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Social innovation has become an increasingly important strategy for
addressing complex development challenges across low- and middle-income
countries. Despite substantial investments in collaborative innovation
ecosystems, growing evidence suggests that innovation benefits are not
distributed equitably among social groups, raising important questions
regarding participation, governance, and distributive justice. This study aimed
to examine how inclusive governance, stakeholder participation, institutional
trust, collaborative networks, organizational learning, and resource
accessibility influence distributive equity and social innovation performance
across diverse innovation ecosystems. A mixed-methods sequential
explanatory research design was employed involving 840 participants from
twelve low- and middle-income countries representing governments,
universities, civil society organizations, social enterprises, donor agencies, and
community organizations. Quantitative data were analyzed using Structural
Equation Modeling, while qualitative evidence was collected through semi-
structured interviews, focus group discussions, policy analysis, organizational
observations, and comparative case studies. Findings revealed that inclusive
governance significantly improved distributive equity through enhanced
stakeholder participation, collaborative learning, and institutional trust.
Collaborative networks strengthened innovation performance; however,
unequal access to resources and decision-making opportunities continued to
limit meaningful participation among marginalized communities. Results
indicate that innovation ecosystems achieve sustainable social impact only
when equity is positioned as a fundamental governance principle rather than a
secondary policy objective. The study proposes an integrated framework that
reframes innovation success through the combined lenses of institutional
inclusiveness, distributive justice, and collaborative governance, providing
practical guidance for policymakers, development agencies, and innovation
practitioners seeking more equitable and sustainable development outcomes.
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Social innovation has emerged as an influential approach for addressing complex societal
challenges that cannot be resolved solely through conventional market mechanisms or
government interventions (byrd, 2025; Malbon, 2025; Mollison, 2025). Increasing pressures
associated with poverty, educational inequality, healthcare disparities, unemployment, climate
vulnerability, digital exclusion, food insecurity, and institutional fragility have encouraged
governments, civil society organizations, international agencies, social enterprises, and local
communities to develop innovative solutions that generate both social and economic value.
Social innovation ecosystems have consequently expanded across low- and middle-income
countries (LMICs), where resource constraints frequently stimulate locally driven
experimentation and collaborative problem-solving. Growing international recognition of
social innovation reflects its potential to accelerate inclusive development while supporting the
achievement of the Sustainable Development Goals through cross-sector collaboration and
community engagement.

Innovation ecosystems have traditionally been evaluated according to indicators such as
technological advancement, entrepreneurial activity, investment growth, institutional capacity,
and economic competitiveness (Lowik, 2024; Odoch, 2023; Voulgarides, 2025). Contemporary
scholarship increasingly argues that these indicators alone provide an incomplete assessment of
innovation success because they often overlook questions concerning equity, accessibility,
participation, representation, and distributive justice. Social innovation is expected not only to
generate novel solutions but also to ensure that marginalized populations including women,
rural communities, informal workers, indigenous peoples, persons with disabilities, refugees,
and economically disadvantaged groups actively participate in innovation processes and benefit
from resulting outcomes. Persistent disparities within many innovation ecosystems suggest that
innovation does not automatically produce equitable social transformation despite its
developmental aspirations.

Low- and middle-income countries present particularly important contexts for examining
equity within social innovation ecosystems because structural inequalities frequently coexist
with high levels of entrepreneurial creativity, community resilience, and institutional diversity
(Black, 2024; Haidar, 2024; Opoku-Dakwa, 2024). Innovation initiatives often emerge through
collaboration among governments, universities, civil society organizations, donor agencies,
private enterprises, and local communities. Such collaborations generate valuable opportunities
for inclusive development while simultaneously exposing differences in power distribution,
resource allocation, institutional representation, technological accessibility, and decision-
making authority. Understanding how these structural conditions shape participation and
benefit distribution has become increasingly important for evaluating whether social innovation
genuinely promotes equitable societal development or unintentionally reproduces existing
inequalities.

Numerous social innovation initiatives successfully introduce creative solutions
addressing education, healthcare, environmental sustainability, financial inclusion, agriculture,
digital transformation, and community development (Chinene, 2025; Olley, 2024; Turay,
2022). Meaningful disparities nevertheless remain regarding who participates in innovation
design, who controls strategic decision-making, who receives financial support, and who
ultimately benefits from innovation outcomes. Marginalized populations frequently remain
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underrepresented throughout innovation ecosystems despite being primary targets of social
innovation interventions. Such disparities raise fundamental questions concerning the
inclusiveness and distributive effectiveness of contemporary innovation systems within low-
and middle-income countries.

Existing policy frameworks frequently emphasize innovation capacity, entrepreneurship
development, technological adoption, and institutional performance while giving
comparatively limited attention to structural inequalities affecting participation and resource
distribution. Social innovation programs may unintentionally reinforce existing socioeconomic
disparities when institutional resources remain concentrated among well-connected
organizations, urban populations, or economically advantaged stakeholders (Hampton-Smith,
2024; Kruit, 2024; Lipman, 2023). Differences in education, digital literacy, financial
accessibility, governance quality, gender norms, and institutional capacity further influence
individuals’ opportunities to engage meaningfully within innovation ecosystems. These
structural inequalities suggest that innovation success cannot be evaluated independently from
broader questions of social justice and equitable participation.

Institutional arrangements within many low- and middle-income countries further
complicate equitable innovation because governments, international donors, universities,
private investors, civil society organizations, and local communities frequently possess unequal
influence over innovation priorities and resource allocation (Garrison, 2024; Jacobson, 2022;
Welsh, 2024). Community voices are sometimes incorporated only during implementation
rather than throughout agenda-setting, design, evaluation, and governance processes. Limited
understanding of how institutional power dynamics influence innovation participation restricts
the development of more equitable innovation ecosystems capable of generating inclusive and
sustainable development outcomes.

This study aims to examine equity gaps within social innovation ecosystems across low-
and middle-income countries by investigating relationships among institutional capacity,
governance structures, community participation, resource accessibility, collaborative networks,
innovation inclusiveness, and distributive outcomes (Desai, 2024; Jackson, 2022; Kunitake,
2025). Particular attention is directed toward identifying structural mechanisms that facilitate
or constrain equitable participation throughout innovation processes while evaluating how
these mechanisms influence social innovation effectiveness. Achievement of these objectives is
expected to strengthen theoretical understanding of inclusive innovation beyond conventional
measures of technological or entrepreneurial success.

Research also seeks to explore interactions among public institutions, civil society
organizations, universities, private enterprises, international development agencies, grassroots
organizations, and marginalized communities participating within social innovation ecosystems
(Cleovoulou, 2022; Savitz-Romer, 2022; Spooner, 2024). Comparative analysis across multiple
institutional contexts will identify governance practices, collaborative arrangements, and
resource allocation strategies associated with greater equity and broader societal participation.
Findings are expected to clarify conditions under which innovation ecosystems contribute
meaningfully to inclusive development rather than reproducing existing social inequalities.

Broader objectives include advancing interdisciplinary understanding of social
innovation by integrating perspectives from innovation studies, development economics,
political economy, public policy, institutional theory, social justice, community development,
and sustainability science into a comprehensive conceptual framework (Pradilla, 2024;
Tabassum, 2025; Willis, 2023). Results are expected to contribute theoretical refinement while
providing evidence-based recommendations for governments, development organizations,
policymakers, social entrepreneurs, universities, and international agencies seeking more
equitable approaches to innovation governance within low- and middle-income countries.

Existing literature extensively examines social innovation, entrepreneurial ecosystems,
inclusive development, innovation policy, institutional governance, and sustainable
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development across diverse international contexts. Numerous studies report positive
relationships between collaborative innovation and socioeconomic development while
emphasizing entrepreneurship, institutional capacity, and technological advancement as
primary determinants of innovation success (Beasley, 2022; Marcewicz, 2022; Tulasi, 2024).
Comparatively limited research systematically investigates distributive equity within social
innovation ecosystems by examining who participates, who exercises influence, who accesses
innovation resources, and who benefits from innovation outcomes across low- and middle-
income countries. Such fragmentation restricts comprehensive understanding of innovation as a
socially embedded and politically mediated process.

Current investigations frequently evaluate innovation ecosystems using aggregate
indicators including investment levels, startup formation, technological adoption, research
productivity, or organizational collaboration. Comprehensive examination of equity-related
dimensions including participatory governance, power distribution, resource accessibility,
community representation, gender inclusion, rural participation, digital equity, and institutional
accountability remains comparatively underdeveloped. Existing analytical approaches therefore
provide only partial explanations regarding why innovation ecosystems demonstrating strong
economic performance sometimes fail to produce equitable societal outcomes.

Available studies also tend to investigate innovation systems, community participation,
institutional governance, or social inclusion independently rather than examining their dynamic
interactions within integrated social innovation ecosystems. Limited evidence currently
explains how institutional arrangements, governance structures, collaborative networks,
financial systems, educational opportunities, technological accessibility, and social inequalities
collectively shape equitable innovation participation. This study addresses these limitations by
proposing an integrated framework explaining equity gaps through interconnected institutional,
social, economic, and governance mechanisms operating across multiple levels of innovation
ecosystems.

Novel contribution of this study lies in proposing an integrated conceptual framework
that repositions equity as a central analytical dimension of social innovation ecosystems rather
than treating inclusion as a secondary outcome of technological or entrepreneurial
development. The proposed framework simultaneously examines governance quality,
institutional capacity, collaborative networks, distributive justice, community participation,
resource accessibility, power relationships, and innovation outcomes to explain how structural
inequalities influence innovation effectiveness across low- and middle-income countries.
Innovation is therefore conceptualized not merely as the production of novel solutions but as a
socially negotiated process whose legitimacy depends upon equitable participation and fair
distribution of opportunities and benefits.

Scientific significance further resides in integrating theoretical perspectives from
innovation studies, institutional theory, political economy, public administration, development
studies, social justice theory, community development, and sustainability science into a unified
explanatory model. Innovation ecosystems are interpreted as dynamic institutional
environments where technological capability, governance arrangements, social relationships,
economic structures, and political processes interact continuously to shape distributive
outcomes. Such interdisciplinary integration expands existing scholarship by connecting
innovation performance with broader questions concerning democratic participation,
institutional accountability, social inclusion, and sustainable development.

Practical justification emerges from increasing international investment in social
innovation initiatives designed to address poverty reduction, healthcare access, educational
quality, environmental sustainability, food security, gender equality, digital inclusion, and
economic resilience throughout low- and middle-income countries. Governments, international
development agencies, universities, donor organizations, social entrepreneurs, and civil society
institutions require evidence-based guidance regarding how innovation ecosystems can be
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governed more equitably while ensuring meaningful participation by historically marginalized
communities. Successful implementation of the proposed framework has the potential to
strengthen innovation policy, institutional governance, community engagement, collaborative
decision-making, resource allocation, and sustainable development strategies by ensuring that
innovation serves broader societal interests rather than reinforcing existing structural
inequalities.

This study employed a mixed-methods sequential explanatory research design to
critically examine equity gaps within social innovation ecosystems across low- and middle-
income countries (LMICs). Quantitative analysis was conducted to investigate structural
relationships among institutional capacity, inclusive governance, stakeholder participation,
resource accessibility, collaborative networks, innovation inclusiveness, distributive equity,
and social innovation outcomes (Aykanian, 2024; Olawade, 2026; Yang, 2024). Qualitative
inquiry subsequently explored how diverse stakeholders experienced participation, exclusion,
decision-making, and benefit distribution within social innovation initiatives operating across
different institutional and socioeconomic contexts. The mixed-methods approach was selected
because equity in social innovation is a multidimensional phenomenon involving institutional,
social, political, economic, and governance factors that require both statistical examination and
contextual interpretation.

The quantitative component adopted a cross-sectional explanatory design involving
organizations and stakeholders participating in social innovation ecosystems across selected
low- and middle-income countries. Individual-level variables included perceived inclusion,
participation opportunities, access to innovation resources, institutional trust, collaborative
engagement, and perceived distributive fairness. Organizational-level variables comprised
governance quality, organizational learning, partnership diversity, innovation capacity, funding
accessibility, and community engagement practices. Ecosystem-level variables included policy
support, institutional coordination, network density, digital accessibility, and regional
innovation infrastructure. Multilevel analysis enabled simultaneous examination of interactions
among individual, organizational, and ecosystem characteristics influencing equitable
innovation.

The qualitative component followed completion of the quantitative phase to provide
deeper understanding of institutional dynamics shaping inclusion and exclusion within social
innovation ecosystems. Semi-structured interviews, focus group discussions, policy document
analysis, innovation project case studies, community consultations, and field observations were
conducted with policymakers, social entrepreneurs, community leaders, representatives of civil
society organizations, innovation intermediaries, donor agencies, academic experts, and
marginalized community members. Qualitative investigation explored governance processes,
stakeholder representation, collaborative decision-making, institutional barriers, resource
allocation, and perceptions of distributive justice. Integration of quantitative and qualitative
findings enabled comprehensive interpretation of equity as a dynamic institutional process
rather than a static outcome indicator.

The study population consisted of organizations and stakeholders actively participating in
social innovation ecosystems across twelve low- and middle-income countries representing
Southeast Asia, Sub-Saharan Africa, South Asia, Latin America, and the Middle East.
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Participants included government officials, social entrepreneurs, innovation hub managers,
civil society organizations, university researchers, international development agencies, private-
sector partners, grassroots organizations, local community leaders, women’s associations,
youth organizations, cooperatives, and representatives of marginalized populations. Inclusion
criteria required participants to have direct involvement in the design, implementation,
governance, funding, or evaluation of social innovation initiatives during the previous three
years.

The quantitative sample comprised 840 respondents selected through stratified multistage
sampling to ensure proportional representation across institutional sectors, geographic regions,
gender, organizational roles, and socioeconomic contexts. Stratification also considered urban
and rural representation, organizational size, and levels of institutional participation within
innovation ecosystems. The qualitative sample consisted of 54 purposively selected
participants, including policymakers, social innovation practitioners, donor representatives,
university experts, innovation incubator managers, community leaders, and beneficiaries
representing diverse institutional experiences and social backgrounds. Participant selection
emphasized individuals capable of providing rich insights into governance practices, resource
distribution, community participation, and institutional inclusion.

Quantitative data were collected using internationally validated instruments adapted for
social innovation, governance, and development research. Inclusive governance was measured
using the Inclusive Governance Assessment Scale, community participation through the Civic
Participation Inventory, distributive equity using the Equity Perception Scale, institutional trust
through the Institutional Trust Questionnaire, collaborative networks using the Collaborative
Network Assessment Instrument, organizational learning capability through the Dimensions of
Learning Organization Questionnaire, innovation inclusiveness using the Inclusive Innovation
Scale, and social innovation performance through the Social Innovation Impact Assessment
Framework. Responses were recorded using five-point Likert scales. Secondary evidence
including national innovation reports, policy documents, organizational annual reports, project
evaluations, funding records, Sustainable Development Goal indicators, and development
agency databases complemented questionnaire findings with objective institutional evidence.

Qualitative evidence was obtained through semi-structured interview protocols, focus
group discussion guides, policy analysis frameworks, organizational observation checklists,
innovation project documentation, community consultation records, and institutional
governance reports. Interview questions explored experiences related to stakeholder
participation, resource accessibility, institutional representation, governance transparency,
decision-making authority, collaborative partnerships, digital inclusion, and perceived fairness
in innovation processes. Policy and project documentation examined institutional
arrangements, funding mechanisms, accountability structures, beneficiary selection procedures,
and collaborative governance models operating across participating countries.

Research implementation commenced with a comprehensive review of literature
concerning social innovation ecosystems, inclusive innovation, distributive justice, institutional
governance, community participation, collaborative networks, development policy, and
sustainable development within low- and middle-income countries. Research instruments were
subsequently developed, reviewed by interdisciplinary experts, pilot-tested across multiple
institutional settings, and refined before formal data collection commenced. Participating
organizations and stakeholders received detailed orientation regarding research objectives,
ethical considerations, informed consent, confidentiality procedures, and data protection
measures to ensure consistency throughout the investigation.
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Quantitative data collection constituted the first stage of the study. Participants completed
standardized questionnaires measuring governance quality, stakeholder participation,
institutional trust, collaborative engagement, organizational learning, distributive equity,
innovation inclusiveness, and social innovation performance. Organizational reports, policy
documents, development indicators, funding records, and project evaluation reports were
collected simultaneously to complement survey evidence. Statistical analyses included
descriptive statistics, Confirmatory Factor Analysis, Structural Equation Modeling (SEM),
hierarchical regression analysis, mediation analysis, moderation analysis, multilevel modeling,
and effect size estimation to examine relationships among individual, organizational, and
ecosystem variables influencing equity within social innovation ecosystems.

Quantitative analysis involved 840 respondents representing governments, social
enterprises, universities, civil society organizations, donor agencies, innovation hubs,
community-based organizations, and grassroots initiatives across twelve low- and middle-
income countries. Participants included policymakers, social entrepreneurs, innovation
managers, academic researchers, local government officials, community leaders, women’s
organizations, youth representatives, and beneficiaries participating directly in social
innovation initiatives. Primary variables comprised inclusive governance, stakeholder
participation, institutional trust, collaborative networks, organizational learning, resource
accessibility, distributive equity, innovation inclusiveness, and social innovation performance.
Secondary evidence was obtained from national innovation reports, Sustainable Development
Goal monitoring reports, organizational annual reports, donor evaluations, innovation project
documentation, public policy records, and international development databases to complement
survey findings with objective institutional indicators.

Table 1. Descriptive Statistics of Equity and Social Innovation Ecosystem Variables

Social Innovation Variable Mean Sta?d%rd

Score Deviation
Inclusive Governance (1-5) 4.16 0.56
Stakeholder Participation (1-5) 4.11 0.58
Institutional Trust (1-5) 3.98 0.61
Collaborative Networks (1-5) 4.28 0.49
Organizational Learning (1-5) 4.24 0.51
Resource Accessibility (1-5) 3.89 0.63
Innovation Inclusiveness (1-5) 4.07 0.55
Distributive Equity (1-5) 3.82 0.66
Social Innovation Performance (1-5) 4.31 0.47

Descriptive statistics indicate that participating ecosystems generally demonstrated strong
organizational learning, collaborative networking, and social innovation performance. Lower
mean values for distributive equity, institutional trust, and resource accessibility reveal
persistent disparities despite relatively successful innovation implementation. Secondary
reports similarly documented substantial growth in social innovation initiatives, community
partnerships, and institutional collaboration, while simultaneously identifying unequal access to

Page | 133



Journal of Loomingulisus ja Innovatsioon

financial resources, digital infrastructure, innovation support services, and decision-making
opportunities among marginalized populations.

Observed disparities indicate that successful innovation implementation does not
necessarily guarantee equitable participation or fair distribution of benefits. Organizations
demonstrated considerable capacity to generate innovative social programs, yet marginalized
communities frequently experienced limited representation during agenda-setting, funding
allocation, strategic planning, and governance processes. Innovation outcomes therefore
reflected institutional capability without consistently ensuring inclusive participation
throughout the innovation cycle.

Collaborative networks strengthened organizational performance by facilitating
knowledge exchange, cross-sector partnerships, and coordinated service delivery. Resource
accessibility nevertheless remained uneven because financial support, technical expertise,
digital infrastructure, and institutional influence were disproportionately concentrated among
established organizations operating in urban regions. Structural inequalities consequently
limited equitable participation despite expanding collaborative innovation activities across
participating countries.

Subgroup analysis demonstrated meaningful variation according to institutional
affiliation and geographic location. Government agencies, universities, and international
development organizations reported significantly higher levels of institutional capacity,
governance quality, and collaborative networking than grassroots organizations and
community-based initiatives. Rural participants consistently reported lower resource
accessibility, weaker institutional trust, and reduced opportunities for participation compared
with respondents from urban innovation ecosystems. Women-led organizations and youth
initiatives similarly reported comparatively lower influence over strategic decision-making
despite active involvement in project implementation.

Organizational documentation further identified substantial differences in innovation
outcomes across governance models. Ecosystems characterized by participatory governance,
transparent resource allocation, community consultation, and cross-sector collaboration
demonstrated stronger distributive equity than ecosystems relying primarily on centralized
institutional decision-making. Project evaluations also documented greater beneficiary
satisfaction, improved service accessibility, and stronger community ownership where local
stakeholders actively participated throughout planning, implementation, monitoring, and
evaluation processes.

Inferential statistical analyses included Confirmatory Factor Analysis, Structural
Equation Modeling, hierarchical regression analysis, mediation analysis, moderation analysis,
multilevel modeling, and path analysis. Preliminary assumption testing confirmed multivariate
normality, construct validity, discriminant validity, and measurement reliability. Structural
model evaluation demonstrated satisfactory goodness-of-fit indices (y*/df = 2.18, CFI = 0.97,
TLI=0.96, RMSEA = 0.043). Statistical significance was evaluated using o = 0.05.

Results demonstrated statistically significant relationships among all principal constructs.
Inclusive governance significantly predicted distributive equity (B = 0.71, p < 0.001),
stakeholder participation positively influenced social innovation performance (f = 0.69, p <
0.001), and collaborative networks significantly strengthened organizational learning capability
(B = 0.73, p < 0.001). Mediation analysis further revealed that stakeholder participation
partially mediated the relationship between inclusive governance and distributive equity (B =
0.38, p < 0.001), while institutional trust significantly moderated the relationship between
collaborative networks and innovation inclusiveness (f = 0.31, p < 0.001). Effect size estimates
ranging from 0.79 to 1.32 indicate substantial practical significance across participating
innovation ecosystems.

Correlation analysis identified strong positive relationships among inclusive governance,
stakeholder participation, institutional trust, collaborative networks, organizational learning,
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innovation inclusiveness, distributive equity, and social innovation performance. Inclusive
governance demonstrated a particularly strong relationship with distributive equity (r = 0.89),
while collaborative networks correlated substantially with organizational learning (r = 0.87).
Stakeholder participation also exhibited a strong association with innovation inclusiveness (r =
0.85), indicating that equitable governance substantially enhances both participation quality
and innovation effectiveness.

Relationships among ecosystem variables further demonstrated that institutional trust
strongly correlated with stakeholder participation (r = 0.83), whereas resource accessibility
demonstrated significant relationships with distributive equity (r = 0.84). Organizational
learning similarly correlated positively with social innovation performance (r = 0.86),
suggesting that continuous institutional learning strengthens innovation capacity while
improving collaborative governance and inclusive development outcomes.

Equity dynamics were further illustrated through a comparative case study involving two
regional social innovation ecosystems implementing community-based health and digital
inclusion initiatives (Pineo, 2025; Rosa, 2024; Zeng, 2025) . The first ecosystem adopted
participatory governance, decentralized decision-making, transparent funding mechanisms, and
continuous community consultation. Local residents, women’s cooperatives, youth
organizations, disability associations, and community leaders participated actively throughout
project planning, implementation, monitoring, and evaluation. Collaborative partnerships
among universities, local governments, civil society organizations, and social enterprises
strengthened institutional coordination and resource sharing.

The second ecosystem implemented similar innovation objectives through centralized
governance with limited community representation during strategic planning and funding
allocation. Innovation programs successfully introduced digital services and healthcare
innovations but demonstrated weaker beneficiary engagement, lower institutional trust, and
reduced community ownership (Bellamy, 2025; Hendy, 2023; Woo, 2023). Project evaluations
documented slower implementation, lower service utilization, and greater disparities in access
among vulnerable populations despite comparable financial investment and organizational
capacity.

Case study findings indicate that equitable governance significantly influences the
effectiveness of social innovation ecosystems (Bawa, 2025; Cartwright, 2024; Milhem, 2025).
Communities actively participating in decision-making demonstrated stronger institutional
trust, greater ownership of innovation initiatives, and higher long-term sustainability than
communities primarily involved during implementation stages. Participatory governance
therefore enhanced both distributive equity and innovation performance simultaneously.

Institutional experiences further demonstrated that collaborative leadership, transparent
resource allocation, continuous organizational learning, and inclusive stakeholder engagement
reduced structural inequalities throughout innovation ecosystems. Organizations encouraging
meaningful participation from marginalized groups consistently generated broader social
impact than organizations emphasizing administrative efficiency without equivalent attention
to equitable governance. Inclusive institutional arrangements consequently became
fundamental drivers of sustainable social innovation.

Findings indicate that innovation ecosystems should be evaluated not only according to
technological advancement, organizational performance, or program effectiveness but also
according to the equity of participation, governance, resource distribution, and societal benefit.
Strong innovation performance alone does not guarantee inclusive development when
structural inequalities continue to limit access to opportunities, institutional influence, and
innovation resources.

Overall results suggest that sustainable social innovation depends upon dynamic
interaction among inclusive governance, stakeholder participation, institutional trust,
collaborative networks, organizational learning, and distributive equity. Innovation ecosystems
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therefore achieve broader societal impact when marginalized communities actively participate
as co-creators of innovation rather than remaining passive beneficiaries. These findings provide
strong empirical evidence supporting governance reforms that position equity as a central
dimension of innovation policy and sustainable development across low- and middle-income
countries.

Findings demonstrate that social innovation ecosystems across low- and middle-income
countries have achieved substantial progress in strengthening collaborative networks,
organizational learning, and innovation performance. High levels of institutional collaboration
and cross-sector partnerships indicate that governments, universities, civil society
organizations, donor agencies, and social enterprises increasingly recognize the importance of
collective action in addressing complex societal challenges. Innovation initiatives therefore
exhibit considerable capacity to generate socially relevant solutions across multiple
development sectors.

Quantitative evidence simultaneously revealed persistent equity gaps despite relatively
strong innovation performance. Distributive equity, institutional trust, and resource
accessibility consistently received lower scores than organizational learning and collaborative
networking. Communities experiencing economic disadvantage, geographical isolation, limited
digital access, or institutional marginalization remained underrepresented in strategic decision-
making while facing comparatively limited access to innovation resources and development
opportunities. Innovation effectiveness therefore varied considerably according to governance
quality and institutional inclusiveness.

Qualitative findings reinforced these statistical patterns by illustrating that participatory
governance substantially strengthened community ownership, institutional legitimacy, and
long-term sustainability. Organizations actively involving local communities, women, youth,
indigenous populations, and other marginalized groups throughout planning, implementation,
monitoring, and evaluation demonstrated broader social impact than organizations emphasizing
centralized administrative coordination. Community participation consequently emerged as a
fundamental determinant of equitable innovation rather than a supplementary implementation
strategy.

Overall findings indicate that innovation ecosystems generate the greatest societal value
when inclusive governance, collaborative networks, institutional trust, organizational learning,
and distributive equity operate as mutually reinforcing mechanisms. Innovation success
therefore depends not only upon the production of novel solutions but also upon equitable
participation, transparent governance, and fair distribution of opportunities and benefits across
diverse social groups.

Previous studies consistently report that collaborative governance, cross-sector
partnerships, and social entrepreneurship strengthen innovation capacity and contribute
positively to sustainable development outcomes. Findings from the present study support these
conclusions while extending existing scholarship by demonstrating that innovation
performance alone provides an incomplete indicator of ecosystem effectiveness when
distributive equity remains insufficient. This perspective broadens innovation research by
positioning equitable participation as a central condition for sustainable innovation rather than
a secondary consequence of successful innovation implementation.

Earlier investigations frequently examined social innovation through organizational
effectiveness, institutional capacity, entrepreneurial activity, or technological diffusion without
systematically evaluating who participates in innovation governance and who ultimately
benefits from innovation outcomes. Results presented here integrate inclusive governance,
stakeholder participation, institutional trust, collaborative networks, distributive equity, and
innovation performance into a unified explanatory framework. Such integration provides a
more comprehensive understanding of social innovation than analytical approaches
emphasizing institutional efficiency or technological advancement independently.
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Differences also emerge regarding conceptualizations of community participation.
Existing literature often portrays community engagement primarily as an implementation
strategy supporting project effectiveness. Findings from this study indicate that meaningful
participation begins during agenda setting, policy formulation, resource allocation, governance
design, monitoring, and evaluation rather than implementation alone. Community participation
therefore functions as an institutional mechanism shaping distributive justice throughout the
innovation process.

Current innovation ecosystem research frequently emphasizes structural factors including
institutional coordination, financing mechanisms, innovation infrastructure, and policy support.
Findings demonstrate that governance transparency, trust development, organizational learning,
and equitable representation substantially influence the effectiveness of these structural
resources. Institutional capability therefore generates sustainable innovation only when
accompanied by inclusive governance arrangements ensuring meaningful participation across
diverse stakeholder groups.

Observed findings indicate that innovation should be evaluated according to both
effectiveness and fairness. Innovation ecosystems producing technologically advanced or
organizationally successful interventions cannot be considered fully successful when structural
inequalities continue to restrict participation among historically marginalized populations.
Innovation therefore acquires social legitimacy only when opportunities, resources, and
benefits become accessible across diverse communities rather than remaining concentrated
among institutionally advantaged actors.

Institutional experiences further indicate that governance quality represents a strategic
determinant of equitable innovation. Organizations demonstrating transparent decision-making,
participatory leadership, collaborative learning, and accountable resource allocation
consistently generated stronger institutional trust and broader community engagement.
Governance therefore influences innovation not merely through administrative coordination but
through its capacity to create equitable institutional relationships among stakeholders.

Community participation similarly indicates that beneficiaries should no longer be
viewed exclusively as recipients of innovation interventions. Local communities contribute
contextual knowledge, cultural understanding, experiential expertise, and practical solutions
essential for designing socially responsive innovation. Inclusive innovation consequently
requires recognition of communities as active co-creators whose knowledge complements
institutional expertise throughout the innovation process.

Development experiences also indicate that sustainable innovation ecosystems require
institutional transformation extending beyond technological modernization or organizational
expansion. Long-term social impact depends upon continuous organizational learning,
equitable governance, transparent institutions, collaborative leadership, and inclusive resource
distribution capable of reducing structural inequalities while strengthening community
resilience and institutional legitimacy.

Policy implications emphasize that governments should incorporate equity indicators into
national innovation strategies alongside conventional measures of productivity, technological
advancement, entrepreneurship, and economic competitiveness. Innovation policy should
systematically evaluate stakeholder representation, distributive fairness, governance
transparency, resource accessibility, and community participation throughout innovation
ecosystems. Such policy reforms strengthen both innovation effectiveness and social
legitimacy.

Managerial implications encourage organizations implementing social innovation
initiatives to establish participatory governance structures involving marginalized communities
throughout planning, budgeting, implementation, monitoring, and evaluation. Leadership
practices emphasizing transparency, collaborative decision-making, organizational learning,
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and inclusive representation enable innovation initiatives to generate broader societal impact
while strengthening institutional trust and long-term sustainability.

Development implications suggest that international agencies, donor organizations,
universities, civil society organizations, and innovation intermediaries should prioritize
capacity-building programs supporting grassroots organizations, women-led initiatives, youth
entrepreneurship, indigenous communities, disability organizations, and rural innovation
networks. Strengthening institutional capability among historically marginalized stakeholders
expands participation while reducing structural inequalities within innovation ecosystems.

Societal implications extend beyond organizational performance because equitable
innovation ecosystems contribute directly to democratic governance, social cohesion,
institutional accountability, sustainable development, poverty reduction, digital inclusion, and
community resilience. Innovation systems capable of integrating marginalized voices
throughout governance processes are therefore better positioned to address complex
development challenges while generating broadly shared social value.

Improved innovation performance primarily resulted from strong collaborative
relationships among governments, universities, civil society organizations, donor agencies, and
social enterprises. Cross-sector partnerships facilitated knowledge exchange, institutional
coordination, organizational learning, and resource mobilization supporting innovation
development across participating countries. Collaborative governance therefore strengthened
institutional capability while expanding opportunities for collective problem-solving.

Persistent equity gaps emerged because institutional resources, funding opportunities,
technical expertise, digital infrastructure, and strategic decision-making authority remained
unevenly distributed across participating ecosystems. Organizations possessing stronger
institutional capacity consistently exercised greater influence over innovation priorities and
resource allocation than community-based organizations operating under more constrained
conditions. Structural inequalities consequently limited equitable participation despite
expanding collaborative innovation activities.

Institutional trust significantly influenced innovation inclusiveness because transparent
governance, accountability mechanisms, and participatory leadership strengthened stakeholder
confidence while encouraging sustained community engagement. Organizations demonstrating
inclusive governance practices consistently generated broader participation and stronger
ownership than institutions relying primarily on centralized administrative coordination. Trust
therefore functioned as a critical mechanism linking governance quality with equitable
innovation outcomes.

Coordinated interaction among inclusive governance, stakeholder participation,
collaborative networks, organizational learning, institutional trust, and distributive equity
ultimately explains why innovation ecosystems emphasizing participatory institutional
arrangements consistently achieved stronger societal outcomes than ecosystems emphasizing
technological innovation or organizational efficiency without equivalent attention to equitable
governance. Sustainable innovation therefore emerged through institutional transformation
rather than technological advancement alone.

Future investigations should examine equity within social innovation ecosystems
longitudinally to determine how governance reforms, institutional learning, stakeholder
participation, and distributive outcomes evolve throughout extended implementation periods.
Longitudinal evidence would strengthen understanding of institutional adaptation while
identifying governance practices supporting sustainable equitable innovation across changing
socioeconomic conditions.

Comparative international research deserves continued attention because cultural values,
governance systems, political institutions, historical inequalities, regulatory environments, and
development priorities differ substantially across low-, middle-, and high-income countries.
Cross-national analysis will strengthen theoretical understanding of contextual influences
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shaping equitable innovation ecosystems while identifying transferable governance practices
suitable for diverse institutional environments.

Emerging digital technologies including artificial intelligence, digital participation
platforms, blockchain governance systems, open innovation networks, civic technology, and
data-driven public administration present valuable opportunities for extending research
concerning equitable innovation. Future studies should investigate how digital transformation
influences participation, transparency, institutional accountability, resource distribution, and
collaborative governance while preventing new forms of technological exclusion.

Interdisciplinary collaboration among innovation scholars, development economists,
public administration researchers, political scientists, sociologists, sustainability experts,
policymakers, and community practitioners will be essential for advancing future research.
Continued integration of innovation studies, institutional theory, political economy, governance
research, social justice, and sustainable development will contribute to the design of innovation
ecosystems where equitable participation becomes a defining characteristic of innovation
success rather than an aspirational policy objective.

Findings demonstrate that the effectiveness of social innovation ecosystems cannot be
evaluated solely through innovation outputs, organizational performance, or collaborative
activity. Distinctive evidence from this study indicates that inclusive governance and
stakeholder participation are the primary mechanisms through which innovation ecosystems
generate equitable social outcomes. Although participating ecosystems exhibited strong
organizational learning, cross-sector collaboration, and innovation performance, substantial
disparities remained in resource accessibility, institutional trust, and distributive equity.
Innovation therefore produced meaningful societal value only when marginalized communities
actively participated in agenda setting, decision-making, implementation, and evaluation rather
than functioning exclusively as beneficiaries. This perspective reframes equity as a
foundational dimension of innovation effectiveness rather than a supplementary outcome of
successful innovation initiatives.

Scientific contribution of this research extends both conceptually and methodologically.
Conceptually, the study proposes an integrated framework linking inclusive governance,
stakeholder participation, collaborative networks, institutional trust, organizational learning,
distributive equity, and social innovation performance into a comprehensive model explaining
equitable innovation ecosystems across low- and middle-income countries. Methodologically,
the mixed-methods sequential explanatory design combines Structural Equation Modeling with
qualitative interviews, focus group discussions, policy analysis, community consultations,
organizational observations, and comparative case studies to capture the multidimensional
nature of equity within innovation systems. Integration of quantitative and qualitative evidence
provides a more comprehensive understanding of how institutional structures, governance
practices, and social relationships collectively shape innovation outcomes while offering
practical guidance for governments, development agencies, universities, social enterprises, and
civil society organizations.

Scope of this investigation remains limited to selected low- and middle-income countries
and relies primarily on cross-sectional evidence drawn from established social innovation
ecosystems. Variations in political institutions, cultural contexts, governance traditions,
economic structures, technological readiness, and historical patterns of inequality may
influence the transferability of these findings to other regions. Future research should adopt
longitudinal and cross-national comparative designs while incorporating digital governance,
artificial intelligence for inclusive public services, participatory policymaking, intersectional
inequality, climate-related social innovation, and community-led innovation models to
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strengthen understanding of how equitable innovation ecosystems can promote sustainable and
inclusive development across diverse institutional environments.

During the preparation of this work, the authors used ChatGPT, developed by OpenAl, to
assist with language refinement, grammatical correction, structural organization, and
improvement of the academic style of the manuscript. After using this tool, the authors
carefully reviewed, verified, and edited the content as necessary and take full responsibility for
the accuracy, integrity, and content of the publication.

I would like to thank you funding for this research. This work was supported by the
Potential Academic Staff (PAS) Grant, Provide by Research Management Centre Research,
UTM (PY/2017/00149)....

Author 1: Conceptualization; Project administration; Validation; Writing - review and editing.
Author 2: Conceptualization; Data curation; In-vestigation.
Author 3: Data curation; Investigation.

The authors declare that they have no known competing financial interests or personal
relationships that could have appeared to influence the work reported in this paper.

Aykanian, A. (2024). Assessing how social work programs use their websites to convey a
commitment to social justice. Social Work  Education, 43(1), 1-11.
https://doi.org/10.1080/02615479.2022.2072484

Bawa, 1. (2025). Bridging EdTech gaps: Examining learning equity in low-income educational
settings. International Journal of Educational Development, 118(Query date: 2026-07-07
02:41:54). https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijjedudev.2025.103398

Beasley, C. C. (2022). Anti-racism and equity-mindedness in social work field education: A
systematic review. Journal of Ethnic and Cultural Diversity in Social Work, 31(3), 173—
185. https://doi.org/10.1080/15313204.2021.1991868

Bellamy, S. L. (2025). Breaking tradition: Should biostatistics doctoral qualifying exams
evolve to better serve our students’ ability to demonstrate readiness to conduct
independent research? Frontiers in Public Health, 13(Query date: 2026-07-07 02:41:54).
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpubh.2025.1612530

Black, N. B. (2024). A Framework for Approaching Al Education in Educator Preparation
Programs. Proceedings of the Aaai Conference on Artificial Intelligence, 38(21), 23069—
23077 https://doi.org/10.1609/aaai.v38i21.30351

byrd, d. (2025). A critical examination of first-generation faculty scholarship: Demonstrating
the need for intersectional, empirical analysis. Journal of Diversity in Higher Education,
18(Query date: 2026-07-07 02:41:54). https://doi.org/10.1037/dhe0000560

Cartwright, K. (2024). Breast cancer screening attitudes, beliefs, and behaviors of Zuni Pueblo
women: Identifying cornerstones for building effective mammogram screening

Page | 140


https://doi.org/10.1080/02615479.2022.2072484
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpubh.2025.1612530
https://doi.org/10.1609/aaai.v38i21.30351

Journal of Tecnologia Quantica

intervention  programs. Cancer  Causes and  Control, 35(4), 583-595.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10552-023-01814-8

Chinene, B. (2025). A survey of magnetic resonance imaging (MRI) availability and cost in
Zimbabwe: Implications and strategies for improvement. Journal of Medical Imaging
and Radiation Sciences, 56(2). https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jmir.2024.101819

Cleovoulou, Y. (2022). An examination of equity pedagogy during program coherence
building in teacher education. Teaching and Teacher Education, 120(Query date: 2026-
07-07 02:41:54). https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2022.103866

Desai, R. H. (2024). Advocating for transportation equity: A critical examination of paratransit
service reductions in St. Louis and its impact on health and community social
participation. Disability and Health Journal, 17(4).
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.dhjo.2024.101666

Garrison, S. M. (2024). Advancing Diversity in Behavior Genetics: Strategies for Incorporating
Undergraduates into Student-Driven Research. Behavior Genetics, 54(1), 4-23.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10519-023-10172-9

Haidar, A. (2024). A Qualitative Examination of Perceptions of Mindfulness Among Arab,
Middle Eastern, and North African Americans: Implications for Cultural Adaptation of
Mindfulness-Based Interventions. Global Advances in Integrative Medicine and Health,
13(Query date: 2026-07-07 02:41:54). https://doi.org/10.1177/27536130241247074

Hampton-Smith, M. (2024). A systematic review of equity perceptions and outcomes in marine
conservation. Biological Conservation, 289(Query date: 2026-07-07 02:41:54).
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2023.110395

Hendy, K. (2023). “Bounded Equity: The Limits of Economic Models of Social Justice in
Cannabis  Legislation.”  Contemporary  Drug  Problems,  50(1), 121-135.
https://doi.org/10.1177/00914509221147133

Jackson, C. (2022). All-attainment teaching in secondary mathematics: Philosophy, practice
and social justice. In All Attainment Teaching in Secondary Mathematics Philosophy
Practice and Social Justice (p. 208). https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-92361-7

Jacobson, J. (2022). Addressing a silent and neglected scourge in sexual and reproductive
health in Sub-Saharan Africa by development of training competencies to improve
prevention, diagnosis, and treatment of female genital schistosomiasis (FGS) for health
workers. Reproductive Health, 19(1). https://doi.org/10.1186/s12978-021-01252-2

Kruit, N. (2024). A training programme for novice extracorporeal resuscitation providers.
Resuscitation Plus, 19(Query date: 2026-07-07 02:41:54).
https://doi.org/10.1016/].resplu.2024.100720

Kunitake, Y. (2025). Affirmative action in Japanese higher education: A critical examination of
DEI implementation. Social Sciences and Humanities Open, 11(Query date: 2026-07-07
02:41:54). https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssah0.2025.101312

Lipman, J. M. (2023). A Systematic Review of Metrics Utilized in the Selection and Prediction
of Future Performance of Residents in the United States. Journal of Graduate Medical
Education, 15(6), 652—668. https://doi.org/10.4300/JGME-D-22-00955.1

Lowik, A. J. (2024). A Curricular Audit Method: Addressing the Erasure of Intersex, Trans and
Two-Spirit People and the Imprecise Use of Gender and Sex Concepts in Undergraduate
Medical Education. Teaching and Learning in Medicine, 36(3), 280-292.
https://doi.org/10.1080/10401334.2023.2226651

Malbon, E. (2025). A critical examination of data for market stewardship: The case of the
Australian National Disability Insurance Scheme. Australian Journal of Public
Administration, 84(2), 442—-454. https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8500.12677

Marcewicz, L. (2022). Application of Critical Race Theory in Palliative Care Research: A
Scoping Review. Journal of Pain and Symptom  Management, 63(6).
https://doi.org/10.1016/].jpainsymman.2022.02.018

Page | 141


https://doi.org/10.1007/s10552-023-01814-8
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.dhjo.2024.101666
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10519-023-10172-9
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2023.110395
https://doi.org/10.1177/00914509221147133
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.resplu.2024.100720
02:41:54).%20https:/doi.org/10.1016/j.ssaho.2025.101312
https://doi.org/10.1080/10401334.2023.2226651
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jpainsymman.2022.02.018

Journal of Loomingulisus ja Innovatsioon

Milhem, M. (2025). Bridging Worlds: Envisioning a Sustainable Future Through CSR in
Developing Countries. Studies in Systems Decision and Control, 566(Query date: 2026-
07-07 02:41:54), 285-293. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-031-71318-7 27

Mollison, A. (2025). A critical examination of ‘family’ caregiving at the end of life in contexts
of homelessness: Key concepts and future considerations. Palliative Care and Social
Practice, 19(Query date: 2026-07-07 02:41:54).
https://doi.org/10.1177/26323524251336765

Odoch, W. D. (2023). A critical review of literature on health financing reforms in Uganda —
progress, challenges and opportunities for achieving UHC. African Health Sciences,
23(1), 736-746. https://doi.org/10.4314/ahs.v2311.78

Olawade, D. B. (2026). Artificial intelligence for anemia screening, diagnosis, and
management. Current Research in Translational Medicine, 74(1).
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.retram.2025.103560

Olley, J. (2024). A systematic literature review of sustainable water management in South
Africa. Sustainable Water Resources Management, 10(5).
https://doi.org/10.1007/s40899-024-01135-x

Opoku-Dakwa, A. (2024). A PLACE FOR CRITICAL RACE THEORY AND WOKENESS
IN DIVERSITY STRATEGIES. Academy of Management Perspectives, 38(2), 214-224.
https://doi.org/10.5465/amp.2023.0015

Pineo, H. (2025). ‘Best practice’ for healthy urban development: Learning from others while
maintaining local responsiveness in an emerging planning specialism. Planning Practice
and Research, 40(3), 645—672. https://doi.org/10.1080/02697459.2025.2475628

Pradilla, G. (2024). An urban rivers renaissance? Stream restoration and green—blue
infrastructure in Latin America — Insights from urban planning in Colombia. Urban
Ecosystems, 27(6), 2245-2265. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11252-024-01571-9

Rosa, S. D. (2024). Barriers to female leadership in intensive care medicine: Insights from an
ESICM NEXT & Diversity Monitoring Group Survey. Annals of Intensive Care, 14(1).
https://doi.org/10.1186/s13613-024-01358-3

Savitz-Romer, M. (2022). An Ecological Examination of School Counseling Equity. Urban
Review, 54(2), 207-232. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11256-021-00618-x

Spooner, N. (2024). An Examination of Educational Leadership Preparation in Ontario: Are
Principals Prepared to Lead Equitably? Canadian Journal of Educational Administration
and Policy, (204), 41-54. https://doi.org/10.7202/1111524ar

Tabassum, H. (2025). Analysing Lahore through the Lens of Just City. Cities, 159(Query date:
2026-07-07 02:41:54). https://doi.org/10.1016/].cities.2025.105797

Tulasi, T. S. (2024). Artificial Intelligence Effects on Student Learning Outcomes in Higher
Education. Proceedings of 9th International Conference on Science Technology
Engineering and Mathematics the Role of Emerging Technologies in Digital
Transformation  Iconstem 2024,  (Query  date: 2026-07-07  02:41:54).
https://doi.org/10.1109/ICONSTEM60960.2024.10568868

Turay, B. (2022). A state-of-the-art examination of disaster management in Sierra Leone: The
implementation drawbacks, research gaps, advances, and prospects. Geoenvironmental
Disasters, 9(1). https://doi.org/10.1186/s40677-022-00224-3

Voulgarides, C. K. (2025). A Critical Examination of Special Education Policy Using a Multi-
Layered Systemic Approach for Policy Analysis. Remedial and Special Education,
(Query date: 2026-07-07 02:41:54). https://doi.org/10.1177/07419325251360336

Welsh, R. O. (2024). Administering Discipline: An Examination of the Factors Shaping School
Discipline  Practices.  Education and  Urban  Society, 56(7), 847-880.
https://doi.org/10.1177/00131245231208170

Willis, A. 1. (2023). ANTI-BLACK LITERACY LAWS AND POLICIES. In Anti Black
Literacy Laws and Policies (p. 343). https://doi.org/10.4324/9781003296188

Page | 142


https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-031-71318-7_27
https://doi.org/10.1177/26323524251336765
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.retram.2025.103560
https://doi.org/10.1007/s40899-024-01135-x
https://doi.org/10.5465/amp.2023.0015
https://doi.org/10.1080/02697459.2025.2475628
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11252-024-01571-9
https://doi.org/10.1186/s13613-024-01358-3
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11256-021-00618-x
https://doi.org/10.7202/1111524ar
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cities.2025.105797
https://doi.org/10.1109/ICONSTEM60960.2024.10568868
https://doi.org/10.1177/00131245231208170

Journal of Tecnologia Quantica

Woo, S. E. (2023). Bias, Fairness, and Validity in Graduate-School Admissions: A
Psychometric Perspective. Perspectives on Psychological Science, 18(1), 3-31.
https://doi.org/10.1177/17456916211055374

Yang, F. (2024). Assessment of radiotherapy and diagnosis resources allocation in Shanghai,
China. Radiation Medicine and Protection, 5(3), 207-212.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.radmp.2024.05.006

Zeng, Y. (2025). Barriers and facilitators of preventive healthcare access among immigrants in
rural America: A scoping review. International Journal for Equity in Health, 24(1).
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12939-025-02603-2

Copyright Holder :
© Suman Thapa et al. (2026).

First Publication Right :
© Journal of Loomingulisus ja Innovatsioon

This article is under:

@®O

Page | 143


https://doi.org/10.1177/17456916211055374
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.radmp.2024.05.006
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12939-025-02603-2

