wallace (2017) dedicated their research to the endeavor to simplify
the ‘maze’ of SI definitions by showing how the conceptualization of SI has changed over time and
by identifying three core meanings (process of social change, sustainable development and service
sector) [23], we aimed to find out how similar (or how different) SI definitions actually are.

The fact that we successfully identified at least three to four of the five aspects (namely 1) social
need, (2) innovative element, (3) implementation and execution, (4) improvement, (5) relationships
and collaborations) in the analyzed definitions, shows that most SI definitions are quite similar. The
social need aspect was contained in 84% of the definitions. Without any doubt, SIs address social
needs, an aspect often considered when comparing SIs with technological innovations. Similarly, the
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aspect relationship and collaborations (in 51% of the analyzed definitions) is an element, which is
not usually contained in the traditional field of innovation. The second most frequently identified
element, the innovative aspect (in 73% of the analyzed definitions) and the third most frequent element,
the implementation and execution aspect (in 61% of the analyzed definitions), are also covered in
the traditional field of innovation. The improvement aspect, which was identified in 52% of the
definitions, can be both: a typical SI aspect when, e.g., improving a social issue or mitigating a social
need, or an aspect of the technological and traditional innovation field dealing with improvements
in a technological and/or general context. Even though, from a linguistic point of view, there might
be minor differences between synonyms such as “new and novel” or “social need, social problem,
social challenge and social issue”, we doubt that these minor differences are fundamental in the field
of SI. Furthermore, it can be observed that many authors come up with their own definitions by using
synonyms instead of citing an existing definition. This phenomenon reminds us of toothbrushes:
basically, they are all the same but still everybody wants to have his/her own. One reason why so
many authors create their own definition instead of referring to an existing one could also be explained
by the fact that the field is still relatively young and authors might hope that their definition will
prevail in the future.

Summing up, we can say that instead of the previously described ‘maze’, we found out that five
common aspects of SI are contained in many of the analyzed definitions.

Therefore, we avoid phrasing a new definition and instead define SI as an event containing the
following five aspects: social need, innovative element, implementation and execution, improvement,
relationships and collaborations. By defining SIs with aspects instead of a phrased definition, we
avoid the issue surrounding the use of synonyms and related terms. Particularly for a young field like
SI, it is first necessary that common aspects are settled and accepted before definitions are affixed to
certain terms.

An existing definition covering all five identified aspects is the definition offered by The
Young Foundation:

Social innovations are new solutions (products, services, models, markets, processes, etc.) that
simultaneously meet a social need (more effectively than existing solutions) and lead to new or
improved capabilities and relationships and better use of assets and resources. In other words, social
innovations are both good for society and enhance society’s capacity to act (Murray, Caulier-Grice,
Mulgan—The Young Foundation, 2010 [62]).

That a generally agreed definition would be important for the field remains beyond dispute.
However, only time will show whether a definition like “the doing of new things or the doing of
things that are already being done in a new way” (Schumpeter, 1947) [63] as applied to the traditional
innovation field, will eventually also stand out in the field of SI. Until then, the infant academic field of
SI has to deal with similar issues to those prevailing in any young academic field; e.g., in the related
field of social entrepreneurship researchers deal with similar issues and ask for a clearer definition as
well [64].

Being able to assign 89% of the SI case studies to one or several SDGs clearly showed that the SDGs
are a suitable categorization system in the field of SI. The uniqueness of the SDGs as a categorization
system is that they represent direct social needs as well as indirect social needs. Especially the SDGs
‘climate action’, ‘life below water’, and ‘life on land’ deal with the environment and its protection,
which undoubtedly is a social need. As our analysis shows, direct needs, such as ‘no poverty’ and
‘good health and well-being’ are predominant in SI literature. Nevertheless, our analysis also shows
that there are SI case studies addressing indirect social needs (environmental topics), stressing the
importance of including them in the classification system.

The fact that 79 case studies occurred in developed countries while only 36 occurred in developing
countries was unexpected. Nevertheless, it needs to be stressed here that these numbers only represent
the numbers of SIs analyzed in academic case studies and do not reflect the numbers of SIs actually
happening. Since researchers often conduct case studies occurring in their surroundings, a possible
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explanation for the higher number of case studies occurring in developed countries could be that
there are more researchers in developed countries than there are researchers in developing countries.
A further possible explanation could be that SI case studies in developing countries are published in
languages other than English, German or Italian.

It might seem confusing at first that on average 2.1 SDGs were assigned to every case study (2.8
in developing and 1.7 in developed), having just claimed that the SDGs are a suitable categorization
system. However, having each case study assigned to approximately two SDGs does not mean that
the SDGs are too flexible or overlapping. Instead, this result can be explained by the interactions
between the SDGs, which for example have recently been extensively researched by the International
Council for Science (ICSU). The ICSU evaluated the interactions of the SDGs on a scale ranging from +3
(indivisible) to —3 (cancelling), and hence also considered negative interactions between the SDGs [65].
An example of a negative interaction would be the decreased availability of water (SDG 6) due to an
increase in food production to end hunger (SDG 2) [66]. Since our analysis focused exclusively on
the interactions explicitly mentioned in the case studies, it is not unexpected that all our interactions
were positive. One example in our analysis, which serves well to demonstrate the interactions, are the
BRAC boat, schools in Bangladesh dealing with quality education (SDG 4), gender equality (SDG 5),
and reduced inequalities (SDG 10) [67]. An interaction analysis considering negative interactions as
well would require more case-specific research and would therefore favor other research methods
rather than content analysis.

The high score of the SDG partnerships for the goals (most frequent SDG in developed countries
and second-most frequent SDG on average) in our analysis can be explained by the fact that it is a
special SDG, considering the means of implementation for realizing the other SDGs [66]. Concerning
the occurrence of the other SDGs, many results were as expected. These included, for instance, the
high occurrence of the SDG ‘sustainable cities and communities” in developed countries (rather a
luxury problem), SDG ‘no poverty’, which occurred mainly in developing countries (typical and
well-known problem in developing countries) or the SDG ‘clean water and sanitation’, which we
identified mostly in developing countries (e.g., well-known issue for many developing countries
in Africa). Some results, however, were completely unexpected, such as SDG ‘zero hunger’, which
occurred more often in developed than in developing countries. A possible explanation might be that
when we think of developed countries, we usually think of the wealthiest developed countries and
ignore poorer nations that are still classified as developed countries. For example, one case study
covered in this research considers shared spaces of community food growing to reduce food poverty
in a poor Hungarian city [65]. Furthermore, we also need to remember that even in the richest and
most developed countries, by far not everyone has access to sufficient food. Therefore, another case
study is about food banks in the USA [68]. One further surprising result was that the SDG ‘responsible
production and consumption’ occurred equally in developed and developing countries. People tend to
think that the better developed the country is, the more responsible the production and consumption is.
However, as our analysis shows, in developing countries responsible production and consumption is
also important. An example in our analysis deals with sustainable agro-ecosystems for rice cultivation
in India as a counterpart to the green revolution-based technologies [69]. The fact that the SDG
‘affordable and clean energy’ was exclusively addressed in SI case studies in developed countries can
be explained by the recent high societal and political interest in clean and sustainable energy [70,71].

5. Conclusions, Limitations, and Future Lines of Research

5.1. Conclusions

Using multiple methodologies appeared to be suitable and led to results, which we would have
been unable to achieve using a single methodology. Based on a systematic literature review, the
bibliometric part of this study does not only support the growing academic interest in SI discovered
in previous studies, but it also shows a literal boom of published articles in the field of SI within
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the last two to three years. The very wide-ranging field of SI from an academic as well as from a
practice-oriented perspective often makes the concept of SI appear confusing. Additionally, the vast
number of different definitions does not enhance clarity.

Even though there are undoubtedly occasions when inclusive and wide comprehensive definitions
work, for academics a clear and rigorous definition is necessary. Using a content analysis, our study
shows that five aspects—(1) social need, (2) innovative element, (3) implementation and execution,
(4) improvement, (5) relationships and collaborations—should be included in any SI definition.

Using the SDGs as a classification system for the addressed social and environmental problems
appeared to be very suitable. The suitability of the SDGs as SI classification system is not only due to
fact that we were able to assign 89% of the case studies to one or several SDGs, but also thanks to their
worldwide prominence. Assigning the corresponding SDGs to all case studies in the field of SI, similar
to the JEL classification system by the American Economic Association, would definitely add value for
the SI research community. Furthermore, social innovators could gain ideas and solutions from the
classified case studies for their identified problems and needs. What is more, supporting institutions
and funding agencies could more easily search for suitable examples when creating a public call or
evaluating and comparing submitted applications. Assigning the corresponding SDGs would only
require minimal effort by the authors, but it would simplify the handling of the constantly increasing
number of publications in the field.

The content analysis provides an approximate guide to which social and environmental problems
are mostly being addressed by SIs in developed countries and which social and environmental
problems are mostly being addressed by SIs in developing countries. Furthermore, the content analysis
indicates which actors are primarily involved in developing and implementing the SIs in both types of
countries. Due to the limitations described below, the results can only be interpreted as tendencies.
Nevertheless, the results clearly show that all five innovator groups develop and implement SIs. Thus,
Sls are certainly not exclusively related to social entrepreneurs.

5.2. Limitations

This study also presents some limitations, for which reason its results should be considered as
tendencies. Firstly, the country in which the research occurs tends to be biased to the nationality or
the institutional affiliation of the researcher and only a fraction of all existing Sls are analyzed by
researchers and published in scientific outlets. Secondly, the sources of analyzed articles were limited
to the WoS and EBSCO databases. Even though both databases contain a large number of articles, there
are unquestionably many other articles not contained in either one of them. Thirdly, articles not written
in English, German, or Italian were excluded and using English search terms biased the search results.
Especially in developing countries where English is not yet very common, many articles are published
in the respective local language. Based on our experience to date, we expect considerable volumes of
literature in Spanish, Portuguese, Russian, and Chinese in the future. Fourthly, the definition analysis
was based on the common aspects identified in the foregoing analysis of a sub-sample. Fifthly, it needs
to be stressed again that we exclusively assigned the SDGs according to the explicitly mentioned and
straightforward social and environmental problems. Indirect effects and possible interactions, which
remained unmentioned, were not considered, since it would require a different research method to go
much deeper into each case (case study method). Lastly, the description of a social or environmental
problem is strongly influenced by the objectivity of the contributing authors and the country in which
the case occurred.

5.3. Future Lines of Research

Due to the limitations of this research, an international research team should conduct a similar and
more extensive future study, analyzing a greater number of articles and including a wider spectrum
of languages. We are aware that the concept of SI is implicitly related to other fields, particularly
Sls are linked to sustainability [72,73] and green innovation [74,75]. Future studies should analyze
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SI under this specific lens. A modified version of this study could also analyze what types of social
problems are addressed in non-published SIs. Obviously, a study focusing on these SIs would need
to be limited to certain countries. To identify non-published SIs, idea competitions, incubators and
business-accelerators as well as (social) business award ceremonies could provide a good starting point.
Another future research stream could focus on the indirect effects and interactions of the SDGs. It would
be interesting to find out how the indirect effects and interactions differentiate between developed
and developing countries. Possible indirect effects should be strictly considered and analyzed under
the perspective of sustainability. Here, a good point of departure could be the research by Picacarozzi
(2017), who analyzed whether socially innovative start-ups contribute to sustainability [76]. In a similar
approach, the relationships between the innovators and possible differences depending on the country
could also be analyzed. Obviously, this research would need to be conducted on a smaller scale and
multiple case studies appear to be an appropriate method.

In conclusion, we would like to stress that independently of whether SI is considered as a messy
and blurry field from an academic perspective or not, in a world in which social and environmental
problems confront us on a daily basis, SIs are indispensable. It is telling that we identified as many as
136 SI case studies in only two databases. The recent rapidly swelling interest in SI gives us hope that
some of the most challenging societal and environmental problems will be solved or at least mitigated
in the future.

Author Contributions: The research and the subsequent publication is a joint effort of the two authors. Erich
Schwarz conceived the study idea, designed the research and co-wrote the paper. Georg Eichler carried out
the data analysis and co-wrote the paper. There was a continuous exchange and discussion between the two
authors, particularly concerning unclear cases in the content analysis. Both authors contributed to reviewing and
approving the manuscript.

Funding: This research received no external funding.

Acknowledgments: The authors would like to thank the editor and anonymous reviewers for their constructive
comments and helpful suggestions. Furthermore, we would like to thank our colleagues from the department
who were always ready and motivated to discuss unclear cases with us.

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflict of interest.

References

1.  Sabato, S.; Vanhercke, B.; Verschraegen, G. Connecting entrepreneurship with policy experimentation? The
EU framework for social innovation. Innov. Eur. J. Soc. Sci. Res. 2017, 30, 147-167. [CrossRef]

2. Office of Social Innovation and Civic Participation. Available online: https://obamawhitehouse.archives.
gov/administration/eop/sicp (accessed on 16 November 2018).

3. Nicolopoulou, K.; Karatag-Ozkan, M.; Vas, C.; Nouman, M. An incubation perspective on social innovation:
The London Hub—A social incubator. R&D Manag. 2017, 47, 368-384. [CrossRef]

4. Cruz, H.; Martinez Moreno, R.; Blanco, I. Crisis, urban segregation and social innovation in Catalonia.
Partecipazione e Conflitto 2017, 10, 221-245. [CrossRef]

5. Angelini, L.; Carrino, S.; Khaled, O.A.; Riva-Mossman, S.; Mugellini, E. Senior living lab: An ecological
approach to foster social innovation in an ageing society. Future Internet 2016, 8, 50. [CrossRef]

6. Rover, O.; de Gennaro, B.; Roselli, L. Social innovation and sustainable rural development: The case of a
Brazilian agroecology network. Sustainability 2016, 9, 3. [CrossRef]

7. Pellicer-Sifres, V.; Belda-Miquel, S.; Lopez-Fogués, A.; Boni Aristizabal, A. Grassroots social innovation
for human development: An analysis of alternative food networks in the city of Valencia (Spain). . Hum.
Dev. Capab. 2017, 18, 258-274. [CrossRef]

8. Currie, W.L.; Seddon, ].J.M. Social innovation in public health: Can mobile technology make a difference?
Inf. Syst. Manag. 2014, 187-199. [CrossRef]

9.  Farmer, J.; Carlisle, K.; Dickson-Swift, V.; Teasdale, S.; Kenny, A.; Taylor, J.; et al. Applying social innovation
theory to examine how community co-designed health services develop: Using a case study approach and
mixed methods. BMC Health Serv. Res. 2018, 18, 68. [CrossRef]


http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/13511610.2017.1282308
https://obamawhitehouse.archives.gov/administration/eop/sicp
https://obamawhitehouse.archives.gov/administration/eop/sicp
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/radm.12179
http://dx.doi.org/10.1285/i20356609v10i1p221
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/fi8040050
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/su9010003
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/19452829.2016.1270916
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/10580530.2014.923263
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/s12913-018-2852-0

Sustainability 2019, 11, 522 16 of 18

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.
20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

Maruyama, Y.; Nishikido, M.; lida, T. The rise of community wind power in Japan: Enhanced acceptance
through social innovation. Energy Policy 2007, 35, 2761-2769. [CrossRef]

Hiteva, R.; Sovacool, B. Harnessing social innovation for energy justice: A business model perspective.
Energy Policy 2017, 107, 631-639. [CrossRef]

Pultrone, G. Urban regeneration as an opportunity of social innovation and creative planning in urban
peripheries | La rigenerazione urbana come occasione di innovazione sociale e progettualita creativa nelle
periferie. Techne 2017, 14, 139-146. [CrossRef]

Cipolla, C.; Afonso, R.; Pel, B.; Bartholo, R.; Silva, ER; Proenca Junior, D. Coproduced game-changing
in transformative social innovation: Reconnecting the “broken city” of Rio de Janeiro. Ecol. Soc. 2017, 22.
[CrossRef]

Blanco, I.; Le6n, M. Social innovation, reciprocity and contentious politics: Facing the socio-urban crisis in
Ciutat Meridiana, Barcelona. Urban Stud. 2017, 54, 2172-2188. [CrossRef]

Simms, J.R. Technical and social innovation determinants of behaviour. Syst. Res. Behav. Sci. 2006, 23,
383-393. [CrossRef]

Freiherr von Hingenau, D.O. Motive zu den in Nr. 11 mitgeteilten Grundziigen fiir die Regelung des
Bergarbeiter-Unterstiitzungswegen. Oesterreichische Zeitschrift fiir Berg- und Hiittenwes. 1872, 12, 89-92.
Klostermann, R. Lehrbuch des Preussischen Bergrechtes mit Beriicksichtigung der iibrigen Deutschen Bergrechte;
Verlag von J. Guttentag: Berlin, Germany, 1871; pp. 340-350.

Mumford, M.D. Social innovation: Ten cases from Benjamin Franklin. Creat. Res. ]. 2002, 14, 253-266.
[CrossRef]

Fairbairn, B. Raiffeisen as social innovator. Ann. Public Coop. Econ. 2017, 425-447. [CrossRef]

Bouchard, M.J. Social innovation, an analytical grid for understanding the social economy: The example of
the Québec housing sector. Serv. Bus. 2012, 6, 47-59. [CrossRef]

Silveira, EE,; Zilber, S.N. Is social innovation about innovation? A bibliometric study identifying the main
authors, citations and co-citations over 20 years. Int. |. Entrep. Innov. Manag. 2017, 21, 459. [CrossRef]
Westley, ER.; McGowan, K.A.; Antadze, N.; Blacklock, J.; Tjornbo, O. How game changers catalyzed,
disrupted, and incentivized social innovation: Three historical cases of nature conservation, assimilation,
and women'’s rights. Ecol. Soc. 2016, 21. [CrossRef]

Edwards-Schachter, M.; Wallace, M.L. ‘Shaken, but not stirred”: Sixty years of defining social innovation.
Technol. Forecast. Soc. Chang. 2017, 119, 64-79. [CrossRef]

Graddy-Reed, A.; Feldman, M.P. Stepping up: An empirical analysis of the role of social innovation in
response to an economic recession. Camb. J. Reg. Econ. Soc. 2015. [CrossRef]

Edwards-Schachter, M.E.; Matti, C.E.; Alcantara, E. Fostering quality of life through social innovation: a
living lab methodology study case. Rev. Policy Res. 2012, 29, 672—692. [CrossRef]

Pitt-Catsouphes, M.; Berzin, S.C. Teaching note—Incorporating social innovation content into macro social
work education. J. Soc. Work Educ. 2015, 51, 407-416. [CrossRef]

Westley, F.; Antadze, N. Making a difference: Strategies for scaling social innovation for greater impact
Frances Westley and Nino Antadze A. Innov. |. Public Sect. Innov. J. 2010, 15, 2-20.

Lundstrom, A.; Zhou, C.; Lundstro, A. Promoting innovation based on social sciences and technologies: The
prospect of a social innovation park. Eur. J. Soc. Sci. Res. 2011, 24, 133-149. [CrossRef]

Van der Have, R.P,; Rubalcaba, L. Social innovation research: An emerging area of innovation studies? Res.
Policy 2016, 45, 1923-1935. [CrossRef]

Rana, N.P.; Weerakkody, V.; Dwivedi, YK.; Piercy, N.C. Profiling existing research on social innovation in the
public sector. Inf. Syst. Manag. 2014, 31, 259-273. [CrossRef]

Agostini, M.; Vieira, L.; da Tondolo, R.; Tondolo, V. An overview on social innovation research: Guiding
future studies. Braz. Bus. Rev. 2017, 14, 385-402. [CrossRef]

United Nations Transforming Our World: The 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development. Available online:
https:/ /sustainabledevelopment.un.org/post2015/transformingourworld (accessed on 7 September 2018).
Mallett, R.; Hagen-Zanker, J.; Slater, R.; Duvendack, M. The benefits and challenges of using systematic
reviews in international development research. J. Dev. Eff. 2012, 4, 445-455. [CrossRef]

Becheikh, N.; Landry, R.; Amara, N. Lessons from innovation empirical studies in the manufacturing sector:
A systematic review of the literature from 1993-2003. Technovation 2006, 26, 644—664. [CrossRef]


http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.enpol.2006.12.010
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.enpol.2017.03.056
http://dx.doi.org/10.13128/Techne-20837
http://dx.doi.org/10.5751/ES-09362-220303
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0042098016659044
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/sres.734
http://dx.doi.org/10.1207/S15326934CRJ1402_11
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/apce.12157
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11628-011-0123-9
http://dx.doi.org/10.1504/IJEIM.2017.086936
http://dx.doi.org/10.5751/ES-08811-210413
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2017.03.012
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/cjres/rsv008
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1541-1338.2012.00588.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/10437797.2015.1012947
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/13511610.2011.583864
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2016.06.010
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/10580530.2014.923271
http://dx.doi.org/10.15728/bbr.2017.14.4.2
https://sustainabledevelopment.un.org/post2015/transformingourworld
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/19439342.2012.711342
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.technovation.2005.06.016

Sustainability 2019, 11, 522 17 of 18

35.

36.

37.
38.

39.
40.

41.

42.

43.
44.

45.
46.

47.

48.

49.

50.

51.

52.

53.

54.

55.

56.

57.

58.

59.

60.

61.

Fink, A. Conducting Research Literature Reviews from the Internet to Paper; Sage Publications: Thousand Oaks,
CA, USA, 2014; p. 3.

Adams, R.; Jeanrenaud, S.; Bessant, J.; Denyer, D.; Overy, P. Sustainability-oriented innovation: A systematic
review. Int. . Manag. Rev. 2016, 18, 180-205. [CrossRef]

Kunz, R. Five steps to conducting a systematic review. J. R. Soc. Med. 2003. [CrossRef]

Tranfield, D.; Denyer, D.; Smart, P. Towards a methodology for developing evidence-informed management
knowledge by means of systematic review. Br. ]. Manag. 2003, 14, 207-222. [CrossRef]

Mayring, P. Qualitative content analysis. Forum Qual. Soc. Res. 2000, 1, 1-10. [CrossRef]

Bengtsson, M. How to plan and perform a qualitative study using content analysis. NursingPlus Open 2016,
2, 8-14. [CrossRef]

Dixon-Woods, M.; Agarwal, S.; Jones, D.; Young, B.; Sutton, A. Synthesising qualitative and quantitative
evidence: A review of possible methods. J. Health Serv. Res. Policy 2005, 10, 45-53. [CrossRef]

Hsieh, H.-F,; Shannon, S.E. Three approaches to qualitative content analysis. Qual. Health Res. 2005, 15,
1277-1288. [CrossRef]

Haidich, A.B. Meta-analysis in medical research. Hippokratia 2010, 14, 29-37, PMCID: PMC3049418.

Cook, D.J.; Mulrow, C.D.; Haynes, R.B. Systematic reviews: Synthesis of best evidence for clinical decisions.
Ann. Intern. Med. 1997, 126, 376-380. [CrossRef]

Wilson, E.J. Meta-analytic procedures for social research. J. Bus. Res. 1994, 29, 163-165. [CrossRef]

Haneef, N. Empirical research consolidation: A generic overview and a classification scheme for methods.
Qual. Quant. 2013, 47, 383-410. [CrossRef]

Crowther, M.; Lim, W.; Crowther, M. A. Systematic review and meta-analysis methodology. Blood 2010, 116,
3140-3146. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

Timulak, L. Identifying core categories of client-identified impact of helpful events in psychotherapy:
A qualitative meta-analysis. Psychother. Res. 2007, 17, 305-314. [CrossRef]

Timulak, L. Meta-analysis of qualitative studies: A tool for reviewing qualitative research findings in
psychotherapy. Psychother. Res. 2009, 19, 591-600. [CrossRef]

Chadegani, A.A.; Salehi, H.; Yunus, M.M.; Farhadi, H.; Fooladi, M.; Farhadi, M.; Ebrahim, N.A. A comparison
between two main academic literature collections: Web of Science and Scopus databases. Asian Soc. Sci. 2013,
9, 18-26. [CrossRef]

Christiaens, E.; Moulaert, F.; Bosmans, B. The end of social innovation in urban development strategies? Eur.
Urban Reg. Stud. 2016, 14, 238-251. [CrossRef]

Thomson, S. What Are the Sustainable Development Goals? Available online: https://www.weforum.org/
agenda/2015/09/what-are-the-sustainable-development-goals/ (accessed on 3 December 2018).

Le Blanc, D. Towards integration at last? The sustainable development goals as a network of targets. Sustain.
Dev. 2015, 23, 176-187. [CrossRef]

Higher Education Paving the Way to Sustainable Development: A Global Perspective. Available online:
https:/ /iau-aiu.net/IMG/pdf/higher-education-paving-the-way-to-sd-iau-2017.pdf (accessed on 18
January 2019).

United Nations Official Language. Available online: http:/ /www.un.org/en/sections/about-un/official-
languages/ (accessed on 16 November 2018).

United Nations. World Economic Situation and Prospects 2018; United Nations: New York, NY, USA, 2018;
ISBN 9789211091779.

Phills, J. Rediscovering social innovation. Stanford Graduate School of Business; Center for Social Innovation:
Stanford, CA, USA, 2009.

Yun, J.J.; Park, K.; Im, C.; Shin, C.; Zhao, X. Dynamics of social enterprises—Shift from social innovation to
open innovation. Sci. Technol. Soc. 2017, 22, 425-439. [CrossRef]

Correia, S.E.N.; de Oliveira, VM.; Gomez, C.R.P. Dimensions of social innovation and the roles of
organizational actor: The proposition of a framework. RAM. Rev. Adm. Mackenzie 2016, 17, 102-133.
[CrossRef]

Johnson, R.B.; Onwuegbuzie, A.J]. Mixed methods research: A research paradigm whose time has come.
Educ. Res. 2004, 33, 14-26. [CrossRef]

Moulaert, F.; MacCallum, D.; Mehmood, A.; Hamdouch, A. The International Handbook on Social Innovation;
Edward Elgar Publishing: Cheltenham, UK, 2013; ISBN 9781849809986.


http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/ijmr.12068
http://dx.doi.org/10.1258/jrsm.96.3.118
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/1467-8551.00375
http://dx.doi.org/10.17169/fqs-1.2.1089
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.npls.2016.01.001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/135581960501000110
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1049732305276687
http://dx.doi.org/10.7326/0003-4819-126-5-199703010-00006
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0148-2963(94)90020-5
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11135-011-9524-z
http://dx.doi.org/10.1182/blood-2010-05-280883
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20656933
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/10503300600608116
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/10503300802477989
http://dx.doi.org/10.5539/ass.v9n5p18
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0969776407077741
https://www.weforum.org/agenda/2015/09/what-are-the-sustainable-development-goals/
https://www.weforum.org/agenda/2015/09/what-are-the-sustainable-development-goals/
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/sd.1582
https://iau-aiu.net/IMG/pdf/higher-education-paving-the-way-to-sd-iau-2017.pdf
http://www.un.org/en/sections/about-un/official-languages/
http://www.un.org/en/sections/about-un/official-languages/
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0971721817723375
http://dx.doi.org/10.1590/1678-69712016/administracao.v17n6p102-133
http://dx.doi.org/10.3102/0013189X033007014

Sustainability 2019, 11, 522 18 of 18

62.

63.

64.

65.

66.

67.

68.

69.

70.

71.

72.

73.

74.

75.

76.

Murray, R.; Caulier-Grice, J.; Mulgan, G. The Open Book of Social Innovation; The Young Foundation and
NESTA: London, UK, 2010; p. 3. ISBN 9781848750715.

Schumpeter, J.A. The creative response in economic history. J. Econ. Hist. 1947, 7, 149-159. [CrossRef]
Martin, R.; Osberg, S. Social entrepreneurship: The case for definition. Stanf. Soc. Innov. Rev. 2007, 40, 7-22.
Franklin, A.; Kovach, I.; Csurg6, B. Governing social innovation: Exploring the role of ‘discretionary practice’
in the negotiation of shared spaces of community food growing. Sociol. Rural. 2017, 57, 439-458. [CrossRef]
Stevancee, A.S.; Griggs, D.; Nilsson, M.; McCollum, D. A Guide to SDG Interactions: From Science to
Implementation; International Council for Science: Paris, France, 2017. [CrossRef]

Ahmed, J.U.; Ashikuzzaman, N.M.; Mahmud, A.S.M. Social innovation in education: BRAC boat schools in
Bangladesh. J. Glob. Entrep. Res. 2017, 7, 20. [CrossRef]

Elmes, M.B.; Mendoza-Abarca, K.; Hersh, R. Food banking, ethical sensemaking, and social innovation in an
era of growing hunger in the United States. J. Manag. Inq. 2016, 25, 122-138. [CrossRef]

Prasad, S.C. Innovating at the margins: The system of rice intensification in India and transformative social
innovation. Ecol. Soc. 2018, 21, 4-7. [CrossRef]

Perlaviciute, G.; Steg, L.; Contzen, N.; Roeser, S.; Huijts, N. Emotional responses to energy projects: Insights
for responsible decision making in a sustainable energy transition. Sustainability 2018, 10, 2526. [CrossRef]
Marques, A.C.; Fuinhas, J.A.; Pires Manso, J.R. Motivations driving renewable energy in European countries:
A panel data approach. Energy Policy 2010, 38, 6877-6885. [CrossRef]

Di Vaio, A.; Varriale, L.; Alvino, F. Key performance indicators for developing environmentally sustainable
and energy efficient ports: Evidence from Italy. Energy Policy 2018, 122, 229-240. [CrossRef]

Leal-Filho, W. Social innovation and the sustainable development. Int. |. Sustain. High. Educ. 2015, 16, 04.
[CrossRef]

Chen, J.; Liu, L. Profiting from Green Innovation: The moderating effect of competitive strategy. Sustainability
2018, 11, 15. [CrossRef]

Huang, ].-W.; Li, Y.-H. Green Innovation and Performance: The View of Organizational Capability and Social
Reciprocity. J. Bus. Ethics 2017, 145, 309-324. [CrossRef]

Piccarozzi, M. Does social innovation contribute to sustainability? The case of Italian innovative start-ups.
Sustainability 2017, 9, 2376. [CrossRef]

® © 2019 by the authors. Licensee MDPI, Basel, Switzerland. This article is an open access
@ article distributed under the terms and conditions of the Creative Commons Attribution

(CC BY) license (http:/ /creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/).


http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/S0022050700054279
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/soru.12126
http://dx.doi.org/10.24948/2017.01
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/s40497-017-0077-z
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1056492615589651
http://dx.doi.org/10.5751/ES-08718-210407
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/su10072526
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.enpol.2010.07.003
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.enpol.2018.07.046
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/IJSHE-04-2015-0074
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/su11010015
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10551-015-2903-y
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/su9122376
http://creativecommons.org/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/.

	Introduction 
	Methods and Materials 
	Research Method 
	Literature Selection 
	Literature Analysis 

	Results 
	Bibliometrics 
	Definitions 
	Content Analysis of SI Case Studies 

	Discussion 
	Conclusions, Limitations, and Future Lines of Research 
	Conclusions 
	Limitations 
	Future Lines of Research 

	References

