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Open Social Innovation (OSI) has garnered significant attention in recent years as a collaborative approach to
addressing societal challenges. However, the field remains fragmented, with divergent definitions, methods, and
theoretical underpinnings across disciplines. Through bibliometric and multi-level content analysis, we analyze
115 studies to address these tensions and propose a systems-based framework that bridges conceptual and
practical divides. We map the intellectual structure and synthesize OSI research’s antecedents, processes, re-

lationships, and outcomes. Unlike prior reviews focused on particular OSI initiatives (e.g., Living Labs) or single
levels of analysis, our study integrates dispersed knowledge to highlight actionable insights for practitioners and
policymakers. Finally, our review establishes a thematic agenda for future research, targeting multi-level in-
vestigations into OSI drivers, mechanisms, and impacts.

1. Introduction

The need for innovative approaches to tackling complex societal
challenges has never been greater, as highlighted by the Sustainable
Development Goals Report (United Nations, 2023). Open Social Inno-
vation (OSI) has emerged as a promising approach for answering this
call, building on the principles of Open Innovation (Chesbrough, 2003)
and Social Innovation (Holmes and Smart, 2009; Murray et al., 2010).
By harnessing the collective knowledge, resources, and creativity of
diverse stakeholders, OSI provides novel perspectives for tackling soci-
etal challenges (Chesbrough and Di Minin, 2014; Gegenhuber and Mair,
2024). However, despite its potential, OSI remains fragmented, where
conceptual proliferation obstructs theoretical cohesion and the field
lacks a cohesive framework to integrate its research domain.

Beyond this fragmentation, OSI remains under-theorized, lacking a
well-developed framework. Indeed, similar to Open Innovation (Bogers
etal., 2017), OSI could be considered more of an emerging phenomenon
than a mature area of research, marked by a lack of cohesive study and
understanding. The research on OSI, drawing from diverse perspectives,
has resulted in fragmented insights and explanations, obstructing the
synthesis of findings and the accumulation of knowledge. In addition,
there have been multiple definitions of OSI proposed by scholars, each
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with its own focus. This has led to a proliferation of terminology and a
lack of cohesion between studies, making it difficult to evaluate and
compare findings from different sources.

Previous reviews on OSI have focused on specific social issues, levels
of analysis, or initiatives, such as Living Labs (Edwards-Schachter et al.,
2012), Do-It-Yourself (DIY) Labs (Dzandu and Pathak, 2021), crowd-
funding processes (Cillo et al., 2023), urban-regional open initiatives
(Anthony, 2023; Appio et al., 2019), collaborative public service re-
lationships (Merlin-Brogniart et al., 2022), or environmental/sustain-
ability issues (Kimpimaki et al., 2022; Melander, 2017; Urbinati et al.,
2023). These studies show that unlike Open Innovation’s traditional
focus on firm-centric strategies for knowledge inflows and outflows
(Bogers et al., 2017), OSI transcends organizational boundaries, priori-
tizing collective action for societal change.

Similar to Stanko et al.’s (2017) conceptualization of open innova-
tion as an umbrella term, we regard OSI as a broader concept encom-
passing pre-existing research areas (e.g., participatory governance, open
eco-innovation, or community-driven innovation) at the intersection of
openness and social innovation. This inclusive perspective addresses a
critical gap: the lack of integration of management-driven practices of
open innovation into a broader social application (Bogers et al., 2017).
Building on prior research, this paper conducts a systematic literature
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review (SLR) to comprehensively analyze OSI research. To this end, we
answer the following research question: What key themes, conceptual
frameworks, and factors (i.e., antecedents, processes, and consequences)
shape and constitute the emerging paradigm of Open Social Innovation?

In pursuit of this aim, we retrieve data from 115 articles published in
top-tier journals. Our approach combines quantitative bibliometric
techniques, including co-citation analysis, with qualitative multi-level
content analysis. By systematically gathering and synthesizing findings
from various studies (Tranfield et al., 2003), we focus on influential
journals, leading scholars, and research methods (Martin, 2012). This
allows us to map the existing knowledge landscape and identify evolving
trends in OSI.

Our contributions are fourfold. First, we synthesize dispersed OSI
literature into a coherent intellectual map, revealing overlooked con-
nections between theories and concepts. This synthesis aims to
contribute to the development of theoretical frameworks that could
enhance research foundations and potentially support the implementa-
tion of more effective OSI initiatives. Second, we extend the open
innovation approach by providing evidence of the relationship between
these practices and societal impact across stakeholders beyond private
firms. Third, we provide an ecosystem-based framework that could
stimulate future research by facilitating knowledge integration and
pattern recognition while enabling comparative analysis of similar
methods across the OSI process. Finally, by addressing the gaps identi-
fied in the literature, we propose a research agenda to advance OSI
principles and their practical application.

The remainder of the article is structured as follows. Section 2
summarizes the key definitions related to OSI. Section 3 outlines the
methodological approach employed in this SLR. Section 4 presents the
SLR results and Section 5 proposes an integrative conceptual framework.
Section 6 discusses the theoretical and managerial implications. Section
7 outlines a future research agenda for OSI. Finally, Section 8 concludes
the review by highlighting the main study’s implications, limitations,
and future research avenues.

2. Definitions and scope

Open Innovation emerged as a paradigm shift from closed, firm-
centric R&D strategies to collaborative models. According to Ches-
brough and Bogers (2014), it is defined as “a distributed innovation
process based on purposively managed knowledge flows across organi-
zational boundaries” (p. 17). At its core, open innovation emphasizes
boundary-spanning practices to accelerate value creation and capture.
Concurrently, social innovation has evolved as a multidisciplinary field
with various definitions (Edwards-Schachter and Wallace, 2017; van der
Have and Rubalcaba, 2016), but can be conceptually delineated through
its emphasis on “a novel solution to a social problem that is more
effective, efficient, sustainable, or just than existing solutions” (Phills
etal., 2008, p. 38). These innovation concepts demonstrate an evolution
from linear processes confined to single organizational responsibility
toward dynamic, multi-actor interactions across micro (individual/sin-
gle community), meso (organizational/alliances), and macro (systemic/
policy) levels. This evolution reflects broader theoretical shifts toward
approaches like innovation ecosystems (Adner, 2006; Carayannis et al.,
2018), where diverse stakeholders (entrepreneurs, activists, policy-
makers, etc.) co-evolve resources and capabilities around common
objectives.

Over recent years, the integration of these innovation approaches
into practice is illustrated by organizations such as Ashoka and Open-
IDEO, as well as public participation initiatives like the City of Bir-
mingham in the United Kingdom, which have implemented OSI
frameworks (Chesbrough and Di Minin, 2014; Fayard, 2023). However,
it was during the COVID-19 pandemic that OSI garnered increased ac-
ademic interest, leading to several studies that empirically examined
and described its initiatives (e.g., Bertello et al., 2022; Mair and
Gegenhuber, 2021). The urgent need for innovation and adaptability
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brought about by the pandemic accelerated the adoption of the OSI
approach, fostering extensive collaboration among various entities to
develop community-driven solutions. These projects have provided
empirical evidence (e.g., Mair et al., 2023) that enhances our under-
standing of OSI applications, showcasing its potential in crises across
diverse domains (Chesbrough, 2020; Scheidgen et al., 2021).

OSI research has taken different paths depending on the authors’
initial theoretical approaches and conceptual background. From one
perspective, some scholars have proposed OSI based on the frameworks
of Open Innovation, aiming to apply aspects of crowdsourcing, collab-
oration, and knowledge sharing to address social problems (e.g., Bertello
et al., 2022). Alternatively, scholars rooted in Social Innovation ap-
proaches have advocated for incorporating dimensions of openness,
inclusivity, and co-creation derived from open practices (e.g., Edwards-
Schachter and Wallace, 2017). Furthermore, given that these in-
novations emerge within contexts characterized by interconnected
economic, cultural, and environmental dimensions (Baker and Meh-
mood, 2015; Cajaiba-Santana, 2014), different organizational models
have been proposed that aim to advance social change while simulta-
neously achieving financial sustainability and generating social and
environmental impact (Battilana and Lee, 2014; Doherty et al., 2014).
Similarly, a stream of literature has emerged that particularly focuses on
the application of open innovation to environmental and sustainability
challenges in organizations (Bogers et al., 2020; Chistov et al., 2021),
complementing the broader OSI approach by highlighting its potential
to tackle environmental issues.

Overall, the concept of OSI has evolved markedly over the past
decade (see Table 1), reflecting a dynamic shift in approaches to social
problem-solving. Initially, Chalmers (2013) distinguished OSI from
traditional social innovation models by emphasizing collaborative and
inclusive strategies. Chesbrough and Di Minin (2014) further define the
concept, framing it as the application of inbound and outbound open
innovation strategies to social challenges. In recent years, Mair and
Gegenhuber (2021) expanded on this by describing OSI as a participa-
tory approach. Gegenhuber et al. (2023) detailed OSI by focusing on the
process involving multiple actors, enhancing the understanding of
stakeholder interactions within OSI. Ultimately, Gegenhuber and Mair
(2024) described OSI as a structured, multi-stakeholder process span-
ning various sectors to address complex social issues.

Table 1
Definitions of the OSI concept.

Authors Open Social Innovation is defined or distinguished as:

“Differs from some traditional social innovation
processes in that it repudiates the heroic individual
approach to social innovation and identifies
collaborative organizational structures and behaviors
required to systematically tackle social problems.”
“The application of either inbound or outbound open
innovation strategies, along with innovations in the
associated business model of the organization, to
social challenge.”
“An open and participatory approach to social
innovation based on collective action expedited by the
power of digital technology.”
Gegenhuber et al., (2023, p. “Participatory approach and process involving

1) multiple stakeholders (citizens, organized civil
society, and the public and private sectors) in the idea
generation process of developing and scaling solutions
to make progress on such challenges.”
“A concerted effort undertaken by multiple
stakeholders from various sectors throughout the
social innovation process, from diagnosing societal
challenges, to developing ideas for how to solve
problems, creating solutions, effectively scaling
solutions and generating impact.”

Chalmers (2013, p. 29)

Chesbrough and Di Minin

(2014, p. 170)

Mair and Gegenhuber
(2021, p. 28)

Gegenhuber and Mair
(2024, p. 1)
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3. Methodology

As mentioned earlier, we conducted a systematic literature review
that integrates bibliometric and content analysis techniques to investi-
gate and consolidate the findings. Bibliometric reviews provide a
quantitative examination of publication patterns and are valuable for
visualizing a research domain (Zupic and Cater, 2015). Moreover,
scholars in innovation and entrepreneurship find bibliometrics and
author citation analysis useful for quantitative assessment (Landstrom
et al., 2012; Shafique, 2013). To examine the manuscripts using bib-
liometric techniques, we used the bibliometrix R package developed by
Aria and Cuccurullo (2017). Specifically, the mapping of co-cited ref-
erences helps to display connections between groundbreaking studies,
while cluster analysis illustrates research focal points (Van Eck and
Waltman, 2007). Following the bibliometric analysis, we conducted a
content analysis, proceeding with a thematic review that uncovered
patterns in the antecedents, processes, and consequences of OSI, as
outlined by Zahra et al. (2006). We systematically extracted data from
selected studies into a structured template, capturing details such as the
authors, publication year, objectives, methodologies, social issues, and
key findings.

We incorporated key elements of the PRISMA guidelines into our
SLR. These guidelines assist authors in transparently documenting their
review process (Page et al., 2021). Before the review, a protocol was
established that outlined the scope, inclusion/exclusion criteria, search
strategies, and analysis methods (Moher et al., 2015). To ensure access
to one of the most up-to-date and reliable sources of scientific literature
for our review, we used the WoS Core Collection database (Visser et al.,
2021). This is due to several key factors. First, WoS is known for its
selective indexing approach, which focuses on high-quality and im-
pactful journals (Pranckute, 2021). Second, WoS provides robust met-
adata that is suitable for conducting bibliometric analyses (Gaviria-
Marin et al., 2019). Third, WoS offers access to interdisciplinary infor-
mation, making it well-suited for innovation reviews (Schmitz et al.,
2017).

Nevertheless, our initial search using the keywords “Open Social
Innovation” returned only 18 articles in WoS. Tuckerman et al. (2023)
address this scarcity, revealing that “openness” in OSI exists on a spec-
trum rather than a simple open/closed dichotomy. Moreover, as an
emergent approach, OSI arguably remains under-theorized in areas of
research, like some open innovation topics from years ago (Bogers et al.,
2010). Therefore, in line with Randhawa et al. (2016) social innovation
review, we added more search terms related to OSI.

To enhance our keyword selection method for SLR, we compiled an
extensive set of keywords from highly cited articles in the Web of Sci-
ence (WoS) Core Collection database, focusing on innovation-related
concepts. We began by extracting keywords from the 100 most cited
articles on “Social Innovation” and “Open Innovation”, as well as from
the 18 available articles on “Open Social Innovation”. This initial step
amassed a vast array of keywords, from which we systematically
removed duplicates to ensure a streamlined dataset. Our evaluation and
selection process distilled the initial list to a curated set: 159 keywords
for Social Innovation, 266 for Open Innovation, and 58 for Open Social
Innovation. Following this, we undertook a classification stage, orga-
nizing these keywords into categories reflective of synonyms, sub-
themes, stakeholders, processes, or others. Finally, the selection of
search terms was based on their relevance and criticality in representing
the landscape of the respective innovation paradigms, ensuring the final
collection of terms offered a comprehensive and nuanced semantic
network (see Table 2).

Data were collected from the WoS Core Collection database,
including documents indexed up to August 1, 2024. No specific time
frame restrictions were applied to the search. We searched for the terms
listed in Table 2 in the title, abstract, and keywords of the articles. The
terms listed were combined using boolean operators (AND OR), prox-
imity operators (NEAR/X or W/X), and the wildcard character (*) for

Table 2

Selected search terms.
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Search terms

Keyword sources

Open Social Innovation

Hackathons Gegenhuber et al. (2023)
Fab lab / makerspaces Rayna and Striukova (2019)
Participatory Gegenhuber et al. (2023)

Social Innovation
Civil Society
Co-creation

Seyfang and Haxeltine (2012)
Voorberg et al. (2015)

Cooperative Hewitt et al. (2019)
Citizens Koirala et al. (2018)
Ecology Winans et al. (2017)
Grassroot Seyfang and Haxeltine (2012)

Eco-innovation
Nonprofit / non-profit

Ghisetti et al. (2015)
Westley et al. (2014)

Philanthropy Dees (2012)

Responsible Bock (2012)

Societal Avelino et al. (2019)

Socio- Baker and Mehmood (2015)
Sustainable Boons and Liideke-Freund (2013)
Sustainability McPhearson et al. (2015)
Transformative Avelino et al. (2019)

Open Innovation

Collaborative Baldwin and von Hippel (2011)
Collaboration Schaffers et al. (2011)
Collective Zhao and Zhu (2014)
Community Franzoni and Sauermann (2014)
Crowd Franzoni and Sauermann (2014)
Crowdsourcing Bogers et al. (2017)

Co-creation Schaffers et al. (2011)
Distributed Boudreau (2012)

Ecosystems Bogers et al. (2017)

External Mina et al. (2014)

Living labs Schaffers et al. (2011)

Network Lee et al. (2010)

Openness Dahlander and Gann (2010)
Platforms Bogers et al. (2017)
Tournaments Majchrzak and Malhotra (2013)

retrieving plurals and different spellings (Castaneda et al., 2018; Khare
and Jain, 2022). As a result, we obtained 3229 documents using the
following search query:

TS = ((Open OR Collaborat* OR Collective* OR Communit* OR
Crowd* OR Co-creation OR Distributed OR Ecosystem* OR External OR
“Living lab*” OR Network* OR Openness* OR Platform* OR Tourna-
ment* OR Hackathon* OR “Fab lab*” OR Makerspace* OR Participat*)
NEAR/3 (Social OR Civil OR Societ* OR Co-creation OR Cooperative*
OR Citizen* OR Ecolog® OR Grassroot* OR eco-innovation®* OR
Nonprofit* OR non-profit* OR Philanthrop* OR Responsible OR Societal
OR socio-* OR Sustainabl* OR Transformative) NEAR/3 (Innovation*)).

Following that, the search was restricted to articles, review articles,
or early access as the document types, while also limiting the language
to English (Merigo et al., 2016). Working papers, book reviews, and
conference proceedings (often referred to as gray literature) were
omitted (Kraus et al., 2020). To be consistent with the content analysis
objective of this review, we focused our search on the following WoS
categories: management, business, economics, and public administra-
tion (Chesbrough et al., 2014). To identify high-quality journals, we only
considered those with a 5-year Journal Impact Factor (JIF) of either Q1
or Q2, based on Journal Citation Reports (JCR) for 2023. Subsequently,
we screened 626 abstracts using the inclusion and exclusion criteria
outlined in Table 3, followed by a full-text review for those that
appeared to be relevant. Ultimately, a sample of 115 articles was
selected (see Fig. 1).

To examine the conceptual foundations of OSI, we conducted a co-
citation network analysis. This approach, based on WoS bibliometric
data, maps the frequency with which certain articles are cited together
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Table 3
Inclusion and exclusion criteria.
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(A) Inclusion criteria

1. Document type: Peer-reviewed journal articles, literature reviews, and early access.
2. Language: Only articles published in English.

3. Web of Science Category: Management, business, economics, and public administration.

4. Studies within the domain of social innovation: focus on social challenges, create social value, environmental sustainability, or similar.
5. Studies within the domain of open innovation: participatory, collaboration, engagement of multiple stakeholders, co-creation, or similar.

6. Empirical and conceptual studies.

(B) Exclusion criteria

1. Studies not primarily oriented toward social innovation and open innovation domains.
2. Book chapters, editorials, seminal papers, and conference proceedings (gray literature).

3. Articles that are unavailable electronically or by other reasonable means.
4. Articles published in any language other than English.

5. Articles published in journals ranked in the third (Q3) or fourth (Q4) quartiles according to the 5-year Journal Impact Factor in the 2023 Journal Citation Reports.

6. Articles published in journals that are not in the Core Collection database of WoS.

Identification of studies via systematic search in WoS database

Records removed before screening:
e Records other than articles, review
articles, and early access (n = 899)

M
E Records identified from Web of
i Science Core Collection, all
= editions, all years
£ (n=3229)
=

—

- v

Records screened based on the

e Non-English records (n = 144)

e Records outside WoS categories:
Management, Business, Economics,
Public Administration (n = 1,300)

e Records below Q2 JIF quartile (n = 260)

\4

Records excluded

title and abstract

\4

(n = 445)

Records excluded

= (n =626)
‘=
%)
o v
<
e Records assessed for eligibility
based on the article full text
(n=181)
——
Pa— v
T
S Studies included in review
] (n=115)
=
N/

Y

(n = 66)

Fig. 1. Data collection process based on PRISMA flow diagram (adapted from Page et al. (2021)).

within the literature, revealing intellectual linkages and thematic re-
lationships between works (Gmiir, 2003). By applying the following
criteria—requiring a minimum of 2 edges and removing isolated
nodes—we used the Louvain clustering algorithm to investigate network
modularity (Zupic and Cater, 2015). This method allows for the iden-
tification of clusters of interconnected publications, which can then be
categorized based on their thematic focus. In the resulting network, the
relative size of each node indicates its co-citation frequency, high-
lighting the most frequently co-cited articles.

In addition, to examine the conceptual structure of OSI, we con-
ducted a co-occurrence network analysis of authors’ keywords. This
approach maps the frequency with which the most common keywords
appear together in the literature, revealing thematic relationships and

conceptual linkages in the field (Boyack and Klavans, 2010). Applying
the Louvain clustering algorithm, we used the same criteria of co-
citation analysis: requiring a minimum of 2 edges and removing iso-
lated nodes. In the resulting network, the relative size of each node in-
dicates its co-occurrence frequency, highlighting the most frequently
used keywords. The thickness of links between keywords shows their
frequency of simultaneous use by authors.

Finally, to examine the findings of our content analysis, we adopt a
systems theory analytical approach (Bertalanffy, 1968). A system is a set
of interacting elements with a specific purpose (Ackoff, 1971; Flood and
Jackson, 1991). When we mention an element, it could be an individual,
an organization, a government agency, or any other relevant entity. A
relationship involves two elements interacting for a specific purpose,
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exchanging resources or information. By employing a systems perspec-
tive, we align with recent calls for a more comprehensive understanding
of the ecosystem, bridging micro, meso, and macro levels of analysis
(Bogers et al., 2017; Gegenhuber and Mair, 2024). To operationalize this
systems approach, we organize our content analysis into four analytical
themes: (i) antecedents, (ii) processes, (iii) relationships, and (iv) con-
sequences. These themes encompass the fundamental components and
dynamics of OSI initiatives, allowing for a methodical exploration of the
phenomenon.

4. Results
4.1. Descriptive analysis

In our final sample, we included 115 relevant articles from 54
different journals that delved into the field of OSI. Our analysis reveals
that a majority (52.2 %) of these articles were published within the last
three years (2022-2024), as shown in Table 4. This increase in publi-
cations provides evidence of the growing importance of OSI research,
which can be partly attributed to case studies focusing on collaborative
initiatives addressing the challenges posed by the COVID-19 pandemic
(Di Minin et al., 2021; Vermicelli et al., 2021).

The study of OSI has emerged in recent decades, with the earliest
article published in 2006. This signifies the emergence of an expanding
area of interest, highlighting the rapid development and current sig-
nificance of OSI studies. In terms of journal productivity, Technological
Forecasting and Social Change, as well as Business Strategy and the
Environment contribute most publications, accounting for 15.7 % of the
articles (18 out of 115).

To assess the articles’ impact, we analyzed their total citation counts
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Table 5
Most cited articles.

Paper Total citations
Ghisetti et al. (2015) 318
Fabrizi et al. (2018) 208
Watson et al. (2018) 182
Edwards-Schachter et al. (2012) 145
Ornetzeder and Rohracher (2006) 120
Melander (2017) 118
Nesti (2018) 90
Gonzélez-Moreno et al. (2019) 79
Alves (2013) 78
Oskam et al. (2021) 75
Chalmers (2013) 73
Windrum et al. (2016) 73

Following in terms of academic impact, Triguero A. and De Silva M.
received significant attention with 96 and 94 total citations, respec-
tively. Table 6 provides details of authors with two or more articles and
their respective WoS total global citation counts.

Most papers (80.9 %, 93 out of 115) are based on empirical research,
with qualitative methods being the most commonly used (68.8 %, 64 out
of 93). This aligns with the exploratory nature of the OSI approach,
where case studies serve as a valuable tool for examining novel phe-
nomena (Eisenhardt, 1989). In terms of the social research issue, our
analysis revealed that 64.3 % (74) of the studies are broad-spectrum,
meaning they do not focus on a particular social issue. Table 7

Table 6
Most frequent authors and total citations.

on WoS. Table 5 highlights the top ten cited articles. The three most Authors Articles Total citations
cited articles focus on open sustainability approaches in the business Gallouj F. 4 113
landscape. The clear frontrunner is Ghisetti et al. (2015), garnering 318 Triguero A. 2 96
citations for their exploration of knowledge sourcing’s influence on Eﬁlf;;::blzli Z ZZ
firms’ environmental innovations. In second place, Fabrizi et al. (2018) Schartinger D. 9 78
examine the impact of regulation policies and research network policies Windrum P. 2 78
on environmental innovation. In third place, Watson et al. (2018) con- Adomako S. 2 38
ducted a systematic review on stakeholder engagement as a dynamic g?sl'l“*l“;he“er B. 2 21
o1 . . . ellal F.
capability for firms to co-create sustainable solutions. Fi glsang L 2 20
Overall, 311 distinct authors contributed to the 115 articles Scupola A. 2 20
reviewed, averaging 2.83 authors per article. Gallouj F. was the author Gegenhuber T. 2 11
with the highest number of publications, contributing four articles. Mair J. 2 1
Table 4
Journals and published articles per year.
Journal Total 2006 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024
Technological Forecasting and Social 9 1 1 2 4 1
Change
Business Strategy and the Environment 9 1 2 1 1 3 1
R & D Management 6 5 1
European Journal of Innovation 6 1 1 1 3
Management
Industry and Innovation 5 1 1 1 1 1
Journal of Business Research 5 1 1 2 1
Public Money & Management 4 4
Corporate Social Responsibility and 4 1 1 2
Environmental Mgmt.
Journal of Responsible Innovation 4 1 2 1
Journal of the Knowledge Economy 3 1 2
Research Policy 3 1 1 1
Management Decision 3 1 1 1
IEEE Transactions on Engineering 3 1 1 1
Management
Journal of Product Innovation Management 3 1 2
Technology Analysis & Strategic 3 1 1 1
Management
Other journals 45 1 2 2 1 2 1 1 2 3 4 1 8 12 5
TOTAL 115 1 2 2 6 3 2 6 13 12 22 25 13
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Table 7

Overview methodological procedures by social issue classification.
Document types (methodology) Literature review Conceptual Empirical Total empirical Total
Social issues Mixed methods Qualitative Quantitative
Broad-spectrum 7 10 5 45 7 57 74
Environmental 3 1 5 16 22 25
Social integration and cohesion 1 5 5 6
Social development and well-being 1 3 3 4
Health 4 4 4
Poverty and inequality 2 2 2
Total 10 12 6 64 23 93 115

provides an overview of the number of articles considering the social
issue for each type of methodology used. Among the studies that focus
on a specific social issue, environmental issues stand out at 21.7 % (25).
Furthermore, the majority of articles in these studies are quantitative
(16 out of 22) and primarily focus on examining how to reduce the
environmental impact of firms.

Fig. 2 shows the bibliographic network based on co-citation analysis
of the top 100 most frequently cited references, classified into three
main clusters: Cluster 1: Empirical Insights: Firms, Environment, and
Open Innovation; Cluster 2: Theoretical Foundations: Open Innovation
and Social Innovation; and Cluster 3: Qualitative Approach: Case
Studies. These clusters demonstrate thematic complementarity rather
than domination, where the central theoretical frameworks (Open
Innovation and Social Innovation) mediate between empirical applica-
tions and different complementary frameworks, as synthesized in
Table 8.

4.1.1. Cluster 1. Empirical insights: Firms, environment, and open
innovation (left)

This cluster reveals a fundamental knowledge base centered on
organizational innovation practices. The co-citation patterns demon-
strate theoretical linkages between open innovation performance met-
rics (Laursen and Salter, 2006) and environmental innovation
frameworks (Horbach, 2008). The cluster’s structure indicates a
distinctive theoretical foundation where environmental and open
innovation concepts have been systematically integrated, particularly in
for-profit contexts organizations (e.g., Cainelli et al., 2012). Notably,
works like De Marchi (2012) and Rennings (2000) anchor this cluster’s

chesbrouafh,w 003m

nieto mj 2007 dahlander | 2010"

focus on sustainability-oriented collaboration mechanisms, aligning
with broader scholarly constructs such as ‘sustainable open innovation’
(Bogers et al., 2020). This cluster provides practical frameworks for
organizations to optimize their open collaboration processes while
actively contributing to environmental sustainability.

4.1.2. Cluster 2. Theoretical foundations: Open innovation and social
innovation (center)

This cluster represents the central theoretical domain within OSI,
characterized by dense co-citation patterns between foundational social
innovation conceptualizations (e.g., Cajaiba-Santana, 2014; Mulgan,
2006; Murray et al., 2010) and open innovation (Chesbrough, 2003;
West and Bogers, 2014). The network structure reveals theoretical
integration with alternative approaches, including local innovation
(Moulaert and Nussbaumer, 2005), user innovation by von Hippel
(1988), and co-creation processes (Voorberg et al., 2015). Moreover, the
presence of the absorptive capacity framework (Cohen and Levinthal,
1990) within this cluster suggests its theoretical relevance within the
knowledge integration processes in OSI. This cluster shows that orga-
nizations and communities can implement strategies combining open-
ness benefits with social impact to effectively address urgent social
challenges through cross-sector knowledge flows.

4.1.3. Cluster 3. Qualitative approach: Case studies (right)

This cluster highlights a significant knowledge base grounded in
qualitative research frameworks, founded upon case study methodology
(Eisenhardt, 1989). It includes influential works that contribute theo-
retical frameworks from qualitative evidence, as exemplified by Gioia
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Fig. 2. References’ co-citation network of OSI research.
Source: Biblioshiny, based on the WoS dataset.
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Table 8
Prevailing theoretical perspectives analysis by cluster.

Cluster Theoretical perspectives

Cluster 1: Empirical Insights - Firms,
Environment, and Open
Innovation

Sustainable development literature
exhibits co-citation patterns with innova-
tion management papers.

External knowledge sourcing studies
appear connected to environmental
innovation papers.

Innovation adoption research clusters with
sustainability-oriented literature.

Open innovation literature forms a central
node within the overall co-citation
network.

Social entrepreneurship papers co-occur
frequently with open innovation
literature.

Cluster 2: Theoretical Foundations -
Open Innovation and Social
Innovation

Multi-stakeholder collaboration studies
position themselves between traditional
and social innovation literature.

Public sector innovation research appears
in conjunction with business innovation
literature.

Service-dominant logic papers form
connections with both innovation and
social value literature.

Papers on ecosystem approaches occupy
positions linking theoretical and empirical
research.

Papers on resource orchestration cluster
together with firm boundary literature.
Value co-creation literature appears
frequently in co-citation relationships
across different research traditions.
Knowledge flow frameworks form a visible
subgroup within the broader empirical
cluster.

Cluster 3: Qualitative Approach -
Case Studies

etal. (2013), Miles and Huberman (1994), and Yin (2004). Furthermore,
the co-citation patterns reveal theoretical frameworks operating at
broader analytical levels, including innovation ecosystems (Adner,
2006), the triple helix model (Etzkowitz and Leydesdorff, 2000), and
cross-sector collaboration works in the domain of public administration
(e.g., Bryson et al., 2006; Hartley et al., 2013). This cluster establishes
case studies as a fundamental approach to capture and analyze the
complex dynamics of multi-actor collaboration in OSI initiatives.

5
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@

Fig. 3. Conceptual structure of OSI research.
Source: Biblioshiny, based on the WoS dataset.
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Finally, the co-occurrence network categorizes the top 50 most
frequently used keywords into five clusters, excluding 26 isolated key-
words. The results are presented in Fig. 3. The analysis shows that ‘social
innovation’ and ‘open innovation’ are central nodes with limited direct
connectivity between them. However, this weak inter-nodal connection
is counterbalanced by complementary frameworks and practices
emerging around each node. Within the social innovation node, links
connect to terms like ‘co-creation’, ‘entrepreneurship’, ‘ecosystem’, and
‘networks’, indicating a focus on creating collaborative and participa-
tory structures. The open innovation node, meanwhile, shows connec-
tions to ‘corporate social responsibility’ and ‘sustainable’, revealing a
more formalized and business-oriented approach to OSI.

The co-occurrence analysis uncovers that different mechanisms aim
to address societal issues. The social innovation cluster emphasizes
bottom-up, community-driven broader approaches, while the open
innovation cluster integrates open practices within sustainability and
corporate social contexts. Moreover, the prominence of the ‘sustainable
development’ node indicates that sustainability is a key driver in OSI
studies, pointing to the field’s potential responsiveness to global issues.
Notably, the smaller ‘open social innovation’ node suggests that this
concept is still developing, presenting opportunities for further explo-
ration of the interconnectedness of these research areas.

4.2. Content analysis

Drawing upon the methodology and structure of analysis employed
in prior literature reviews in the fields of innovation and entrepre-
neurship (Urbano et al., 2019; Urbano et al., 2022; Zahoor and Al-
Tabbaa, 2020; Zahra et al., 2006), we synthesize our findings into four
analytical themes: (i) antecedents, (ii) processes, (iii) relationships and
(iv) consequences. The antecedents explore the determinants and
drivers moderating OSI initiatives’ emergence across individual, orga-
nizational, and ecosystem levels. The relationships investigate the in-
terconnections and interactions among actors for resource exchange and
value co-creation. The process theme examines how OSI initiatives un-
fold, encompassing practices, routines, and mechanisms for collabora-
tion, coordination, co-creation and similar. The consequences analyze
OSI initiatives’ outcomes and implications. Fig. 4 provides an overview
of the analysis, and each theme is further discussed in the following
subsections.

®
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Fig. 4. Overview of themes and dimensions identified through content analysis.

4.2.1. Antecedents

4.2.1.1. Micro - Individual level. Human capital factors emerge as de-
terminants of OSI. Leadership skills help individuals guide and inspire
others toward innovative objectives (Grama-Vigouroux et al., 2024),
while knowledge acquisition across various domains provides the
foundation for ideation and problem-solving processes (Kimpimaki
et al., 2022; Kobarg et al., 2020). An entrepreneurial orientation,
characterized by creative and ambitious thinking, is conducive to OSI
(De Silva and Wright, 2019). In addition, the propensity of individuals to
take risks plays a role in their decision to participate in community
initiatives (Hardyman et al., 2022).

Motivation, both intrinsic and extrinsic, emerges as a recurring
theme in OSI initiatives (e.g., Akasaka et al., 2023; Nesti, 2018).
Intrinsic motivation, such as the entrepreneurial ambition to found
ventures, drives innovation activities (Dzandu and Pathak, 2021).
Extrinsic motivators, including monetary rewards, recognition, and
other incentives, are also effective in encouraging engagement in OSI
(Allal-Cherif et al., 2022; Fait et al., 2023; Schmidthuber et al., 2019).

4.2.1.2. Meso — Organizational level. Organizational factors influence
OSI (e.g., Gibbon and Rutter, 2022; Melander, 2017). The structure and
shared values within an organization are crucial determinants of its
engagement in OSI initiatives (Altuna et al., 2015; Palakshappa et al.,
2024). Additionally, credibility and open networks facilitate OSI efforts
by providing access to resources and enhancing organizational reputa-
tion (van Geenhuizen and Ye, 2014). Moreover, resilience (Vendrell-
Herrero et al., 2023) and adaptive capacity (Smolka and Boschen, 2023)
are important for overcoming OSI challenges.

Openness to knowledge exchange, encompassing acquisition and
dissemination, is fundamental for OSI, as external sources enhance so-
cial innovation performance (Hagedoorn et al., 2023). For example,
Allal-Cherif et al. (2022) emphasize that OSI thrives on collaboration
among diverse stakeholders, with multifunctional teams enabling
exceptional performance and stronger partnerships. Furthermore, di-
versity in top management teams, especially gender diversity, enhances
OSI performance by incorporating varied perspectives and approaches,
as suggested by Ten Holter (2022).

The accessibility of resources is essential for OSI initiatives (Alcalde-
Heras and Carrillo, 2023; Rey-Garcia et al., 2019; Shaheen et al., 2023).
Factors such as dedicated time for innovation, R&D investments, and
knowledge capabilities have been identified as pivotal for OSI (Watson
et al., 2018). Moreover, organizational attributes such as size (IMoreno-
Mondéjar et al., 2020), age (Kher et al., 2023), absorptive capacity
(Ghisetti et al., 2015), and dynamic capabilities (Rey-Garcia et al., 2019)
play a significant role in shaping OSI potential. Notably, attributes like
dynamic capabilities have been evaluated in contexts such as green
innovation, contributing to sustainable practices (Khan et al., 2023).
Regarding early-stage organizations, OSI initiatives, such as social ac-
celerators, not only offer financial support but also provide business
expertise, networking opportunities, and mentorship (van Geenhuizen
and Ye, 2014).

Corporate social responsibility (Cai et al., 2023; Dionisio and de
Vargas, 2022; Roszkowska-Menkes, 2018) and environmental sustain-
ability (Khan et al., 2023) align organizations with OSI principles. Firms’
motivations, such as enhancing competitive positioning, improving
corporate image, and accessing lower-end markets, drive OSI initiatives
(Babu et al., 2020). In response to societal demands, community pres-
sure (Hofman et al., 2020) often drives organizations to adopt OSI, while
power dynamics within communities influence the direction and focus
of these initiatives (Cambra-Fierro et al., 2024).

4.2.1.3. Macro — Environmental level. Multiple environmental elements
at the macro level shape OSI. Regulatory and governance aspects, such
as bureaucracy (Grama-Vigouroux et al., 2024), normative institutions
(Sweeting et al., 2022), and regulatory laws (Fabrizi et al., 2018) in-
fluence the OSI ecosystem. In parallel, sociocultural elements, including
values, legitimacy, and community attitudes, are integral to OSI regional
practices (Cambra-Fierro et al., 2024; Ricciardelli et al., 2020).

The development of OSI in the public sector is shaped by factors such
as political agendas, centralization, paternalism, open government
practices, and local disputes (Randhawa et al., 2019; Sarma and Sunny,
2017; Sweeting et al., 2022). For example, the degree of centralization
and paternalism in government affects resource distribution and
decision-making processes, thereby influencing OSI’s dynamics and
scope (Sweeting et al., 2022). Furthermore, the relationship between
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political factors and OSI in society is emphasized by the importance of
government transparency and openness (Colovic and Schruoffeneger,
2021).

The technological landscape and informational factors influence OSI
(Gegenhuber et al., 2023), as evidenced by the role of digital technol-
ogies and data sharing in OSI initiatives. These include aspects like open
data availability, which promotes transparency and accessibility, facil-
itating scalability (Cambra-Fierro et al., 2024; Colovic et al., 2022).
These technological advancements facilitate novel approaches to
collaboration and innovation management across various contexts, such
as smart communities and smart cities (Ciasullo et al., 2020; Sarma and
Sunny, 2017). Among these technological developments, emerging
technologies are transforming how social issues are constructed and
addressed (Hong and Lee, 2023; Leite, 2022; Xin et al., 2023).

Finally, the development of a favorable ecosystem for OSI is influ-
enced by macro factors, such as social economy models (Catala et al.,
2023). Globalization, on the other hand, presents both opportunities and
challenges for internationalization and collaboration scaling (Lee and
Restrepo, 2015). Within its ecosystem, OSI operates alongside unmet
social demands (Galdini and De Nardis, 2023; Vendrell-Herrero et al.,
2023) and is supported by economic resources such as philanthropic
funding (Cai et al., 2023; Chalmers, 2013) and impact investing
(Christopoulos et al., 2023).

4.2.2. Processes

The process theme in OSI involves stages that range from problem
identification to scaling solutions for societal challenges. Problem
identification involves recognizing and framing societal issues to invite
innovative solutions, necessitating a deep understanding of the prob-
lem’s roots to create collective awareness (Hansen et al., 2022). Ideation
follows a bottom-up approach, empowering those affected by the
problem to contribute ideas and solutions, distinguishing OSI from top-
down models (Kruse et al., 2019). In addition to this, co-creation enables
dynamic knowledge exchange and the development of capabilities to co-
create value in innovative ways (Hardyman et al., 2022).

The iterative nature of OSI is underscored in studies by Jamieson and
Martin (2022) and Kruse et al. (2019). However, the trajectory of these
initiatives varies based on the leading stakeholders addressing the issue,
particularly those external to the public sector (Hansen et al., 2022).
While the literature proposes horizontal (Allal-Cherif et al., 2022) or
multi-level governance models (Cambra-Fierro et al., 2024; Catala et al.,
2023), it is observed that a primary organization or sector may take the
lead in driving these initiatives. For instance, when private companies
take the lead, the research focus often includes topics such as sustainable
development solutions (Chang, 2019), corporate social responsibility
(Altuna et al., 2015), and legitimation (Verleye et al., 2019). On the
other hand, government-led projects emphasize citizen participation
(Sarma and Sunny, 2017) and improving public services (Alves, 2013),
with the aim of achieving broad, long-term systemic changes (Eseonu,
2022). Meanwhile, civil society organizations prioritize citizen
empowerment initiatives (Sweeting et al., 2022), socially embedded
actions (Christopoulos et al., 2023), and addressing local issues (Dzandu
and Pathak, 2021).

In addition to the traditional stages of the innovation process, OSI
goes beyond by incorporating practices and mechanisms that facilitate
collaboration, coordination, and orchestration of activities (Jarmai and
Vogel-Poschl, 2020; Oskam et al., 2021; Ricciardelli et al., 2020).
Collaboration involves bringing together diverse stakeholders with
unique skills and perspectives, enriching the innovation process and
establishing a supportive network (Adomako and Nguyen, 2024; Rey-
Garcia et al., 2019). These innovation networks benefit from clear aims
and appropriate compositions to facilitate such exchanges (Sarasini,
2015).

Effective coordination is crucial for tackling collaborative ap-
proaches like OSI. This involves aligning objectives (Oskam et al., 2021)
and establishing clear communication (Olsson et al, 2021).
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Additionally, it is essential to ensure that stakeholders work toward a
shared vision (Cutler White, 2014) and address challenges such as the
scarcity of resources, including time (Kallio and Lappalainen, 2015). In
this context, leaders of OSI initiatives, also known as orchestrators,
perform various activities. From a functional perspective, Wegner et al.
(2023) identify key orchestrating activities, including designing, orga-
nizing, integrating, monitoring, bridging, legitimizing, and adapting.
Complementing this, Gegenhuber and Mair (2024) propose a process-
oriented approach that outlines four phases: mobilizing stakeholders,
bundling ideas, curating solutions, and scaling initiatives.

4.2.3. Relationships

OSI is influenced by the extensive network linkages within the pro-
cess (Barrett and Dooley, 2024). These linkages contribute to resource
exchange and the co-creation of value (Babu et al., 2020), encouraging
novel forms of interaction among diverse stakeholders (Citroni, 2015).
Trust plays an essential role in the success of these collaborations
(Jarmai and Vogel-Poschl, 2020) as it influences their stability and
effectiveness (Sarasini, 2015). Additionally, community engagement is
another key aspect of OSI (Dezi et al., 2018). For instance, involving
citizens in the process can enhance legitimacy and align innovations
with public interest, thereby facilitating smoother implementation
(Haikio, 2012).

Research has identified several factors that contribute to these re-
lationships and the impact of innovations. For example, forming alli-
ances with large companies can provide access to extensive resources,
broader market reach, and valuable expertise (van Geenhuizen and Ye,
2014). Additionally, collaborations with top strategic partners, who are
leaders in their fields, can offer critical insights, resources, and support
(De Silva et al., 2020).

4.2.4. Consequences

Studies have shown that OSI may generate various types of social
value and yield sustainable social impact (De Silva and Wright, 2019;
Fayard, 2023). This is because OSI focuses on collaborating with
stakeholders to co-create solutions that are tailored to local needs,
thereby enhancing their practicality and sustainability (Bentzen, 2022;
Rayna and Striukova, 2019; Svensson and Hambrick, 2019). OSI ini-
tiatives, such as DIY labs and Living Labs, align technological ad-
vancements with societal needs through citizen participation (Lhoste,
2020), potentially yielding innovations that address community chal-
lenges more effectively (Edwards-Schachter et al., 2012). Consequently,
these co-created solutions are more accepted by the community and
exhibit greater long-term viability due to the involvement of multiple
stakeholders (Windrum et al., 2016). In addition, this approach en-
hances social innovation performance, especially when there is strong
institutional support and high levels of social legitimacy (Adomako and
Nguyen, 2024).

From an economic perspective, OSI makes contributions to
employment and economic sustainability. According to Kher et al.
(2023) OSI initiatives, like social accelerators, have a positive impact on
financing, revenues, and employment in ventures. Additionally, studies
by Juusola et al. (2024) have shown that these initiatives enhance the
capacity of social enterprises to generate value in underserved markets.
Furthermore, OSI facilitates the creation of value by endorsing solutions
that are economically viable and socially beneficial, as evidenced by
Lippolis et al. (2023) in environmentally sustainable initiatives.

OSI also promotes the empowerment of individuals and communities
(Nesti, 2018; Windrum et al., 2018). It achieves this by involving diverse
stakeholders, including citizens, lead users, and social entrepreneurs, in
the innovation process (Battisti, 2019). This collaborative approach
fosters a sense of ownership and shared responsibility among stake-
holders, leading to a more engaged and proactive ecosystem capable of
sustaining positive change (Palakshappa et al., 2024). Furthermore, OSI
initiatives facilitate legitimacy establishment through inter-
organizational, multi-level, and external building blocks (Verleye



J.N. Pacheco et al.

et al., 2019).

In terms of community impact, OSI also enhances community well-
being through mechanisms such as knowledge transfer. OSI facilitates
short-lag societal impact, as evidenced by Olsson et al. (2021), who
emphasize that aspects such as continuity and co-creation in collabo-
rative research contribute to tangible community benefits. OSI encour-
ages continuous learning, experimentation, and adaptation, fostering a
culture of lifelong learning and empowering individuals and commu-
nities to tackle complex challenges (Svensson and Hambrick, 2019).
Additionally, the study conducted by Rashid et al. (2023) indicates how
knowledge transfer through social innovation, involving multiple
stakeholders, can lead to improved living standards, enhanced com-
munity competitiveness, and the creation of sustainable economic
opportunities.

Lastly, OSI initiatives enable public organizations to respond effec-
tively to complex issues by fostering the generation of new solutions
(Alves, 2013). This aligns with novel public service management prac-
tices that support collective learning of strategic importance in
addressing complex societal challenges (Kallio and Lappalainen, 2015).
Additionally, by adopting an ecosystems perspective, OSI initiatives may
enhance understanding of experimentation and value co-creation in
public services (Hardyman et al., 2022). Moreover, these collaborative
approaches give rise to innovative governance models that position local
governments as creators, facilitators, and gatekeepers of systems
(Cambra-Fierro et al., 2024). In these systems, various stakeholders,
including citizens, actively participate in decision-making processes.
Through collaboration with policymakers, community leaders, and cit-
izens, OSI enhances governance structures, making them more inclusive
and adaptable to societal challenges (Merlin-Brogniart et al., 2022).

5. Toward an integrative conceptual framework

In this section, we introduce an integrated framework that combines
insights from Social Innovation (Murray et al., 2010), Open Innovation
(Chesbrough, 2003), and the findings from the SLR. The purpose of this
framework is to capture the essential components and dynamics that
describe OSI. We define OSI as a cross-collaborative, ecosystem-based
approach to tackling social problems. It serves as a framework for the
diverse models of initiatives that facilitate the orchestration of synergies
and collective action to empower actors (such as communities, firms,
NGOs, entrepreneurs, etc.) for transformative social change. OSI pro-
motes distributed and participatory processes throughout the different

Table 9
Overview of comparative key aspects of OSI.

Key aspect Open Social Innovation Traditional social welfare
approaches
Principles Emphasize openness, diversity, =~ Emphasize social mission,

synergy, and collaboration. efficiency, and outcome
control.

Driven primarily by non-
profit organizations and
government.

Actors involved Multiple stakeholders,
including affected
communities, the private
sector, government, academia,
and civil society.

Collective intelligence, co-

Sources of ideas Internal experience and

and creation, and diverse specialized knowledge.
knowledge perspectives.
Innovation Effectuation: Iterative, Causation: Linear, planned

and based on
implementation.
Dependence on one’s own
resources, grants, or
government funding.

process adaptive and based on
experimentation.

Mobilizing diverse and
complementary resources
through connections,
networks, and partnerships.
Participatory, transparent and
based on collaboration
between multiple stakeholders.

Resources and
capabilities

Governance and
decision-
making

Hierarchical, centralized and
based on the authority of the
leading organization.
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social innovation stages. Table 9 provides a comparative overview of the
key principles, characteristics, and practices of OSI.

The proposed conceptual framework adopts a system approach
(Bertalanffy, 1968), unveiling the complex, multi-dimensional nature of
OSI. Based on this framework, OSI is observed through actors interacting
and exchanging resources, both tangible and intangible, over time for a
specific purpose. While traditional models may limit actors to sector-
based roles, innovation ecosystems, as conceptualized by Carayannis
et al. (2018), promote dynamic, multi-level interactions across sectors.
Consequently, our framework places emphasis on the definition of
essential roles that actors assume, based on their actions and the dy-
namic value they bring to the OSI process (see Table 10). This approach
is premised on the understanding that a single actor may assume mul-
tiple roles within the OSI process. For instance, the entrepreneurial
university approach expands the traditional role of universities as gen-
erators of knowledge (Etzkowitz, 2003), enabling them to also facilitate
inter-relationships and linkages among several external organizations
through incubators and other support programs (Guerrero et al., 2016).

The OSI process has emerged through various models that promote
collaboration, co-creation, and collective action. These models engage
diverse stakeholders and leverage their knowledge, resources, and ca-
pabilities to address social challenges. The process is orchestrated

Table 10

Overview of key roles of OSI process.

Role

Description

Organizational examples

Activists

Affected communities

Knowledge
communities

Orchestrators—design

These are the actors who
identify and seek to
transform a social issue.

These actors are directly
influenced or benefited by
the problematic situation.

These are groups of actors
who provide relevant
information or knowledge
(technical-scientific,
contextual-traditional
knowledge, etc.).

These actors lead the

Community-based
organizations, city
councils, community
leaders, or similar.
Migrant communities,
polluting companies, low-
income neighborhoods, or
similar.

Research centers, local
knowledge holders,
community leaders, think
tanks, or similar.

Social incubators,

team process by facilitating collaborative networks,
collaboration among crowdsourcing projects,
stakeholders and public-private
promoting the partnerships, living labs, or
transformation of ideas similar.
into tangible societal
innovations.

Entrepreneurs These actors materialize Intrapreneurs in city
ideas into products, councils, social
services, practices, or entrepreneurs,
management models in the  cooperatives, or similar.
affected communities.

Promoters These actors make Organizers of awards and
innovations visible and recognitions, platforms,
disseminate them within media, and journalists, or
and outside the ecosystem similar.
to support their scalability
in other similar contexts.

Enablers These actors provide all Impact investors,
kinds of tools and philanthropic foundations,
resources, monetary or in- government agencies,
kind, such as training, coworking spaces, or
talent, consultancy, similar.
financial resources,
infrastructure, and spaces
in the OSI process.

Regulators These actors define the National government, local

formal institutions (norms,
laws, and regulations) that
influence the development
and interactions of the
ecosystem.

authorities, international
institutions, policymakers,
or similar.
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through a series of initiatives, also referred to as projects, which may
vary in terms of their specific objectives, expected outcomes, or tem-
poral boundaries. Table 11 provides a concise overview of the main
examples of OSI initiatives, which have been categorized into four
quadrants based on the social innovation process stages (Murray et al.,
2010) and scalability (local or regional). These quadrants include: (i)
multi-stakeholder issue analysis, (ii) scalable social impact initiatives,
(iii) community-driven problem framing, and (iv) contextualized social
innovations (see Fig. 5). Furthermore, the OSI models can be distin-
guished into two primary groups depending on their main emphasis:
exploration-oriented initiatives, which prioritize the initial stages of the
innovation process, and empowerment-oriented initiatives, which
concentrate on implementation and scaling in later stages.

Exploration-oriented OSI initiatives target the early stages of the
innovation process, such as problem identification and ideation. Ex-
amples include hackathons, which gather individuals with diverse skills
to develop solutions collaboratively (Lara and Lockwood, 2016), and
crowdsourcing campaigns that use digital platforms to engage many
people in contributing ideas, resources, or labor (Hossain and Kauranen,
2015). Living labs also belong to this category, offering real-life envi-
ronments for users and innovators to co-create solutions iteratively
(Hossain et al., 2019). On the other hand, empowerment-oriented OSI
initiatives prioritize the later stages, placing emphasis on the imple-
mentation and scaling of social innovations. Social entrepreneurship
accelerators are a good example in this category, providing structured
support, mentorship, and resources to help social ventures expand their
impact (Crisan et al., 2021; Hallen et al., 2020).

A comprehensive approach to OSI requires the strategic integration
and customization of diverse initiatives, tailored to address the unique
context and objectives of each social challenge. This strategy may
involve, for instance, launching a broad crowdsourcing campaign, then
advancing selected ideas into a specialized social incubator. By strate-
gically merging and coordinating these initiatives across the innovation
process, OSI practitioners may unlock powerful synergies and maximize
the transformative impact of their efforts.

6. Discussion and implications

The rapid growth in OSI-related publications, particularly following
the COVID-19 pandemic, reflects increasing recognition of its potential
for tackling multifaceted problems that single organizations cannot
effectively address alone. Our analysis further reveals OSI's distinctive
nature as more than a simple application of open innovation principles
to social contexts. It represents a fundamental shift in how multiple

Table 11
Summary OSI main initiatives.

OSI Initiative Description

Crowdsourcing platforms. Online spaces where a diverse community is invited
to propose ideas and solutions to a specific problem
or opportunity, leveraging collective intelligence.
Intensive events, programs, or competitions in which
participants collaborate to develop innovative
solutions for specified challenges.

Public sector units that provide opportunities to
experiment with new approaches, co-create solution
prototypes with citizens, and test innovations before
larger-scale implementation.

Spaces that foster collaboration and enable the
community to design, prototype, and manufacture
solutions using a variety of tools and equipment.
Programs that provide training, mentorship,
networking, or funding to social ventures in order to
facilitate their growth, acquire traction, and achieve
greater impact.

Initiatives aimed at improving urban services and
quality of life in cities by applying digital
technologies, data, and intelligent systems.

Ideathons, Hackathons, and
Contests.

Public Innovation Labs.

Living Labs, Fab Labs, and
Makerspaces.

Social Incubators and
Accelerators.

Smart Cities Initiatives.

11

Technological Forecasting & Social Change 216 (2025) 124160

stakeholders collectively address societal challenges through distributed
processes that emphasize inclusivity, co-creation, and social change.
The conceptual framework we propose views OSI through an
ecosystem lens where actors assume distinct functional roles based on
their contributions rather than their sectoral origins. This perspective
highlights how OSI orchestration initiatives can be strategically
deployed across different innovation phases. By emphasizing both
exploration-oriented initiatives and empowerment-oriented models, our
framework provides a comprehensive understanding of OSI’s dynamic
processes. This study has both theoretical and managerial implications.

6.1. Theoretical implications

Our review clarifies the conceptual foundations of OSI by synthe-
sizing fragmented literature and identifying distinct intellectual clusters
that shape this field. By mapping the connections between open inno-
vation and social innovation, we provide a coherent framework that
addresses the current theoretical gaps. The co-citation patterns reveal
the dominance of organization-centric perspectives stemming from
seminal open innovation works, while simultaneously showing
emerging ecosystem approaches that represent a critical evolutionary
point in OSI’s theoretical development. Additionally, our role-based
typology extends the innovation ecosystem models beyond the triple
helix and sector-based classifications, offering a more nuanced under-
standing of the diverse actors involved in developing an idea into real-
world change. Furthermore, our categorization of OSI initiatives by
orientation (exploration/empowerment) and scale (local/regional) en-
ables complexity decomposition, allowing researchers to conduct more
rigorous comparative analyses of diverse OSI approaches.

6.2. Managerial implications

Several managerial implications can be derived from this study. First,
the literature has presented OSI initiatives as distinct approaches (like
living labs, hackathons, or social accelerators) without providing prac-
titioners with clear guidance on their strategic selection and integration.
This has led to fragmented implementation where organizations often
adopt a single model without considering its fit within broader inno-
vation processes (for example, what happens with the awarded idea?).
By classifying these initiatives based on orientation (exploration/
empowerment) and scale (local/regional), our framework enables
practitioners to envision and integrate appropriate approaches based on
specific objectives, resources, and innovation phases rather than
following trends. Second, our role-based perspective helps practitioners
transcend traditional sector-based thinking when forming collabora-
tions. Instead of assuming fixed roles based on organizational type
(business, government, civil society), stakeholders can strategically
adopt functions that leverage their unique capabilities and resources,
potentially assuming multiple roles throughout the innovation process.
This flexible approach enhances resource mobilization and knowledge
integration across boundaries. Third, for public sector innovators, our
findings highlight how OSI approaches can enhance service delivery
through citizen participation without requiring complete organizational
transformation. By strategically implementing OSI initiatives that
complement existing operations, public administrators can gradually
build collaborative capabilities while generating tangible social value.
This incremental approach reduces resistance and implementation risks.
Lastly, for social funders and sponsors, our review suggests the need to
shift from financing isolated projects toward supporting ecosystem
development. By investing in platforms, shared infrastructure, and
orchestration capabilities, funders can create enabling environments
that stimulate multiple innovations rather than depending on single
interventions. This systemic approach yields more sustainable impact by
building collaborative capacity across stakeholders rather than creating
dependency on continuous funding.
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Fig. 5. OSI orchestration initiatives.

Research agenda

Our systematic review of 115 articles reveals significant opportu-
nities for advancing OSI research. The analysis demonstrates that while
descriptive studies have proliferated, a more integrated theoretical un-
derstanding of OSI as a cross-collaborative, ecosystem-based approach
to tackling social problems remains underdeveloped. Nevertheless, to
break down and understand this dynamic process in which actors
interact and exchange resources over time, it may be useful to employ
multi-level approaches (e.g., Bogers et al., 2017), and multi-initiative
frameworks. The research agenda for OSI should prioritize the explo-
ration of complex relationships among initiatives, stakeholders, and the
broader socio-economic context within which they operate. Such in-
sights can guide the design and implementation of more effective OSI
initiatives. Similar to our framework for analyzing the results, we pro-
pose four research themes that warrant scholarly attention: (i) ante-
cedents; (ii) process and relationships; (iii) consequences; and (iv)
methodological considerations. Table 12 presents a set of potential
research questions derived from the future work suggestions identified
in the analyzed studies, along with guiding theoretical frameworks that
align with these research themes based on our analysis, rather than
representing an exhaustive theoretical assessment.

7.1. Research theme 1: Multi-level antecedents of OSI

Our analysis suggests that while organizational factors influencing
OSI have received considerable attention, significant gaps persist in
understanding the interplay of OSI with individual-level factors (e.g.,
individual agency) and macro-level elements (e.g., institutional contexts
and societal structures). Further research in these areas could enhance
our comprehension of OSI dynamics and effectiveness across different
contextual settings.

At the micro level, future research could explore the socio-
psychological underpinnings that drive sustained participation in OSI
initiatives. Current literature has begun to examine how intrinsic
motivational factors influence user contributions (Schmidthuber et al.,
2019), which presents opportunities for further theoretical develop-
ment. Studies examining individual-level antecedents could benefit
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from greater engagement with established psychological frameworks,
creating opportunities to integrate theories such as Self-Determination
Theory (Deci and Ryan, 2000) to examine how individual values inter-
sect with organizational commitments and participation patterns.

At the meso level, we identify opportunities to examine how orga-
nizational commitments and structures shape OSI development. Current
research provides valuable descriptive insights into how corporate social
responsibility, eco-innovation, and shared value creation influence OSI
initiatives across sectors (Cai et al., 2023; Kobarg et al., 2020). Building
on this foundation, future research could develop frameworks that
explain these relationships in different contexts. Additionally, while
studies have identified organizational considerations such as institu-
tional adaptation, intellectual property approaches, and resource allo-
cation (Colovic et al., 2022; De Silva and Wright, 2019), there remain
opportunities to develop frameworks that explain how organizations
navigate these considerations. Additionally, analyzing OSI’s impact on
business activities in organizations of varying sizes and product diver-
sification may yield valuable insights into its organizational implications
(Altuna et al., 2015). Future research could develop and test theoretical
models that connect organizational characteristics to OSI implementa-
tion effectiveness.

At the macro level, there are promising opportunities for researching
OSI's societal impacts, integrating theoretical frameworks with practical
implementations (De Silva and Wright, 2019; Kruse et al., 2019;
Windrum et al., 2016). This area of inquiry connects with discussions in
innovation ecosystems research regarding governance approaches
(Dedehayir et al., 2018). On the other hand, it may be useful to integrate
theoretical frameworks widely discussed in academic disciplines, such
as the institutional approach (North, 1990), to contrast the influence of
formal and informal factors that facilitate the creation of an environ-
ment conducive to social innovation through openness and sustain-
ability (Fabrizi et al., 2018; Grama-Vigouroux et al., 2024). These
connections create opportunities for scholars to investigate the dynamic
interplay between macro factors and OSI ecosystem development
(Gegenhuber and Mair, 2024; Trischler et al., 2020).
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Theme Area /Level Potential research questions (RQs) Theoretical Dominant references
perspectives that can be
applied
Antecedents Micro (Individual) e How do principles of responsibility in innovation e Self-Determination (Chang, 2019; Fait et al., 2023; Hong and Lee,

Processes and
Relationships

Meso
(Organizational)

Macro
(Environmental)

Problem
identification &
ideation

Implementation &
scaling

processes affect the initiation and development of
OS], especially regarding ethical, social, and
environmental considerations?

How do different types of motivation, for example,
green individual motives, influence the quality and
nature of users’ contributions in OSI initiatives?
What distinctive personal values drive individuals’
continuous participation and engagement in OSI
initiatives compared to other forms of volunteering
or innovation?

How do individual competencies and self-efficacy,
as conceptualized in goal-setting theory, influence
the successful implementation of empowerment-
oriented OSI initiatives?

To what extent does human capital mediate the
relationship between collaborative models and
innovation outcomes in OSI initiatives?

How do human capital factors interact with
organizational absorptive capacity to affect
knowledge transfer efficacy in cross-sector OSI
partnerships?

To what extent does corporate social responsibility
influence the initiation and development of OSI
initiatives across different industries and cultural
contexts?

To what extent do resource constraints in social
organizations impact the choice and effectiveness
of OSI approaches across different sectors?

What are the key organizational dynamic
capabilities required for effective implementation
of OSI strategies across different social issues?
How do organizational learning processes
contribute to the evolution and sustainability of
OSlI initiatives over time?

What organizational culture and governance styles
influence participation in OSI initiatives?

What factors influence how OSI impacts
mainstream activities in organizations of different
sizes and levels of product diversification?

How do organizational resources and capabilities
influence the formation and governance of OSI
initiatives?

What role do policy interventions play in shaping
cross-sector OSI collaborations for scaling impact-
ful solutions?

How does the interplay between local and national
innovation policies affect the diffusion of user-
driven OSI initiatives?

How do national regulatory frameworks influence
the formation and scaling of OSI initiatives focused
on sustainable development goals?

What ecosystem structural factors enable the
development of transformative and economically
sustainable OSI initiatives?

Which local processes are generalizable for
cooperating on OSI initiatives, and which are
culturally specific?

What problem framing and bounding strategies are
most effective for engaging diverse stakeholders in
0osI?

What co-creation processes and methods are most
effective for absorbing and integrating knowledge
from diverse stakeholders to create new solutions?
What collaborative approaches are most effective
for transforming collective ideas (exploration) into
real solutions (empowerment)?

How do the temporal dynamics of scaling (e.g.,
pace, timing) influence the resilience and
adaptability of OSI initiatives?
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Goal-Setting

Human Capital

Personal
Responsibility

Social Exchange

Dynamic Capabilities

Absorptive Capacity

Resource-Based View

Resource
Dependency

Organizational
Knowledge
Management

Institutional
Approach

Ecosystem Approach

Innovation Systems

Complex Adaptive
Systems

Stakeholder
Approach

Service-Dominant
Logic

Organizational
Resilience

e Collective Action

2023; Randhawa et al., 2019; Schmidthuber et al.,
2019; Smolka and Boschen, 2023; Ten Holter,
2022; Urbinati et al., 2023; Wu, 2023)

(Altuna et al., 2015; Cai et al., 2023; Colovic et al.,
2022; Cutler White, 2014; De Silva et al., 2020;
Dionisio and de Vargas, 2022; Fait et al., 2023;
Hong and Lee, 2023; Kobarg et al., 2020; Rey-
Garcia et al., 2019; Roszkowska-Menkes, 2018;
Watson et al., 2018)

(Babu et al., 2020; Carida et al., 2022; Catala et al.,
2023; Christopoulos et al., 2023; Desmarchelier
et al., 2021; Fabrizi et al., 2018; Grama-Vigouroux
et al., 2024; Hansen et al., 2022; Kher et al., 2023;
Sarasini, 2015; Trischler et al., 2020; Vendrell-
Herrero et al., 2023; Windrum et al., 2018)

(Akasaka et al., 2023; Hagedoorn et al., 2023;
Wegner et al., 2023)

(Bentzen, 2022; De Silva and Wright, 2019; Kohler
and Chesbrough, 2019; Rey-Garcia et al., 2019)

(continued on next page)
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Theme

Area /Level

Potential research questions (RQs)

Theoretical
perspectives that can be
applied

Dominant references

Consequences

Orchestration

Legitimation
dynamics

Stakeholders’
engagement

Governance of
innovation networks

Digital technologies

Longitudinal effects

Assessment of OSI
engagement

How do orchestrators adapt their governance
approaches when scaling OSI initiatives from local
to global levels?

What are the key practices that enable
orchestrators to effectively manage resource
constraints while fostering disruptive innovations
for societal benefit?

How do orchestrators in OSI initiatives adapt their
governance strategies to different stages of the
innovation process (exploration-oriented vs.
empowerment-oriented)?

How do legitimation dynamics in OSI ecosystems
influence the advancement of well-being objec-
tives beyond local networks?

What are the effects of conflicting institutional
logics on specific legitimacy establishment
processes in OSI initiatives?

How do conflicting tensions influence the
legitimation activities used to establish the
legitimacy of OSI in collaborative governance
contexts?

How can inclusive participation mechanisms
effectively engage marginalized groups typically
excluded from large-scale OSI processes?

What engagement strategies are most effective for
sustaining stakeholder commitment throughout
the implementation of OSI initiatives?

What is the optimal structure of OSI networks
based on the roles of stakeholders, allocation of
resources, social issues, and decision-making
processes?

How do different governance structures within
cross-sector partnerships impact the sustainability
of OSI initiatives?

To what extent do different governance models
shape the centrality patterns of actors in multi-
sectoral OSI networks?

What strategies do effective stakeholders employ
to navigate power asymmetries across different
levels (micro, meso, and macro) within network
structures to ensure equitable participation in OSI
initiatives?

How do mechanisms of informal influence and
power distribution affect decision-making pro-
cesses and resource allocation in OSI initiatives?
How does the integration of digital tools in OSI
processes affect the scaling strategies of social
enterprises compared to traditional non-profit
organizations?

How are social media platforms enabling and
scaling OSI initiatives?

To what extent do digital platforms enable or
constrain the inclusion and empowerment of
marginalized stakeholders in OSI processes?

How do digital technologies mediate the
relationship between corporate social
responsibility initiatives and OSI across for-profit
organizations of varying sectors?

How are disruptive technologies and innovations
transforming OSI initiatives?

To what extent do “innovation mindsets” fostered
by OSI initiatives persist in communities in the
long term?

How do stakeholder engagement, adaptability, and
business model robustness influence the
persistence of impact on OSI?

How do OSI initiatives contribute to community
resilience and adaptability in different socio-
cultural contexts?

What unintended consequences can emerge from
OSI initiatives in the long run?

What comprehensive frameworks can be created to
evaluate the breadth and depth of participation in
osr1?
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e Adaptive Governance

Resource
Orchestration

Shared Value

Institutional
Legitimacy

Social Inclusion

Social Justice
Social Exchange

Structural
Contingency

Power Dependency

Digital Divide
Approach

Technology
Mediation

Digital Inclusion

Transformative
Learning

Social Capital

Social Impact
Assessment

Participatory
Evaluation

(Christopoulos et al., 2023; Fayard, 2023;
Gegenhuber et al., 2023; Kruse et al., 2019; Oskam
et al., 2021; Wegner et al., 2023)

(Haikio, 2012; Oskam et al., 2021; Verleye et al.,
2019)

(Barrett and Dooley, 2024; Bentzen, 2022;
Hardyman et al., 2022; Marschalek et al., 2022;
Oskam et al., 2021

(Callagher et al., 2022; Desmarchelier et al., 2021;
Herrera, 2016; Hong and Lee, 2023; Kimpimaki
et al., 2022; Logue and Grimes, 2022; Merlin-
Brogniart et al., 2022; Oskam et al., 2021;
Randhawa et al., 2019; Rey-Garcia et al., 2019;
Sarasini, 2015; Wegner et al., 2023)

(Cambra-Fierro et al., 2024; Carayannis et al.,
2021; Carida et al., 2022; Cosimato et al., 2022;
Dezi et al., 2018; Gegenhuber et al., 2023)

(Citroni, 2015; De Silva and Wright, 2019; Fayard,
2023; Hagedoorn et al., 2023; Hardyman et al.,
2022; Oskam et al., 2021)

(Bentzen, 2022; De Silva and Wright, 2019;
Desmarchelier et al., 2021; Martinez-Martinez

(continued on next page)
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Theme

Area /Level

Potential research questions (RQs)

Theoretical
perspectives that can be
applied

Dominant references

Quantifying impact

How do socio-economic and cultural contexts (e.g.,
developed versus developing countries) influence
the long-term engagement in OSI among social
organizations?

How does partner diversity influence sustainability
outcomes in OSI?

What frameworks can compare the degree of
collaboration in different OSI initiatives?

How does the involvement of for-profit organiza-
tions impact the direction and outcomes of OSI
initiatives?

What organizational learning processes and
mechanisms enable the building of innovation
capabilities through participation in OSI?

How do regional and national innovation systems
impact the performance and diffusion of OSI across
different sectors and geographies?

What effect does diverse stakeholder participation
in OSI have on the replicability of successful

e Cultural Dimensions

e Hybrid Organizing

e Organizational
Learning

et al., 2023; Smolka and Boschen, 2023; van
Geenhuizen and Ye, 2014; Windrum et al., 2016)

(Altuna et al., 2015; Barrett and Dooley, 2024; Cai
et al., 2023; Cassetta et al., 2023; Desmarchelier
et al., 2020; Hofman et al., 2020; Kallio and
Lappalainen, 2015; Kruse et al., 2019; Rayna and
Striukova, 2019; Wegner et al., 2023)

initiatives?

7.2. Research theme 2: Process dynamics and stakeholder relationships

Our review highlights opportunities for expanding our understand-
ing of the processes and relationships underpinning OSI initiatives. This
theme encompasses four research opportunities that invite deeper
investigation. First, current research has begun to address the complex
leadership models and collaboration dynamics that drive OSI processes.
While studies have begun examining legitimation dynamics and their
broader societal impacts (Verleye et al., 2019), the analysis of how
different leadership approaches affect OSI outcomes remains underde-
veloped. This creates opportunities for scholars to contrast leadership
models with OSI to advance understanding beyond descriptive accounts.

Second, the governance of OSI initiatives presents opportunities for
future research, with a focus on optimizing network structure and
function for greater impact (Sarasini, 2015). This includes scrutinizing
stakeholder roles, power dynamics, resource distribution, and decision-
making processes (Logue and Grimes, 2022). Further empirical valida-
tion across diverse welfare regimes could enhance these frameworks
(Merlin-Brogniart et al., 2022). In this context, analyzing the dynamics
of OSI at various levels and their impact on sustainability goals may
enable researchers to develop and test new collaboration models that
address complex sustainability challenges (Kimpimaki et al., 2022).

Third, the role of orchestrators in multi-stakeholder collaborations
deserves attention. Researchers should identify the competencies, be-
haviors, and strategies of effective facilitators, as well as the challenges
they face and the support needed for success (Wegner et al., 2023). To
build on this foundation, scholars might consider systemic frameworks,
such as Complex Adaptive Systems (Schneider and Somers, 2006), to
examine the emergent properties and non-linear interactions within
multi-stakeholder networks. This approach could reveal how collabo-
rative structures evolve and self-organize, particularly when examining
OSI implementation across diverse community contexts with varying
resource constraints and societal impact objectives. Finally, the influ-
ence of digital technologies on OSI warrants considerable attention
(Cosimato et al., 2022). Future studies should explore the specific ca-
pabilities of technologies like social media and crowdsourcing tools, the
challenges, and opportunities they present, and their use by various
actors in the innovation ecosystem.

7.3. Research theme 3: Longitudinal consequences and impact assessment

Our review highlights the limited number of longitudinal studies that
have investigated the long-term effects of OSI initiatives. This research
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theme encompasses three key opportunities for development. First,
longitudinal research designs could reveal important insights about
OSI’s potential to address complex societal challenges (e.g., Fayard,
2023). While current cross-sectional and case-based studies provide
valuable insights, longitudinal approaches could enhance our under-
standing of how OSI initiatives evolve and adapt over time. This area
connects with discussions in ecosystem metrics research regarding
contextual considerations in performance assessment (Leendertse et al.,
2022). Scholars could employ longitudinal designs to examine factors
contributing to OSI scalability (Rayna and Striukova, 2019), including
stakeholder engagement persistence, adaptation mechanisms, and
business model resilience.

Assessing the extent of OSI engagement within social ecosystems
presents a complex challenge (Wegner et al., 2023). Current assessment
approaches provide various valuable perspectives that could be further
integrated. Future research could develop comprehensive frameworks
that conceptualize various dimensions of engagement, including
participation breadth and depth, stakeholder diversity, and collabora-
tion intensity (Windrum et al., 2016). Such frameworks would enable
systematic comparison across different OSI initiatives and contexts.

Finally, future studies should examine the impact of OSI initiatives
adopting various organizational models, such as hybrid organizations,
and the roles of different actors in social innovation ecosystems
(Carayannis et al., 2021). Current research provides valuable descriptive
insights into these relationships, creating opportunities for more
comprehensive conceptual development. For example, scholars might
investigate the application of social business models in digital social
innovation ecosystems, specifically in the context of smart cities.

7.4. Research theme 4: Methodological considerations for advancing OSI
research

OSI studies have benefited from case study approaches that provide
rich contextual understanding. To further advance the field, mixed-
method approaches could contribute to theoretical development by
combining the contextual richness of qualitative methods with the
comparative insights of quantitative approaches. This methodological
integration could support robust theory building and testing, particu-
larly for complex multi-level phenomena characteristic of OSI. Such
approaches could include alternative research designs like social
network analysis (Shipilov and Gawer, 2020) to examine interorgani-
zational networks and clusters; or agent-based modeling and simulation
(Wu et al., 2010) to reveal emergent properties in OSI ecosystems.
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8. Conclusion

This SLR of OSI, encompassing 115 articles from leading journals,
offers an integrated perspective on the evolution and current state of OSI
research. As an emerging field, OSI is a young concept in academic
literature, with research in this area gaining momentum in recent years.
Our analysis, rooted in content analysis and bibliometric approaches,
reveals the multi-faceted nature of OSI, underpinned by diverse theo-
retical frameworks and methodologies. The review highlights the
growing interest in OSI, especially in response to complex social chal-
lenges such as the COVID-19 pandemic. This interest is reflected in the
increasing volume of publications and the expanding scope of OSI in the
last two years, demonstrating increased recognition of the potential of
this approach to address complex societal issues.

Advancing OSI research has significant implications from both
theoretical and practical point of view. From a theoretical perspective,
the review has the potential to enhance our understanding of distributed
innovation processes, particularly in social and sustainability-oriented
initiatives. Additionally, it can contribute to the development of new
theoretical models and refine existing ones. This includes frameworks
related to stakeholder engagement, value co-creation, and the role of
institutions in shaping innovation. From a practical standpoint, research
on OSI may provide valuable insights for designing and implementing
more effective initiatives to address pressing societal challenges. It can
offer guidance on how communities and organizations can foster a
culture of openness, collaboration, and social responsibility. Further-
more, it can serve as a resource for policymakers in creating an envi-
ronment conducive to OSL

Despite the comprehensive nature of this SLR, our study acknowl-
edges limitations that warrant consideration. First, while focusing on
major journals in specific fields ensured the inclusion of high-quality,
peer-reviewed research, this approach may have inadvertently
excluded relevant OSI studies published in other disciplines or dissem-
inated through alternative formats. Second, although citation or co-
citation analysis provides valuable insights into the impact and influ-
ence of scholarly works, it has inherent limitations. This method does
not fully capture the nuanced intentions behind each citation, as re-
searchers may cite work for various reasons beyond its direct relevance
or discussion. Additionally, as this review primarily stems from a man-
agement disciplinary perspective, valuable perspectives and trans-
disciplinary knowledge from other social science domains could
contribute to a richer understanding of complex social phenomena like
OSI. Lastly, the swiftly developing nature of the OSI field presents an
ongoing challenge for literature reviews. As new research emerges and
theoretical perspectives shift, the findings and conclusions of this SLR
may require continual updating to maintain their relevance and
applicability.

Future research on OSI presents numerous opportunities for in-depth
exploration, as it is an emerging approach that can be examined from
various perspectives and applied across different models of imple-
mentation. One valuable direction for subsequent research involves a
deeper examination of how OSI advances, challenges, or transforms
theoretical frameworks both within management studies and across
adjacent disciplines. The dynamic nature of OSI, shaped by evolving
societal needs and technological advancements, necessitates innovative,
multidisciplinary, and collaborative research approaches. By integrating
OSI with fields such as organizational creativity, strategic management,
and entrepreneurship, we can enhance our understanding of its impact
and the factors that influence it. As research and applications of the OSI
approach continue to expand, exploring these intersections and syn-
ergies may generate novel insights and research directions. Ultimately,
by bridging the gap between theory and practice, OSI research has the
potential to drive positive social change and contribute to the devel-
opment of more inclusive, sustainable, and resilient societies.

16

Technological Forecasting & Social Change 216 (2025) 124160
CRediT authorship contribution statement

Jose Nicolas Pacheco: Writing — review & editing, Writing — orig-
inal draft, Methodology, Investigation, Formal analysis, Data curation,
Conceptualization. Andreu Turro: Writing — review & editing, Writing —
original draft, Methodology, Investigation, Formal analysis, Data cura-
tion, Conceptualization. David Urbano: Writing — review & editing,
Writing — original draft, Methodology, Investigation, Formal analysis,
Data curation, Conceptualization.

Declaration of competing interest

None.

Acknowledgments

Jose Nicolas Pacheco acknowledges the support provided by the
Parque Cientifico de Innovacién Social under the Open Social Innova-
tion research line at Corporacién Universitaria Minuto de Dios. Andreu
Turro and David Urbano acknowledge the financial support from Grant
PID2022-141777NB-100 funded by MCIN/AEI/ 10.13039/5011000110
33 and by “ERDF A way of making Europe”, and Grant 2021-SGR-
00719 funded by Agency for Management of University and Research
Grants (AGAUR), Generalitat de Catalunya. In addition, David Urbano
acknowledges the financial support from ICREA under ICREA Academia
programme.

Data availability
Data will be made available on request.

References

Ackoff, R.L., 1971. Towards a system of systems concepts. Manag. Sci. 17, 661-671.
https://doi.org/10.1287/mnsc.17.11.661.

Adner, R., 2006. Match your innovation strategy to your innovation ecosystem. Harv.
Bus. Rev. 84, 98.

Adomako, S., Nguyen, N.P., 2024. Collaborative entrepreneurship and social innovation
performance: effects of institutional support and social legitimacy. Corp. Soc.
Responsib. Environ. Manag. https://doi.org/10.1002/csr.2900.

Akasaka, F., Mitake, Y., Watanabe, K., Tsutsui, Y., Shimomura, Y., 2023. Development of
a self-assessment tool for the effective management of living labs. J. Eng. Technol.
Manag. 70. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jengtecman.2023.101783.

Alcalde-Heras, H., Carrillo Carrillo, F., 2023. Exploring the impact of collaboration on
eco-innovation in SMEs: a contribution to the business modes of innovation
framework. Eur. J. Innov. Manag. https://doi.org/10.1108/EJIM-05-2023-0435.

Allal-Cherif, O., Guijarro-Garcia, M., Ulrich, K., 2022. Fostering sustainable growth in
aeronautics: open social innovation, multifunctional team management, and
collaborative governance. Technol Forecast Soc Change 174, 121269. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.techfore.2021.121269.

Altuna, N., Contri, A.M., Dell’Era, C., Frattini, F., Maccarrone, P., 2015. Managing social
innovation in for-profit organizations: the case of intesa sanpaolo. Eur. J. Innov.
Manag. 18, 258-280. https://doi.org/10.1108/EJIM-06-2014-0058.

Alves, H., 2013. Co-creation and innovation in public services. Serv. Ind. J. 33, 671-682.
https://doi.org/10.1080/02642069.2013.740468.

Anthony, B., 2023. The role of community engagement in urban innovation towards the
co-creation of Smart sustainable cities. J. Knowl. Econ. https://doi.org/10.1007/
s13132-023-01176-1.

Appio, F.P.,, Lima, M., Paroutis, S., 2019. Understanding Smart cities: innovation
ecosystems, technological advancements, and societal challenges. Technol Forecast
Soc Change 142, 1-14. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2018.12.018.

Aria, M., Cuccurullo, C., 2017. Bibliometrix: an R-tool for comprehensive science
mapping analysis. J. Inf. Secur. 11, 959-975. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
j0i.2017.08.007.

Avelino, F., Wittmayer, J.M., Pel, B., Weaver, P., Dumitru, A., Haxeltine, A., Kemp, R.,
Jorgensen, M.S., Bauler, T., Ruijsink, S., O’Riordan, T., 2019. Transformative social
innovation and (dis)empowerment. Technol Forecast Soc Change 145, 195-206.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2017.05.002.

Babu, M.M., Dey, B.L., Rahman, M., Roy, S.K., Syed Alwi, S.F., Kamal, M.M., 2020. Value
co-creation through social innovation: a study of sustainable strategic alliance in
telecommunication and financial services sectors in Bangladesh. Ind. Mark. Manag.
89, 13-27. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.indmarman.2020.06.003.

Baker, S., Mehmood, A., 2015. Social innovation and the governance of sustainable
places. Local Environ. 20, 321-334. https://doi.org/10.1080/
13549839.2013.842964.


https://doi.org/10.13039/501100011033
https://doi.org/10.13039/501100011033
https://doi.org/10.1287/mnsc.17.11.661
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0040-1625(25)00191-X/rf0010
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0040-1625(25)00191-X/rf0010
https://doi.org/10.1002/csr.2900
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jengtecman.2023.101783
https://doi.org/10.1108/EJIM-05-2023-0435
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2021.121269
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2021.121269
https://doi.org/10.1108/EJIM-06-2014-0058
https://doi.org/10.1080/02642069.2013.740468
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13132-023-01176-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13132-023-01176-1
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2018.12.018
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.joi.2017.08.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.joi.2017.08.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2017.05.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.indmarman.2020.06.003
https://doi.org/10.1080/13549839.2013.842964
https://doi.org/10.1080/13549839.2013.842964

J.N. Pacheco et al.

Baldwin, C., von Hippel, E., 2011. Modeling a paradigm shift: from producer innovation
to user and open collaborative innovation. Organ. Sci. 22, 1399-1417. https://doi.
org/10.1287/0rsc.1100.0618.

Barrett, G., Dooley, L., 2024. Open social innovation in response to grand challenges:
promotor influence as change agent. R&D Manag. https://doi.org/10.1111/
radm.12695.

Battilana, J., Lee, M., 2014. Advancing research on hybrid organizing — insights from the
study of social enterprises. Acad. Manag. Ann. 8, 397-441. https://doi.org/10.5465/
19416520.2014.893615.

Battisti, S., 2019. Digital Social Entrepreneurs as Bridges in Public-Private Partnerships.
J. Soc. Entrep. 10, 135-158. https://doi.org/10.1080/19420676.2018.1541006.

Bentzen, T.@., 2022. Continuous co-creation: how ongoing involvement impacts
outcomes of co-creation. Public Manag. Rev. 24, 34-54. https://doi.org/10.1080/
14719037.2020.1786150.

Bertalanffy, L.V., 1968. General System Theory: Foundations, Development,
Applications. G. Braziller, New York.

Bertello, A., Bogers, M.L.A.M., De Bernardi, P., 2022. Open innovation in the face of the
COVID-19 grand challenge: insights from the Pan-European hackathon ‘EUvsVirus.’
R&D Manag. 52, 178-192. doi:https://doi.org/10.1111/radm.12456.

Bock, B., 2012. Social innovation and sustainability; how to disentangle the buzzword
and its application in the field of agriculture and rural development. Studies in
Agricultural Economics 114, 57-63. https://doi.org/10.7896/7.1209.

Bogers, M., Afuah, A., Bastian, B., 2010. Users as innovators: a review, critique, and
future research directions. Aust. J. Manag. 36, 857-875. https://doi.org/10.1177/
0149206309353944.

Bogers, M., Chesbrough, H., Strand, R., 2020. Sustainable open innovation to address a
grand challenge : lessons from Carlsberg and the green Fiber bottle. Br. Food J. 122.
https://doi.org/10.1108/BFJ-07-2019-0534.

Bogers, M., Zobel, A.-K., Afuah, A., Almirall, E., Brunswicker, S., Dahlander, L.,
Frederiksen, L., Gawer, A., Gruber, M., Haefliger, S., Hagedoorn, J., Hilgers, D.,
Laursen, K., Magnusson, M.G., Majchrzak, A., McCarthy, L.P., Moeslein, K.M.,
Nambisan, S., Piller, F.T., Radziwon, A., Rossi-Lamastra, C., Sims, J., Ter Wal, A.L.J.,
2017. The open innovation research landscape: established perspectives and
emerging themes across different levels of analysis. Ind. Innov. 24, 8-40. https://doi.
org/10.1080/13662716.2016.1240068.

Boons, F., Liideke-Freund, F., 2013. Business models for sustainable innovation: state-of-
the-art and steps towards a research agenda. J. Clean. Prod. 45, 9-19. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2012.07.007.

Boudreau, K.J., 2012. Let a thousand flowers bloom? An early look at large numbers of
software app developers and patterns of innovation. Organ. Sci. 23, 1409-1427.
https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.1110.0678.

Boyack, K.W., Klavans, R., 2010. Co-citation analysis, bibliographic coupling, and direct
citation: which citation approach represents the research front most accurately?

J. Am. Soc. Inf. Sci. Technol. 61, 2389-2404. https://doi.org/10.1002/asi.21419.

Bryson, J.M., Crosby, B.C., Stone, M.M., 2006. The design and implementation of cross-
sector collaborations: propositions from the literature. Public Adm. Rev. 66, 44-55.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6210.2006.00665.x.

Cai, W., Gu, J., Wu, J., 2023. The effect of corporate social responsibility on open
innovation: the moderating role of firm proactiveness. Manag. Decis. https://doi.
org/10.1108/MD-09-2022-1174.

Cainelli, G., Mazzanti, M., Montresor, S., 2012. Environmental innovations, local
networks and internationalization. Ind. Innov. 19, 697-734. https://doi.org/
10.1080/13662716.2012.739782.

Cajaiba-Santana, G., 2014. Social innovation: moving the field forward. A conceptual
framework. Technol Forecast Soc Change 82, 42-51. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
techfore.2013.05.008.

Callagher, L., Korber, S., Siedlok, F., Elsahn, Z., 2022. Metaorganizing collaborative
innovation for action on grand challenges. IEEE Trans. Eng. Manag. https://doi.org/
10.1109/TEM.2021.3135792.

Cambra-Fierro, J.J., Lopez-Pérez, M.E., Melero-Polo, 1., Pérez, L., Tejada-Tejada, M.,
2024. Smart innovations for sustainable cities: insights from a public-private
innovation ecosystem. Corp. Soc. Responsib. Environ. Manag. 31, 1654-1666.
https://doi.org/10.1002/csr.2660.

Carayannis, E.G., Grigoroudis, E., Campbell, D.F.J., Meissner, D., Stamati, D., 2018. The
ecosystem as helix: an exploratory theory-building study of regional co-opetitive
entrepreneurial ecosystems as quadruple/quintuple Helix innovation models. R&D
Manag. 48, 148-162. https://doi.org/10.1111/radm.12300.

Carayannis, E.G., Grigoroudis, E., Stamati, D., Valvi, T., 2021. Social business model
innovation: a quadruple/quintuple Helix-based social innovation ecosystem. IEEE
Trans. Eng. Manag. 68, 235-248. https://doi.org/10.1109/TEM.2019.2914408.

Carida, A., Colurcio, M., Melia, M., 2022. Digital platform for social innovation: insights
from volunteering. Creat. Innov. Manag. 31, 755-771. https://doi.org/10.1111/
caim.12499.

Cassetta, E., Dileo, 1., Pini, M., 2023. Linking external collaborations, eco-innovation and
sustainable growth. An empirical analysis on the Italian manufacturing firms. Ind.
Innov. 30, 452-479. https://doi.org/10.1080/13662716.2022.2109456.

Castaneda, D.I., Manrique, L.F., Cuellar, S., 2018. Is organizational learning being
absorbed by knowledge management? A systematic review. J. Knowl. Manag. 22,
299-325. https://doi.org/10.1108/JKM-01-2017-0041.

Catala, B., Savall, T., Chaves-Avila, R., 2023. From entrepreneurial and innovation
ecosystems to the social economy ecosystem. J. Bus. Res. 163, 113932. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2023.113932.

Chalmers, D., 2013. Social innovation: an exploration of the barriers faced by innovating
organizations in the social economy. Local Econ. 28, 17-34. https://doi.org/
10.1177/0269094212463677.

17

Technological Forecasting & Social Change 216 (2025) 124160

Chang, C.H., 2019. Do green motives influence green product innovation? The mediating
role of green value co-creation. Corp. Soc. Responsib. Environ. Manag. 26, 330-340.
https://doi.org/10.1002/csr.1685.

Chesbrough, H., 2003. Open Innovation: The New Imperative for Creating and Profiting
from Technology. Harvard Business Press.

Chesbrough, H., 2020. To recover faster from Covid-19, open up: managerial
implications from an open innovation perspective. Ind. Mark. Manag. 88, 410-413.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.indmarman.2020.04.010.

Chesbrough, H., Bogers, M., 2014. Explicating open innovation: Clarifying an emerging
paradigm for understanding innovation. In: New Frontiers in Open Innovation.
Oxford University Press, pp. 3-28. https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:oso/
9780199682461.003.0001.

Chesbrough, H., Di Minin, A., 2014. Open social innovation. In: New Frontiers in Open
Innovation. Oxford University Press, Oxford, pp. 169-188. https://doi.org/10.1093/
acprof:0s0/9780199682461.003.0009.

Chesbrough, H., Vanhaverbeke, W., West, J. (Eds.), 2014. New Frontiers in Open
Innovation. Oxford University Press. https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:oso/
9780199682461.001.0001.

Chistov, V., Aramburu, N., Carrillo-Hermosilla, J., 2021. Open eco-innovation: a
bibliometric review of emerging research. J. Clean. Prod. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
jelepro.2021.127627.

Christopoulos, T.P., Verga Matos, P., Borges, R.D., 2023. An ecosystem for social
entrepreneurship and innovation: how the state integrates actors for developing
impact investing in Portugal. J. Knowl. Econ. https://doi.org/10.1007/s13132-023-
01279-9.

Ciasullo, M.V., Troisi, O., Grimaldi, M., Leone, D., 2020. Multi-level governance for
sustainable innovation in smart communities: an ecosystems approach. Int. Entrep.
Manag. J. 16, 1167-1195. https://doi.org/10.1007/511365-020-00641-6.

Cillo, V., Borin, E., Thomas, A., Chaturvedi, A., Faggioni, F., 2023. The role of
crowdfunding in endorsing responsible open innovation for shared value co-
creation: a systematic literature review. Eur. J. Innov. Manag. 26, 278-307. https://
doi.org/10.1108/EJIM-03-2022-0131.

Citroni, S., 2015. Civic events in a dynamic local field. The role of participation for social
innovation. Ind. Innov. 22, 193-208. https://doi.org/10.1080/
13662716.2015.1033838.

Cohen, W.M., Levinthal, D.A., 1990. Absorptive capacity: a new perspective on learning
and innovation. Adm. Sci. Q. 35, 128-152. https://doi.org/10.2307/2393553.

Colovic, A., Caloffi, A., Rossi, F., 2022. Crowdsourcing and COVID-19: how public
administrations mobilize crowds to find solutions to problems posed by the
pandemic. Public Adm. Rev. 82, 756-763. https://doi.org/10.1111/puar.13489.

Colovic, A., Schruoffeneger, M., 2021. Institutional voids and business model innovation:
how grassroots social businesses advance deprived communities in emerging
economies. Manag. Organ. Rev. 17, 314-343. https://doi.org/10.1017/
mor.2020.66.

Cosimato, S., Di Paola, N., Vona, R., 2022. Digital social innovation: how healthcare
ecosystems face Covid-19 challenges. Tech. Anal. Strat. Manag. 1-16. https://doi.
org/10.1080/09537325.2022.2111117.

Crisan, E.L., Salanta, LI, Beleiu, L.N., Bordean, O.N., Bunduchi, R., 2021. A systematic
literature review on accelerators. J. Technol. Transf. 46, 62-89. https://doi.org/
10.1007/510961-019-09754-9.

Cutler White, C., 2014. An integrative literature review to introduce socio-networked
learning: a new theoretical framework for HRD. Hum. Resour. Dev. Rev. 13,
276-292. https://doi.org/10.1177/1534484313513951.

Dahlander, L., Gann, D.M., 2010. How open is innovation? Res. Policy 39, 699-709.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2010.01.013.

De Marchi, V., 2012. Environmental innovation and R&D cooperation: empirical
evidence from Spanish manufacturing firms. Res. Policy 41, 614-623. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.respol.2011.10.002.

De Silva, M., Khan, Z., Vorley, T., Zeng, J., 2020. Transcending the pyramid: opportunity
co-creation for social innovation. Ind. Mark. Manag. 89, 471-486. https://doi.org/
10.1016/j.indmarman.2019.12.001.

De Silva, M., Wright, M., 2019. Entrepreneurial co-creation: societal impact through
open innovation. R&D Manag. 49, 318-342. https://doi.org/10.1111/radm.12362.

Deci, E.L., Ryan, R.M., 2000. The “what” and “why” of goal pursuits: human needs and
the self-determination of behavior. Psychol. Inq. 11. https://doi.org/10.1207/
S15327965PLI11104_01.

Dedehayir, O., Mékinen, S.J., Roland Ortt, J., 2018. Roles during innovation ecosystem
genesis: a literature review. Technol Forecast Soc Change 136. https://doi.org/
10.1016/j.techfore.2016.11.028.

Dees, J.G., 2012. A tale of two cultures: charity, problem solving, and the future of social
entrepreneurship. J. Bus. Ethics 111, 321-334. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-
012-1412-5.

Desmarchelier, B., Djellal, F., Gallouj, F., 2020. Mapping social innovation networks:
knowledge intensive social services as systems builders. Technol Forecast Soc
Change 157, 120068. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2020.120068.

Desmarchelier, B., Djellal, F., Gallouj, F., 2021. Which innovation regime for public
service innovation networks for social innovation (PSINSIs)? Lessons from a
European cases database. Res. Policy 50. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
respol.2021.104341.

Dezi, L., Pisano, P., Pironti, M., Papa, A., 2018. Unpacking open innovation
neighborhoods: le milieu of the lean smart city. Manag. Decis. 56, 1247-1270.
https://doi.org/10.1108/MD-04-2017-0407.

Di Minin, A., Dooley, L., Lazzarotti, V., Manzini, R., Mortara, L., Piccaluga, A., 2021.
R&D Management at a time of crisis: what are we learning from the response to the
COVID-19 pandemic? R&D Manag. 51, 165-168. https://doi.org/10.1111/
radm.12454.


https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.1100.0618
https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.1100.0618
https://doi.org/10.1111/radm.12695
https://doi.org/10.1111/radm.12695
https://doi.org/10.5465/19416520.2014.893615
https://doi.org/10.5465/19416520.2014.893615
https://doi.org/10.1080/19420676.2018.1541006
https://doi.org/10.1080/14719037.2020.1786150
https://doi.org/10.1080/14719037.2020.1786150
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0040-1625(25)00191-X/rf0100
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0040-1625(25)00191-X/rf0100
https://doi.org/10.1111/radm.12456
https://doi.org/10.7896/j.1209
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206309353944
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206309353944
https://doi.org/10.1108/BFJ-07-2019-0534
https://doi.org/10.1080/13662716.2016.1240068
https://doi.org/10.1080/13662716.2016.1240068
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2012.07.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2012.07.007
https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.1110.0678
https://doi.org/10.1002/asi.21419
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6210.2006.00665.x
https://doi.org/10.1108/MD-09-2022-1174
https://doi.org/10.1108/MD-09-2022-1174
https://doi.org/10.1080/13662716.2012.739782
https://doi.org/10.1080/13662716.2012.739782
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2013.05.008
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2013.05.008
https://doi.org/10.1109/TEM.2021.3135792
https://doi.org/10.1109/TEM.2021.3135792
https://doi.org/10.1002/csr.2660
https://doi.org/10.1111/radm.12300
https://doi.org/10.1109/TEM.2019.2914408
https://doi.org/10.1111/caim.12499
https://doi.org/10.1111/caim.12499
https://doi.org/10.1080/13662716.2022.2109456
https://doi.org/10.1108/JKM-01-2017-0041
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2023.113932
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2023.113932
https://doi.org/10.1177/0269094212463677
https://doi.org/10.1177/0269094212463677
https://doi.org/10.1002/csr.1685
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0040-1625(25)00191-X/rf0210
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0040-1625(25)00191-X/rf0210
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.indmarman.2020.04.010
https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:oso/9780199682461.001.0001
https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:oso/9780199682461.001.0001
https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:oso/9780199682461.001.0001
https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:oso/9780199682461.001.0001
https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:oso/9780199682461.001.0001
https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:oso/9780199682461.001.0001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2021.127627
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2021.127627
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13132-023-01279-9
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13132-023-01279-9
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11365-020-00641-6
https://doi.org/10.1108/EJIM-03-2022-0131
https://doi.org/10.1108/EJIM-03-2022-0131
https://doi.org/10.1080/13662716.2015.1033838
https://doi.org/10.1080/13662716.2015.1033838
https://doi.org/10.2307/2393553
https://doi.org/10.1111/puar.13489
https://doi.org/10.1017/mor.2020.66
https://doi.org/10.1017/mor.2020.66
https://doi.org/10.1080/09537325.2022.2111117
https://doi.org/10.1080/09537325.2022.2111117
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10961-019-09754-9
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10961-019-09754-9
https://doi.org/10.1177/1534484313513951
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2010.01.013
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2011.10.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2011.10.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.indmarman.2019.12.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.indmarman.2019.12.001
https://doi.org/10.1111/radm.12362
https://doi.org/10.1207/S15327965PLI1104_01
https://doi.org/10.1207/S15327965PLI1104_01
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2016.11.028
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2016.11.028
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-012-1412-5
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-012-1412-5
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2020.120068
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2021.104341
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2021.104341
https://doi.org/10.1108/MD-04-2017-0407
https://doi.org/10.1111/radm.12454
https://doi.org/10.1111/radm.12454

J.N. Pacheco et al.

Dionisio, M., de Vargas, E.R., 2022. Integrating corporate social innovations and cross-
collaboration: an empirical study. J. Bus. Res. 139, 794-803. https://doi.org/
10.1016/j.jbusres.2021.09.039.

Doherty, B., Haugh, H., Lyon, F., 2014. Social enterprises as hybrid organizations: a
review and research agenda. Int. J. Manag. Rev. 16, 417-436. https://doi.org/
10.1111/ijmr.12028.

Dzandu, M.D., Pathak, B., 2021. Diy laboratories, their practices, and challenges — a
systematic literature review. Tech. Anal. Strat. Manag. 33, 1242-1254. https://doi.
org/10.1080/09537325.2021.1968373.

Edwards-Schachter, M., Wallace, M.L., 2017. ‘Shaken, but not stirred’: sixty years of
defining social innovation. Technol Forecast Soc Change 119, 64-79. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.techfore.2017.03.012.

Edwards-Schachter, M.E., Matti, C.E., Alcantara, E., 2012. Fostering quality of life
through social innovation: a living lab methodology study case. Rev. Policy Res. 29,
672-692. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1541-1338.2012.00588.x.

Eisenhardt, K.M., 1989. Building theories from case study research. Acad. Manag. Rev.
14, 532-550. https://doi.org/10.2307/258557.

Eseonu, T., 2022. Co-creation as social innovation: including ‘hard-to-reach’ groups in
public service delivery. Public Money Manag. 42, 306-313. https://doi.org/
10.1080/09540962.2021.1981057.

Etzkowitz, H., 2003. Innovation in innovation: the triple Helix of university-industry-
government relations. Soc. Sci. Inf. https://doi.org/10.1177/05390184030423002.

Etzkowitz, H., Leydesdorff, L., 2000. The dynamics of innovation: from National Systems
and “mode 2~ to a triple Helix of university-industry-government relations. Res.
Policy 29, 109-123. https://doi.org/10.1016/50048-7333(99)00055-4.

Fabrizi, A., Guarini, G., Meliciani, V., 2018. Green patents, regulatory policies and
research network policies. Res. Policy 47, 1018-1031. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
respol.2018.03.005.

Fait, M., Magni, D., Perano, M., Farina Briamonte, M., Sasso, P., 2023. Grassroot
processes of knowledge sharing to build social innovation capabilities. J. Knowl.
Manag. 27, 1390-1408. https://doi.org/10.1108/JKM-04-2022-0338.

Fayard, A.-L., 2023. Making time for social innovation: how to interweave clock time and
event time in open social innovation to nurture idea generation and social impact.
Organ. Sci. https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.2020.0832.

Flood, R.L., Jackson, M.C., 1991. The nature of systems thinking, in: creative problem
solving: Total systems intervention. Wiley, pp. 1-29.

Franzoni, C., Sauermann, H., 2014. Crowd science: the organization of scientific research
in open collaborative projects. Res. Policy 43, 1-20. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
respol.2013.07.005.

Galdini, R., De Nardis, S., 2023. Urban informality and users-led social innovation:
challenges and opportunities for the future human centred city. Futures 150,
103170. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.futures.2023.103170.

Gaviria-Marin, M., Merig6, J.M., Baier-Fuentes, H., 2019. Knowledge management: a
global examination based on bibliometric analysis. Technol Forecast Soc Change
140, 194-220. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2018.07.006.

Gegenhuber, T., Mair, J., 2024. Open social innovation: taking stock and moving
forward*. Ind. Innov. 31, 130-157. https://doi.org/10.1080/
13662716.2023.2271863.

Gegenhuber, T., Mair, J., Lithrsen, R., Théter, L., 2023. Orchestrating distributed data
governance in open social innovation. Inf. Organ. 33, 100453. https://doi.org/
10.1016/j.infoandorg.2023.100453.

Ghisetti, C., Marzucchi, A., Montresor, S., 2015. The open eco-innovation mode. An
empirical investigation of eleven European countries. Res. Policy 44, 1080-1093.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2014.12.001.

Gibbon, J., Rutter, N., 2022. Social enterprise in prisons: enabling innovation and co-
creation. Public Money Manag. 42, 323-331. https://doi.org/10.1080/
09540962.2021.2001202.

Gioia, D.A., Corley, K.G., Hamilton, A.L., 2013. Seeking qualitative rigor in inductive
research. Organ. Res. Methods 16, 15-31. https://doi.org/10.1177/
1094428112452151.

Gmiir, M., 2003. Co-citation analysis and the search for invisible colleges: a
methodological evaluation. Scientometrics 57, 27-57. https://doi.org/10.1023/A:
1023619503005.

Gonzélez-Moreno, A., Triguero, A., Sdez-Martinez, F.J., 2019. Many or trusted partners
for eco-innovation? The influence of breadth and depth of firms’ knowledge network
in the food sector. Technol Forecast Soc Change 147, 51-62. https://doi.org/
10.1016/j.techfore.2019.06.011.

Grama-Vigouroux, S., Saidi, S., Uvarova, 1., Cirule, I., Sellami, M., 2024. Drivers and
barriers of National Innovation Ecosystems for implementing sustainable
development goals: a Latvian case study. IEEE Trans. Eng. Manag. 71, 4188-4204.
https://doi.org/10.1109/TEM.2022.3233859.

Guerrero, M., Urbano, D., Fayolle, A., Klofsten, M., Mian, S., 2016. Entrepreneurial
universities: emerging models in the new social and economic landscape. Small Bus.
Econ. 47. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11187-016-9755-4.

Hagedoorn, J., Haugh, H., Robson, P., Sugar, K., 2023. Social innovation, goal
orientation, and openness: insights from social enterprise hybrids. Small Bus. Econ.
60, 173-198. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11187-022-00643-4.

Haikio, L., 2012. From innovation to convention: legitimate citizen participation in local
governance. Local Gov. Stud. 38, 415-435. https://doi.org/10.1080/
03003930.2012.698241.

Hallen, B.L., Cohen, S.L., Bingham, C.B., 2020. Do accelerators work? If so, how? Organ.
Sci. 31, 378-414. https://doi.org/10.1287 /orsc.2019.1304.

Hansen, A.V., Fuglsang, L., Gallouj, F., Scupola, A., 2022. Social entrepreneurs as change
makers: expanding public service networks for social innovation. Public Manag. Rev.
24, 1632-1651. https://doi.org/10.1080/14719037.2021.1916065.

18

Technological Forecasting & Social Change 216 (2025) 124160

Hardyman, W., Garner, S., Lewis, J.J., Callaghan, R., Williams, E., Dalton, A., Turner, A.,
2022. Enhancing public service innovation through value co-creation: Capacity
building and the ‘innovative imagination.” Public Money Manag. 42, 332-340. doi:
https://doi.org/10.1080/09540962.2021.1981042.

Hartley, J., Sgrensen, E., Torfing, J., 2013. Collaborative innovation: a viable alternative
to market competition and organizational entrepreneurship. Public Adm. Rev. 73,
821-830. https://doi.org/10.1111/puar.12136.

Herrera, M.E.B., 2016. Social innovation for bridging societal divides: process or leader?
A qualitative comparative analysis. J. Bus. Res. 69, 5241-5247. https://doi.org/
10.1016/j.jbusres.2016.04.119.

Hewitt, R.J., Bradley, N., Baggio, Compagnucci Andrea, Barlagne, C., Ceglarz, A.,
Cremades, R., McKeen, M., Otto, I.M., Slee, B., 2019. Social innovation in
community energy in Europe: a review of the evidence. Front Energy Res 7. https://
doi.org/10.3389/fenrg.2019.00031.

Hofman, P.S., Blome, C., Schleper, M.C., Subramanian, N., 2020. Supply chain
collaboration and eco-innovations: an institutional perspective from China. Bus.
Strateg. Environ. 29, 2734-2754. https://doi.org/10.1002/bse.2532.

Holmes, S., Smart, P., 2009. Exploring open innovation practice in firm-nonprofit
engagements: a corporate social responsibility perspective. R&D Manag. 39,
394-409. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9310.2009.00569.x.

Hong, S.G., Lee, D.H., 2023. Development of a citizen participation public service
innovation model based on smart governance. Serv. Bus. 17, 669-694. https://doi.
org/10.1007/s11628-023-00536-w.

Horbach, J., 2008. Determinants of environmental innovation—new evidence from
German panel data sources. Res. Policy 37, 163-173. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
respol.2007.08.006.

Hossain, M., Kauranen, I., 2015. Crowdsourcing: a comprehensive literature review.
Strategic Outsourcing: An International Journal 8, 2-22. https://doi.org/10.1108/
S0-12-2014-0029.

Hossain, M., Leminen, S., Westerlund, M., 2019. A systematic review of living lab
literature. J. Clean. Prod. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2018.12.257.

Jamieson, D., Martin, M., 2022. Supporting co-creation processes through modelling.
Public Money Manag. 42, 353-355. https://doi.org/10.1080/
09540962.2021.1996929.

Jarmai, K., Vogel-Poschl, H., 2020. Meaningful collaboration for responsible innovation.
J Responsible Innov 7, 138-143. https://doi.org/10.1080/
23299460.2019.1633227.

Juusola, K., Venkitachalam, K., Kleber, D., Popat, A., 2024. Knowledge sharing in open
social innovation for sustainable development: evidence from rural social
enterprises. J. Strateg. Manag. https://doi.org/10.1108/JSMA-12-2023-0322.

Kallio, K., Lappalainen, I., 2015. Organizational learning in an innovation network:
enhancing the agency of public service organizations. J. Serv. Theory Pract. 25,
140-161. https://doi.org/10.1108/JSTP-09-2013-0198.

Khan, S., Rehman, S., Nasir, A., 2023. Investigating the factors affecting green innovation
of service sector: a moderated mediation model. Eur. J. Innov. Manag. https://doi.
org/10.1108/EJIM-01-2023-0037.

Khare, A., Jain, R., 2022. Mapping the conceptual and intellectual structure of the
consumer vulnerability field: a bibliometric analysis. J. Bus. Res. 150, 567-584.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2022.06.039.

Kher, R., Yang, S., Newbert, S.L., 2023. Accelerating emergence: the causal (but
contextual) effect of social impact accelerators on nascent for-profit social ventures.
Small Bus. Econ. 61, 389-413. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11187-022-00680-z.

Kimpimaki, J.-P., Malacina, I., Lahdeaho, O., 2022. Open and sustainable: an emerging
frontier in innovation management? Technol Forecast Soc Change 174, 121229.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2021.121229.

Kobarg, S., Stumpf-Wollersheim, J., Schldgel, C., Welpe, .M., 2020. Green together? The
effects of companies’ innovation collaboration with different partner types on
ecological process and product innovation. Ind. Innov. 27, 953-990. https://doi.org/
10.1080/13662716.2020.1713733.

Kohler, T., Chesbrough, H., 2019. From Collaborative Community to Competitive
Market: The Quest to Build a Crowdsourcing Platform for Social Innovation, in: R
and D Management. Blackwell Publishing Ltd, pp. 356-368. doi:https://doi.org
/10.1111/radm.12372.

Koirala, B.P., Araghi, Y., Kroesen, M., Ghorbani, A., Hakvoort, R.A., Herder, P.M., 2018.
Trust, awareness, and independence: insights from a socio-psychological factor
analysis of citizen knowledge and participation in community energy systems.
Energy Res. Soc. Sci. 38, 33-40. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.erss.2018.01.009.

Kraus, S., Breier, M., Dasi-Rodriguez, S., 2020. The art of crafting a systematic literature
review in entrepreneurship research. Int. Entrep. Manag. J. 16, 1023-1042. https://
doi.org/10.1007/s11365-020-00635-4.

Kruse, D.J., Goeldner, M., Eling, K., Herstatt, C., 2019. Looking for a needle in a
haystack: how to search for bottom-up social innovations that solve complex
humanitarian problems. J. Prod. Innov. Manag. 36, 671-694. https://doi.org/
10.1111/jpim.12507.

Landstrom, H., Harirchi, G., Astrom, F., 2012. Entrepreneurship: exploring the
knowledge base. Res. Policy 41, 1154-1181. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
respol.2012.03.009.

Lara, M., Lockwood, K., 2016. Hackathons as community-based learning: a case study.
TechTrends 60, 486-495. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11528-016-0101-0.

Laursen, K., Salter, A., 2006. Open for innovation: the role of openness in explaining
innovation performance among U.K. manufacturing firms. Strateg. Manag. J. 27,
131-150. https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.507.

Lee, EW.Y., Restrepo, J.M., 2015. Institutional embeddedness and the scaling-up of
collaboration and social innovation: the case of a Hong Kong-based international
NGO. Policy Polit. 43, 459-471. https://doi.org/10.1332/
030557315X14352255139713.


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2021.09.039
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2021.09.039
https://doi.org/10.1111/ijmr.12028
https://doi.org/10.1111/ijmr.12028
https://doi.org/10.1080/09537325.2021.1968373
https://doi.org/10.1080/09537325.2021.1968373
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2017.03.012
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2017.03.012
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1541-1338.2012.00588.x
https://doi.org/10.2307/258557
https://doi.org/10.1080/09540962.2021.1981057
https://doi.org/10.1080/09540962.2021.1981057
https://doi.org/10.1177/05390184030423002
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0048-7333(99)00055-4
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2018.03.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2018.03.005
https://doi.org/10.1108/JKM-04-2022-0338
https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.2020.0832
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2013.07.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2013.07.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.futures.2023.103170
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2018.07.006
https://doi.org/10.1080/13662716.2023.2271863
https://doi.org/10.1080/13662716.2023.2271863
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.infoandorg.2023.100453
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.infoandorg.2023.100453
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2014.12.001
https://doi.org/10.1080/09540962.2021.2001202
https://doi.org/10.1080/09540962.2021.2001202
https://doi.org/10.1177/1094428112452151
https://doi.org/10.1177/1094428112452151
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1023619503005
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1023619503005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2019.06.011
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2019.06.011
https://doi.org/10.1109/TEM.2022.3233859
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11187-016-9755-4
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11187-022-00643-4
https://doi.org/10.1080/03003930.2012.698241
https://doi.org/10.1080/03003930.2012.698241
https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.2019.1304
https://doi.org/10.1080/14719037.2021.1916065
https://doi.org/10.1080/09540962.2021.1981042
https://doi.org/10.1111/puar.12136
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2016.04.119
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2016.04.119
https://doi.org/10.3389/fenrg.2019.00031
https://doi.org/10.3389/fenrg.2019.00031
https://doi.org/10.1002/bse.2532
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9310.2009.00569.x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11628-023-00536-w
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11628-023-00536-w
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2007.08.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2007.08.006
https://doi.org/10.1108/SO-12-2014-0029
https://doi.org/10.1108/SO-12-2014-0029
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2018.12.257
https://doi.org/10.1080/09540962.2021.1996929
https://doi.org/10.1080/09540962.2021.1996929
https://doi.org/10.1080/23299460.2019.1633227
https://doi.org/10.1080/23299460.2019.1633227
https://doi.org/10.1108/JSMA-12-2023-0322
https://doi.org/10.1108/JSTP-09-2013-0198
https://doi.org/10.1108/EJIM-01-2023-0037
https://doi.org/10.1108/EJIM-01-2023-0037
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2022.06.039
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11187-022-00680-z
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2021.121229
https://doi.org/10.1080/13662716.2020.1713733
https://doi.org/10.1080/13662716.2020.1713733
https://doi.org/10.1111/radm.12372
https://doi.org/10.1111/radm.12372
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.erss.2018.01.009
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11365-020-00635-4
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11365-020-00635-4
https://doi.org/10.1111/jpim.12507
https://doi.org/10.1111/jpim.12507
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2012.03.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2012.03.009
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11528-016-0101-0
https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.507
https://doi.org/10.1332/030557315X14352255139713
https://doi.org/10.1332/030557315X14352255139713

J.N. Pacheco et al.

Lee, S., Park, G., Yoon, B., Park, J., 2010. Open innovation in SMEs—an intermediated
network model. Res. Policy 39, 290-300. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
respol.2009.12.009.

Leendertse, J., Schrijvers, M., Stam, E., 2022. Measure twice, cut once: entrepreneurial
ecosystem metrics. Res. Policy 51. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2021.104336.

Leite, E., 2022. Innovation networks for social impact: an empirical study on multi-actor
collaboration in projects for smart cities. J. Bus. Res. 139, 325-337. https://doi.org/
10.1016/j.jbusres.2021.09.072.

Lhoste, E.F., 2020. Can do-it-yourself laboratories open up the science, technology, and
innovation research system to civil society? Technol Forecast Soc Change 161.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2020.120226.

Lippolis, S., Ruggieri, A., Leopizzi, R., 2023. Open Innovation for sustainable transition:
The case of Enel “Open Power.” Bus. Strateg. Environ. 32, 4202-4216. doi:https://do
i.org/10.1002/bse.3361.

Logue, D., Grimes, M., 2022. Platforms for the people: enabling civic crowdfunding
through the cultivation of institutional infrastructure. Strateg. Manag. J. 43,
663-693. https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.3110.

Mair, J., Gegenhuber, T., 2021. Open social innovation. Stanf. Soc. Innov. Rev. 19,
26-33.

Mair, J., Gegenhuber, T., Thater, L., Lithrsen, R., 2023. Pathways and mechanisms for
catalyzing social impact through orchestration: insights from an open social
innovation project. J. Bus. Ventur. Insights 19, e00366. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
jbvi.2022.e00366.

Majchrzak, A., Malhotra, A., 2013. Towards an information systems perspective and
research agenda on crowdsourcing for innovation. J. Strateg. Inf. Syst. 22, 257-268.
https://doi.org/10.1016/].jsis.2013.07.004.

Marschalek, ilse, Blok, V., Bernstein, M., Braun, R., Cohen, J., Hofer, M., Seebacher, L.M.,
Unterfrauner, E., Daimer, S., Nieminen, M., Vinther Christensen, M., Kumar
Thapa, R., 2022. The social lab as a method for experimental engagement in
participatory research. J Responsible Innov 9, 419-442. https://doi.org/10.1080/
23299460.2022.2119003.

Martin, B.R., 2012. The evolution of science policy and innovation studies. Res. Policy
41, 1219-1239. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2012.03.012.

Martinez-Martinez, A., Cegarra-Navarro, J.G., Garcia-Perez, A., De Valon, T., 2023.
Active listening to customers: eco-innovation through value co-creation in the textile
industry. J. Knowl. Manag. 27, 1810-1829. https://doi.org/10.1108/JKM-04-202.2-
0309.

McPhearson, T., Andersson, E., Elmqvist, T., Frantzeskaki, N., 2015. Resilience of and
through urban ecosystem services. Ecosyst. Serv. 12, 152-156. https://doi.org/
10.1016/j.ecoser.2014.07.012.

Melander, L., 2017. Achieving sustainable development by collaborating in green
product innovation. Bus. Strateg. Environ. 26, 1095-1109. https://doi.org/10.1002/
bse.1970.

Merigo, J.M., Cancino, C.A., Coronado, F., Urbano, D., 2016. Academic research in
innovation: a country analysis. Scientometrics 108, 559-593. https://doi.org/
10.1007/511192-016-1984-4.

Merlin-Brogniart, C., Fuglsang, L., Magnussen, S., Peralta, A., Révész, E., Rgnning, R.,
Rubalcaba, L., Scupola, A., 2022. Social innovation and public service: a literature
review of multi-actor collaborative approaches in five European countries. Technol
Forecast Soc Change 182, 121826. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
techfore.2022.121826.

Miles, M.B., Huberman, A.M., 1994. Qualitative data analysis: an expanded sourcebook.
Sage.

Mina, A., Bascavusoglu-Moreau, E., Hughes, A., 2014. Open service innovation and the
firm’s search for external knowledge. Res. Policy 43, 853-866. https://doi.org/
10.1016/j.respol.2013.07.004.

Moher, D., Shamseer, L., Clarke, M., Ghersi, D., Liberati, A., Petticrew, M., Shekelle, P.,
Stewart, L.A., PRISMA-P Group, 2015. Preferred reporting items for systematic
review and meta-analysis protocols (PRISMA-P) 2015 statement. Syst. Rev. 4.
https://doi.org/10.1186/2046-4053-4-1.

Moreno-Mondéjar, L., Triguero, A., Sdez-Martinez, F.J., 2020. Successful eco-innovators:
exploring the association between open inbound knowledge strategies and the
performance of eco-innovative firms. Bus. Strateg. Environ. 29, 939-953. https://
doi.org/10.1002/bse.2408.

Moulaert, F., Nussbaumer, J., 2005. The social region: beyond the territorial dynamics of
the learning economy. Eur Urban Reg Stud 12, 45-64. https://doi.org/10.1177/
0969776405048500.

Mulgan, G., 2006. The process of social innovation. Innovations 1 (2), 145-162.

Murray, R., Caulier-Grice, J., Mulgan, G., 2010. The Open Book of Social Innovation:
Ways to Design. The Young Foundation & NESTA, Develop and Grow Social
Innovations.

Nesti, G., 2018. Co-production for innovation: the urban living lab experience. Polic. Soc.
37, 310-325. https://doi.org/10.1080/14494035.2017.1374692.

North, D.C., 1990. Institutions. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, Institutional
Change and Economic Performance. https://doi.org/10.1017/CB0O9780511808678.

Olsson, A.K., Bernhard, I., Arvemo, T., Lundh Snis, U., 2021. A conceptual model for
university-society research collaboration facilitating societal impact for local
innovation. Eur. J. Innov. Manag. 24, 1335-1353. https://doi.org/10.1108/EJIM-
04-2020-0159.

Ornetzeder, M., Rohracher, H., 2006. User-led innovations and participation processes:
lessons from sustainable energy technologies. Energy Policy 34, 138-150. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.enpol.2004.08.037.

Oskam, 1., Bossink, B., de Man, A.P., 2021. Valuing value in innovation ecosystems: how
cross-sector actors overcome tensions in collaborative sustainable business model
development. Bus. Soc. 60, 1059-1091. https://doi.org/10.1177/
0007650320907145.

19

Technological Forecasting & Social Change 216 (2025) 124160

Page, M.J., McKenzie, J.E., Bossuyt, P.M., Boutron, I., Hoffmann, T.C., Mulrow, C.D.,
Shamseer, L., Tetzlaff, J.M., Akl, E.A., Brennan, S.E., Chou, R., Glanville, J.,
Grimshaw, J.M., Hrébjartsson, A., Lalu, M.M., Li, T., Loder, E.W., Mayo-Wilson, E.,
McDonald, S., McGuinness, L.A., Stewart, L.A., Thomas, J., Tricco, A.C., Welch, V.A.,
Whiting, P., Moher, D., 2021. The PRISMA 2020 statement: an updated guideline for
reporting systematic reviews. BMJ 372. https://doi.org/10.1136/bmj.n71.

Palakshappa, N., Dodds, S., Stangl, L.M., 2024. Understanding sustainable service
ecosystems: a meso-level perspective. J. Serv. Mark. 38, 288-300. https://doi.org/
10.1108/JSM-02-2023-0054.

Phills, J.A., Deiglmeier, K., Miller, D.T., 2008. Rediscovering social innovation. Stanf.
Soc. Innov. Rev. 6 (4), 34-43. https://doi.org/10.48558/GBJY-GJ47.

Pranckuté, R., 2021. Web of science (WoS) and Scopus: the titans of bibliographic
information in today’s academic world. Publications 9, 12. https://doi.org/10.3390/
publications9010012.

Randhawa, K., Wilden, R., Hohberger, J., 2016. A bibliometric review of open
innovation: setting a research agenda. J. Prod. Innov. Manag. 33, 750-772. https://
doi.org/10.1111/jpim.12312.

Randhawa, K., Wilden, R., West, J., 2019. Crowdsourcing without profit: the role of the
seeker in open social innovation. R&D Manag. 49, 298-317. https://doi.org/
10.1111/radm.12357.

Rashid, N.K.A., Lani, M.N., Ariffin, E.H., Mohamad, Z., Ismail, L.R., 2023. Community
engagement and social innovation through knowledge transfer: Micro evidence from
Setiu fishermen in Terengganu, Malaysia. J. Knowl. Econ. https://doi.org/10.1007/
513132-023-01102-5.

Rayna, T., Striukova, L., 2019. Open social innovation dynamics and impact: exploratory
study of a fab lab network. R&D Manag. 49, 383-395. https://doi.org/10.1111/
radm.12376.

Rennings, K., 2000. Redefining innovation—eco-innovation research and the
contribution from ecological economics. Ecol. Econ. 32, 319-332. https://doi.org/
10.1016/50921-8009(99)00112-3.

Rey-Garcia, M., Calvo, N., Mato-Santiso, V., 2019. Collective social enterprises for social
innovation: understanding the potential and limitations of cross-sector partnerships
in the field of work integration. Manag. Decis. 57, 1415-1440. https://doi.org/
10.1108/MD-01-2017-0091.

Ricciardelli, A., Raimo, N., Manfredi, F., Vitolla, F., 2020. Urban civic network as
practice of social change and innovation. A case-study analysis. Corp. Soc.
Responsib. Environ. Manag. 27, 1989-2003. https://doi.org/10.1002/csr.1940.

Roszkowska-Menkes, M.T., 2018. Integrating strategic CSR and open innovation.
Towards a conceptual framework. Social Responsibility Journal 14, 950-966.
https://doi.org/10.1108/SRJ-07-2017-0127.

Sarasini, S., 2015. (failing to) create eco-innovation networks: the Nordic climate cluster.
Tech. Anal. Strat. Manag. 27, 283-299. https://doi.org/10.1080/
09537325.2014.983894.

Sarma, S., Sunny, S.A., 2017. Civic entrepreneurial ecosystems: Smart city emergence in
Kansas City. Bus. Horiz. 60, 843-853. https://doi.org/10.1016/].
bushor.2017.07.010.

Schaffers, H., Komninos, N., Pallot, M., Trousse, B., Nilsson, M., Oliveira, A., 2011. Smart
cities and the future internet: Towards cooperation frameworks for open innovation.
In: Domingue, J., et al. (Eds.), The Future Internet. Springer, Berlin Heidelberg,
pp. 431-446. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-642-20898-0_31.

Scheidgen, K., Giimiisay, A.A., Giinzel-Jensen, F., Krlev, G., Wolf, M., 2021. Crises and
entrepreneurial opportunities: digital social innovation in response to physical
distancing. J. Bus. Ventur. Insights 15, €00222. https://doi.org/10.1016/].jbvi.2020.
e00222.

Schmidthuber, L., Piller, F., Bogers, M., Hilgers, D., 2019. Citizen participation in public
administration: investigating open government for social innovation. R&D Manag.
49, 343-355. https://doi.org/10.1111/radm.12365.

Schmitz, A., Urbano, D., Dandolini, G.A., de Souza, J.A., Guerrero, M., 2017. Innovation
and entrepreneurship in the academic setting: a systematic literature review. Int.
Entrep. Manag. J. 13, 369-395. https://doi.org/10.1007/511365-016-0401-z.

Schneider, M., Somers, M., 2006. Organizations as complex adaptive systems:
implications of complexity theory for leadership research. Leadersh. Q. 17. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2006.04.006.

Seyfang, G., Haxeltine, A., 2012. Growing grassroots innovations: exploring the role of
community-based initiatives in governing sustainable energy transitions. Environ
Plann C Gov Policy 30, 381-400. https://doi.org/10.1068/c10222.

Shafique, M., 2013. Thinking inside the box? Intellectual structure of the knowledge base
of innovation research (1988-2008). Strateg. Manag. J. 34, 62-93. https://doi.org/
10.1002/5mj.2002.

Shaheen, 1., Azadegan, A., Davis, D.F., 2023. Resource scarcity and humanitarian social
innovation: observations from hunger relief in the context of the COVID-19
pandemic. J. Bus. Ethics 182, 597-617. https://doi.org/10.1007/510551-021-
05014-9.

Shipilov, A., Gawer, A., 2020. Integrating research on interorganizational networks and
ecosystems. Acad. Manag. Ann. 14. https://doi.org/10.5465/annals.2018.0121.

Smolka, M., Boschen, S., 2023. Responsible innovation ecosystem governance: socio-
technical integration research for systems-level capacity building. J Responsible
Innov 10. https://doi.org/10.1080/23299460.2023.2207937.

Stanko, M.A., Fisher, G.J., Bogers, M., 2017. Under the wide umbrella of open
innovation. J. Prod. Innov. Manag. 34. https://doi.org/10.1111/jpim.12392.

Svensson, P.G., Hambrick, M.E., 2019. Exploring how external stakeholders shape social
innovation in sport for development and peace. Sport Management Review 22,
540-552. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.smr.2018.07.002.

Sweeting, D., de Alba-Ulloa, J., Pansera, M., Marsh, A., 2022. Easier said than done?
Involving citizens in the smart city. Environment and Planning C: Politics and Space
40, 1365-1381. https://doi.org/10.1177/23996544221080643.


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2009.12.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2009.12.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2021.104336
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2021.09.072
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2021.09.072
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2020.120226
https://doi.org/10.1002/bse.3361
https://doi.org/10.1002/bse.3361
https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.3110
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0040-1625(25)00191-X/rf0635
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0040-1625(25)00191-X/rf0635
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbvi.2022.e00366
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbvi.2022.e00366
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsis.2013.07.004
https://doi.org/10.1080/23299460.2022.2119003
https://doi.org/10.1080/23299460.2022.2119003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2012.03.012
https://doi.org/10.1108/JKM-04-2022-0309
https://doi.org/10.1108/JKM-04-2022-0309
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecoser.2014.07.012
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecoser.2014.07.012
https://doi.org/10.1002/bse.1970
https://doi.org/10.1002/bse.1970
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11192-016-1984-4
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11192-016-1984-4
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2022.121826
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2022.121826
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0040-1625(25)00191-X/rf0685
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0040-1625(25)00191-X/rf0685
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2013.07.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2013.07.004
https://doi.org/10.1186/2046-4053-4-1
https://doi.org/10.1002/bse.2408
https://doi.org/10.1002/bse.2408
https://doi.org/10.1177/0969776405048500
https://doi.org/10.1177/0969776405048500
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0040-1625(25)00191-X/rf202504190946519149
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0040-1625(25)00191-X/rf0710
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0040-1625(25)00191-X/rf0710
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0040-1625(25)00191-X/rf0710
https://doi.org/10.1080/14494035.2017.1374692
https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511808678
https://doi.org/10.1108/EJIM-04-2020-0159
https://doi.org/10.1108/EJIM-04-2020-0159
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.enpol.2004.08.037
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.enpol.2004.08.037
https://doi.org/10.1177/0007650320907145
https://doi.org/10.1177/0007650320907145
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmj.n71
https://doi.org/10.1108/JSM-02-2023-0054
https://doi.org/10.1108/JSM-02-2023-0054
https://doi.org/10.48558/GBJY-GJ47
https://doi.org/10.3390/publications9010012
https://doi.org/10.3390/publications9010012
https://doi.org/10.1111/jpim.12312
https://doi.org/10.1111/jpim.12312
https://doi.org/10.1111/radm.12357
https://doi.org/10.1111/radm.12357
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13132-023-01102-5
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13132-023-01102-5
https://doi.org/10.1111/radm.12376
https://doi.org/10.1111/radm.12376
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0921-8009(99)00112-3
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0921-8009(99)00112-3
https://doi.org/10.1108/MD-01-2017-0091
https://doi.org/10.1108/MD-01-2017-0091
https://doi.org/10.1002/csr.1940
https://doi.org/10.1108/SRJ-07-2017-0127
https://doi.org/10.1080/09537325.2014.983894
https://doi.org/10.1080/09537325.2014.983894
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bushor.2017.07.010
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bushor.2017.07.010
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-642-20898-0_31
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbvi.2020.e00222
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbvi.2020.e00222
https://doi.org/10.1111/radm.12365
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11365-016-0401-z
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2006.04.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2006.04.006
https://doi.org/10.1068/c10222
https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.2002
https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.2002
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-021-05014-9
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-021-05014-9
https://doi.org/10.5465/annals.2018.0121
https://doi.org/10.1080/23299460.2023.2207937
https://doi.org/10.1111/jpim.12392
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.smr.2018.07.002
https://doi.org/10.1177/23996544221080643

J.N. Pacheco et al.

Ten Holter, C., 2022. Participatory design: lessons and directions for responsible research
and innovation. J Responsible Innov 9, 275-290. https://doi.org/10.1080/
23299460.2022.2041801.

Tranfield, D., Denyer, D., Smart, P., 2003. Towards a methodology for developing
evidence-informed management knowledge by means of systematic review. Br. J.
Manag. 14, 207-222. https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8551.00375.

Trischler, J., Johnson, M., Kristensson, P., 2020. A service ecosystem perspective on the
diffusion of sustainability-oriented user innovations. J. Bus. Res. 116, 552-560.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2020.01.011.

Tuckerman, L., Roberts, J., Whittam, G., 2023. A Spectrum of open social innovation
within social Enterprise. VOLUNTAS 34, 799-812. https://doi.org/10.1007/511266-
022-00520-4.

United Nations, 2023. The Sustainable Development Goals Report 2023: Special edition
[WWW Document]. URL https://unstats.un.org/sdgs/report/2023/The-Sustainable
-Development-Goals-Report-2023.pdf (accessed 12.12.23).

Urbano, D., Aparicio, S., Audretsch, D., 2019. Twenty-five years of research on
institutions, entrepreneurship, and economic growth: what has been learned? Small
Bus. Econ. 53, 21-49. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11187-018-0038-0.

Urbano, D., Turro, A., Wright, M., Zahra, S., 2022. Corporate entrepreneurship: a
systematic literature review and future research agenda. Small Bus. Econ. 59,
1541-1565. https://doi.org/10.1007/5s11187-021-00590-6.

Urbinati, A., Shams Esfandabadi, Z., Messeni Petruzzelli, A., 2023. Assessing the
interplay between open innovation and sustainability-oriented innovation: a
systematic literature review and a research agenda. Business Ethics, the Environment
& Responsibility 32, 1078-1095. https://doi.org/10.1111/beer.12540.

van der Have, R.P., Rubalcaba, L., 2016. Social innovation research: an emerging area of
innovation studies? Res. Policy 45, 1923-1935. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
respol.2016.06.010.

Van Eck, N.J., Waltman, L., 2007. Bibliometric mapping of the computational
intelligence field. International Journal of Uncertainty, Fuzziness and Knowledge-
Based Systems 15, 625-645. https://doi.org/10.1142/50218488507004911.

van Geenhuizen, M., Ye, Q., 2014. Responsible innovators: open networks on the way to
sustainability transitions. Technol Forecast Soc Change 87, 28-40. https://doi.org/
10.1016/j.techfore.2014.06.001.

Vendrell-Herrero, F., Opazo-Basaez, M., Mari¢, J., 2023. Open and social: portraying the
resilient, social and competitive, upcoming enterprise. J. Enterp. Inf. Manag. 36,
45-69. https://doi.org/10.1108/JEIM-06-2021-0279.

Verleye, K., Perks, H., Gruber, T., Voets, J., 2019. The long and winding road: building
legitimacy for complex social innovation in networks. J. Prod. Innov. Manag. 36,
695-720. https://doi.org/10.1111/jpim.12506.

Vermicelli, S., Cricelli, L., Grimaldi, M., 2021. How can crowdsourcing help tackle the
COVID-19 pandemic? An explorative overview of innovative collaborative practices.
R&D Manag. 51, 183-194. https://doi.org/10.1111/radm.12443.

Visser, M., van Eck, N.J., Waltman, L., 2021. Large-scale comparison of bibliographic
data sources: Scopus, web of science, dimensions, Crossref, and Microsoft academic.
Quant. Sci. Stud. 2, 20-41. https://doi.org/10.1162/qss a_ 00112.

von Hippel, E., 1988. The Sources of Innovation. Oxford University Press.

Voorberg, W.H., Bekkers, V.J.J.M., Tummers, L.G., 2015. A systematic review of co-
creation and co-production: embarking on the social innovation journey. Public
Manag. Rev. 17, 1333-1357. https://doi.org/10.1080/14719037.2014.930505.

Watson, R., Wilson, H.N., Smart, P., Macdonald, E.K., 2018. Harnessing difference: a
capability-based framework for stakeholder engagement in environmental
innovation. J. Prod. Innov. Manag. 35, 254-279. https://doi.org/10.1111/
jpim.12394.

Wegner, D., Holsgens, R., Bitencourt, C.C., 2023. Orchestrating collaborative networks
for social innovation: orchestrators’ roles in socially innovative initiatives. Technol
Forecast Soc Change 195, 122786. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
techfore.2023.122786.

West, J., Bogers, M., 2014. Leveraging external sources of innovation: a review of
research on open innovation. J. Prod. Innov. Manag. 31, 814-831. https://doi.org/
10.1111/jpim.12125.

Westley, F., Antadze, N., Riddell, D.J., Robinson, K., Geobey, S., 2014. Five
configurations for scaling up social innovation. J. Appl. Behav. Sci. 50, 234-260.
https://doi.org/10.1177,/0021886314532945.

Winans, K., Kendall, A., Deng, H., 2017. The history and current applications of the
circular economy concept. Renew. Sust. Energ. Rev. 68, 825-833. https://doi.org/
10.1016/j.rser.2016.09.123.

20

Technological Forecasting & Social Change 216 (2025) 124160

Windrum, P., Schartinger, D., Rubalcaba, L., Gallouj, F., Toivonen, M., 2016. The co-
creation of multi-agent social innovations: a bridge between service and social
innovation research. Eur. J. Innov. Manag. 19, 150-166. https://doi.org/10.1108/
EJIM-05-2015-0033.

Windrum, P., Schartinger, D., Waring, J., 2018. Co-creation of social innovations and
new professional institutions: diffusion of therapeutic patient education (TPE) for
diabetes in Austria. Ind. Innov. 25, 570-593. https://doi.org/10.1080/
13662716.2017.1295363.

Wu, A., 2023. Collaborative eco-innovation and green knowledge acquisition: the role of
specific investments in Chinese new energy vehicle industry. Bus. Strateg. Environ.
32, 2245-2260. https://doi.org/10.1002/bse.3246.

Wu, D.D., Kefan, X., Hua, L., Shi, Z., Olson, D.L., 2010. Modeling technological
innovation risks of an entrepreneurial team using system dynamics: an agent-based
perspective. Technol Forecast Soc Change 77. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
techfore.2010.01.015.

Xin, X., Miao, X., Cui, R., 2023. Enhancing sustainable development: innovation
ecosystem coopetition, environmental resource orchestration, and disruptive green
innovation. Bus. Strateg. Environ. 32, 1388-1402. https://doi.org/10.1002/
bse.3194.

Yin, R.K., 2004. The Case Study Anthology. Sage.

Zahoor, N., Al-Tabbaa, O., 2020. Inter-organizational collaboration and SMEs’
innovation: a systematic review and future research directions. Scand. J. Manag. 36,
101109. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scaman.2020.101109.

Zahra, S.A., Sapienza, H.J., Davidsson, P., 2006. Entrepreneurship and dynamic
capabilities: a review, model and research agenda*. J. Manag. Stud. 43, 917-955.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6486.2006.00616.x.

Zhao, Y., Zhu, Q., 2014. Evaluation on crowdsourcing research: current status and future
direction. Inf. Syst. Front. 16, 417-434. https://doi.org/10.1007/510796-012-9350-
4.

Zupic, L., Cater, T., 2015. Bibliometric methods in Management and organization. Organ.
Res. Methods 18, 429-472. https://doi.org/10.1177/1094428114562629.

Jose Nicolas Pacheco is a PhD Candidate in the Entrepreneurship and Management
Program at Universitat Autonoma de Barcelona (UAB) and a member of the Centre for
Entrepreneurship and Social Innovation Research (CREIS). He holds a Master’s degree in
Industrial Engineering and a Bachelor’s degree in Industrial Engineering with a minor in
Technology Innovation from Universidad de Los Andes. His research interests focus on
Open Social Innovation, particularly examining its determinants and impacts within
entrepreneurial ecosystems. Previously, he worked as a graduate assistant at Universidad
de Los Andes and served as Director of the Social Innovation Observatory at UNIMINUTO’s
Scientific Park for Social Innovation (PCIS). He has also contributed as a researcher in
public policy projects in collaboration with Colombia’s Ministry of ICT and the Foundation
for Education and Social Development (FES).

Andreu Turro is an Associate professor at Universitat Autonoma de Barcelona (UAB)
Department of Business and a member of the Centre for Entrepreneurship and Social
Innovation Research (CREIS). Previously, he worked as an assistant professor at the
Utrecht University School of Economics (Netherlands). He received a Ph.D. in Entrepre-
neurship and Management from UAB. He has a double degree in Business Administration
and Market Research by UAB and a Master in Marketing Management by ESADE Business
School. His research focuses on the determinants of entrepreneurship and innovation in
different economic contexts. He published several academic papers in this research field.
Currently, he is participating in various Spanish and international projects on this topic.

David Urbano is a professor of entrepreneurship and ICREA-Academia researcher at the
Universitat Autonoma de Barcelona. He is also the director of the Centre for Entrepre-
neurship and Social Innovation Research (CREIS). His research analyses factors affecting
entrepreneurship in different contexts, using institutional economics as a theoretical
framework and combining quantitative and qualitative methodologies. David’s research
has been published in multiple leading academic journals and he currently participates in
numerous international projects. He is a research fellow at IfM Bonn (Germany) and the
Basque Observatory for Entrepreneurship (OVE-EBB) (Spain), and regularly visits the Haas
School of Business (University of California Berkeley) and Trinity Business School (Trinity
College Dublin).


https://doi.org/10.1080/23299460.2022.2041801
https://doi.org/10.1080/23299460.2022.2041801
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8551.00375
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2020.01.011
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11266-022-00520-4
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11266-022-00520-4
https://unstats.un.org/sdgs/report/2023/The-Sustainable-Development-Goals-Report-2023.pdf
https://unstats.un.org/sdgs/report/2023/The-Sustainable-Development-Goals-Report-2023.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11187-018-0038-0
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11187-021-00590-6
https://doi.org/10.1111/beer.12540
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2016.06.010
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2016.06.010
https://doi.org/10.1142/S0218488507004911
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2014.06.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2014.06.001
https://doi.org/10.1108/JEIM-06-2021-0279
https://doi.org/10.1111/jpim.12506
https://doi.org/10.1111/radm.12443
https://doi.org/10.1162/qss_a_00112
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0040-1625(25)00191-X/rf0945
https://doi.org/10.1080/14719037.2014.930505
https://doi.org/10.1111/jpim.12394
https://doi.org/10.1111/jpim.12394
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2023.122786
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2023.122786
https://doi.org/10.1111/jpim.12125
https://doi.org/10.1111/jpim.12125
https://doi.org/10.1177/0021886314532945
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rser.2016.09.123
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rser.2016.09.123
https://doi.org/10.1108/EJIM-05-2015-0033
https://doi.org/10.1108/EJIM-05-2015-0033
https://doi.org/10.1080/13662716.2017.1295363
https://doi.org/10.1080/13662716.2017.1295363
https://doi.org/10.1002/bse.3246
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2010.01.015
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2010.01.015
https://doi.org/10.1002/bse.3194
https://doi.org/10.1002/bse.3194
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0040-1625(25)00191-X/rf1005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scaman.2020.101109
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6486.2006.00616.x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10796-012-9350-4
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10796-012-9350-4
https://doi.org/10.1177/1094428114562629

	Open social innovation: A systematic literature review and future research agenda
	1 Introduction
	2 Definitions and scope
	3 Methodology
	4 Results
	4.1 Descriptive analysis
	4.1.1 Cluster 1. Empirical insights: Firms, environment, and open innovation (left)
	4.1.2 Cluster 2. Theoretical foundations: Open innovation and social innovation (center)
	4.1.3 Cluster 3. Qualitative approach: Case studies (right)

	4.2 Content analysis
	4.2.1 Antecedents
	4.2.1.1 Micro – Individual level
	4.2.1.2 Meso – Organizational level
	4.2.1.3 Macro – Environmental level

	4.2.2 Processes
	4.2.3 Relationships
	4.2.4 Consequences


	5 Toward an integrative conceptual framework
	6 Discussion and implications
	6.1 Theoretical implications
	6.2 Managerial implications

	7 Research agenda
	7.1 Research theme 1: Multi-level antecedents of OSI
	7.2 Research theme 2: Process dynamics and stakeholder relationships
	7.3 Research theme 3: Longitudinal consequences and impact assessment
	7.4 Research theme 4: Methodological considerations for advancing OSI research

	8 Conclusion
	CRediT authorship contribution statement
	Declaration of competing interest
	Acknowledgments
	Data availability
	References


