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ii Literature Review 
 

Summary 

 Innovation in community governance is a core subject of inquiry of the Community-University 
Research Alliance on Knowledge-based Community Governance, one of whose aims is to study the 
factors of innovation and the opportunities for learning found in the governance practices of linguistic 
minority groups. This literature review consists of three parts. The first provides an overview of the many 
definitions of innovation. The second looks at works devoted specifically to social innovation, and 
presents the two main concepts of social innovation: as a solution, and as a process. The third fully 
investigates the links between innovation, governance and organizations, with a view to extracting 
analytical factors for the study of innovation in community governance. 
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Introduction 
 
The objective of the Research Alliance on Knowledge-based Community Governance is 

“[TRANSLATION] to study, evaluate, compare and formalize knowledge-based community governance 
within the Canadian Francophone community since the 1990s” (Cardinal, 2008: 12). Simply put, 
knowledge-based community governance represents the totality of the theoretical and practical know-
how and skills acquired by community groups, notably in the areas of decision making, conflict resolution 
and consensus building, aimed at increasing their capacity for action and self-reflection. 

 
The hypothesis of the Research Alliance is that “[TRANSLATION] this knowledge base is an important 

indicator of the ability of groups to adapt, innovate and learn within their environment. It is the 
expression of the engagement of groups in their development” (Cardinal, 2008: 12). Thus, the Research 
Alliance analyzes the “[TRANSLATION] factors of innovation and learning within practices […] notably the 
potential for transversality or the spread of practices from one group to another,” with the ultimate aim 
of “[TRANSLATION] validating the factors of innovation identified and the learning opportunities they 
present” (Cardinal, 2008: 17). 

Case studies are the Research Alliance’s preferred method for studying innovation in governance. 
Each of its partner groups has contributed a potentially innovative practice that will be studied in greater 
depth.1 The six community partner groups of the Research Alliance are: the Association francophone des 
municipalités du Nouveau-Brunswick (AFMNB); the Association des juristes d’expression française de 
l’Ontario (AJEFO); the Consortium national de formation en santé (CNFS); Diversis Inc.; the Fédération de 
la jeunesse franco-ontarienne (FESFO); and the Réseau de développement économique et 
d’employabilité de l’Ontario (RDÉE Ontario). In the spirit of a partnership approach, each group will 
actively participate in all stages of the study of the practices. 

This literature review is the first stage in the Research Alliance’s study of innovation in community 
governance. It consists of three parts. The first provides an overview of the many definitions of 
innovation. The second looks at works devoted specifically to social innovation, and presents the two 
main concepts of social innovation: as a solution, and as a process. The third fully investigates the links 
between innovation, governance and organizations, with a view to extracting analytical factors for the 
study of innovation in community governance. 

 

1
 All the practices identified by the partner groups of the Research Alliance are described in Innovation in 

Community Governance, Volume 1: Catalogue of Practices (Normand, 2011). The descriptions present the actors 
involved, the problem that the innovation is intended to solve, the implementation of the innovation, and the 
supports that were produced. The profiles provided in this document will be rounded out by the partner research 
teams studying each of the practices. 
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1. How to define innovation? 

There is much literature devoted specifically to the subject of innovation.2 In addition, researchers 
encounter a multiplicity of operational definitions of what constitutes an innovation. For example, 
Landry et al. counted 19 definitions of innovation in some 30 works (Landry et al., 2007: 21). 
 

Six features can be identified as common to all definitions. Frequently mentioned in the literature 
are two interrelated features: novelty, and change. Succinctly stated, “all innovations must contain a 
degree of novelty” (Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD), 2005: 57). 
Innovation is therefore defined as a new idea which has novel characteristics and which changes what 
precedes it and is designed to improve upon it.3  

 
A third common feature found in the literature is implementation of the new idea: for an idea to 

constitute an innovation, it must have gone beyond the stage of elaboration or reflection and been 
applied in a particular entity, such as an organization or institution. In other words, the implementation 
stage is the concrete expression of the new idea, and serves to identify its outcomes, whether beneficial 
or not. 

 
A fourth feature is the extent to which a successful innovation is diffused. There are, in fact, those 

(Klein et al., 2009; Tardif, 2005) who suggest that an innovation is successful only if its use is diffused and 
becomes widespread or institutionalized once its positive impacts are recognized. Also, diffusion drives a 
dynamic process whereby each innovation paves the way for others (Mulgan, 2007: 5), and this 
succession of innovations may create an environment conducive to more substantial positive changes in 
society (Alberti and Bertucci, 2006: 2). 

 
A fifth feature is that the innovation must be deemed to solve a particular problem. Thus, it is the 

outcome of the innovation that is the focus of analysis. For example, Bradford considers that an 
innovation replaces “inefficient, unsustainable practices with intelligent, responsible ones” (Bradford, 
2003: 1). It applies “the best ideas in a timely fashion to emergent problems” (Bradford, 2003: 1).  
 

And sixth, innovation can be considered a process leading to lasting change. Here, the subject of 
analysis includes the development of the idea, its application, and its impacts. Landry et al. point out that 
those who favour this approach attribute particular importance to the potential impacts of the 
innovation “[TRANSLATION] for improving the effectiveness, efficiency and/or quality of services provided, 
as well as for added value and utility” (Landry et al., 2007: 20). 
  

In brief, in the specialized literature on innovation, several common determining factors can be 
identified—novelty, change, implementation, and diffusion—which can be used to study innovation as a 
solution or as a process. 

 

2
 Some consider Schumpeter, in economics, to be the first to have theorized innovation. He defined innovation as 

the expression of a rupture with previous norms, and ascribed to entrepreneurs an important role in this process 
(Klein et al., 2009: 3; Schumpeter, 1947). 
3
 According to Mulgan (2007: 8), a straightforward definition of innovation, i.e., a new idea that works, should make 

it possible to distinguish the innovation from the improvement (which refers to gradual changes) and from the 
invention (which has been neither implemented, nor diffused). 
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However, the definitions are very broad and apply to all spheres. One can speak of innovation in a 
multitude of spheres: technology, work organization, governance, production, and product and service 
delivery. It therefore seems appropriate to narrow the scope of the literature and consider just those 
works most relevant to the study of community governance, which Moore and Hartley4 (2008: 14) 
suggest are those concerned with social innovation. 

 

2. Social Innovation 
 

While there are numerous operational definitions of innovation, those used within the sphere of 
social innovation are more effectively targeted and their purposes more widely shared. They connote 
“[TRANSLATION] new ways of doing, new practices, new combinations, new approaches, new concepts […] 
new know-how and skills for meeting relevant social needs” (Tardif, 2005: 30). Social innovations are 
also “[TRANSLATION] new social arrangements, new forms of resource mobilization and new responses to 
problems inadequately addressed by known solutions” (Klein et al., 2009: 3). 
 

Andrew and Klein (2008), after Mulgan (2006), consider that social innovation refers to the 
innovative activities and services used to fulfil a social need and diffused by organizations whose primary 
functions are also social.5 Landry et al. fully agree. They look to Bouchard’s definition of social innovation 
as “[TRANSLATION] any new approach, practice or intervention, or any new product developed to improve 
a situation or solve a social problem which has been adopted by institutions, organizations, 
communities” (Bouchard, 1999, in Landry et al., 2007: 6). 

 
Assogba cites Saucier et al., who define social innovation as “[TRANSLATION] an intervention 

initiated by social actors to respond to an aspiration, meet a need, provide a solution or use an 
opportunity for action to change social relationships, transform a policy framework or propose new 
cultural orientations” (Saucier et al., 2006, in Assogba, 2010: 2). 

 
Murray, Caulier-Grice and Mulgan (2010: 3) also identify several definitions of social innovation. 

They acknowledge the newness of the idea and the fact that it meets social needs as well as creating 
new social relationships and collaborations. Thus, social innovation benefits society, partly because it 
increases its capacity to act on itself. However, according to Murray, Caulier-Grice and Mulgan, the new 
solution to the social problem must be functional, effective, sustainable, just, and must benefit society as 
a whole, not just the private individual.  

 
Understood in this way, an innovation can take the form of a product, a process, a technology, or 

even a principle, an idea, a piece of legislation, a social movement or an intervention. Murray, Caulier-
Grice and Mulgan (2010: 10), inspired by the National Endowment for Science, Technology and the Arts 
(NESTA), also point out that social innovation meets social needs that are generally neglected by the 
traditional marketplace or on which there has been little or no government intervention. 

 

4
  According to Moore and Hartley, innovations in governance constitute “an important class of social innovations.” 

5
  “Social innovation refers to innovative activities and services that are motivated by the goal of meeting a social 

need and that are predominantly diffused through organizations whose primary purposes are social” (Mulgan 
2006, in Andrew and Klein, 2008: 5).  
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In short, as Harrisson explains, the definitions “[TRANSLATION] all share this common interpretation 
as a set of strategies, ideas and forms of organization aimed at meeting the diversity of social needs” 
(Harrisson, 2010: 16). Two factors are therefore particularly worth retaining: social innovation requires 
the presence of social actors, and it is a response to social needs. 
  

Andrew and Klein (2008) identified nine themes that recur in the literature on social innovation. 
These themes may inspire the factors to be considered when analyzing such innovations. 

 
They are as follows: (i) social innovation is generally not the creation of a new idea, but rather the 

restructuring of existing elements; (ii) it can occur in any sector of society; (iii) it stems from a perception 
of an unmet social need; (iv) it is a process, which implies that a number of ideas never get beyond the 
initial stages of implementation; (v) social innovations must be based on relationships of trust between 
actors; (vi) there must be a desire to do things differently, to introduce change into institutions and 
social practices; (vii) it is always embedded in a particular social environment and space; (viii) the 
capacity of both individuals and institutions to learn is a necessary component; and (ix) these innovations 
must be analyzed from the perspective of both individuals and social movements (Andrew and Klein, 
2008: 11-12). It is clear from these nine themes that certain elements echo the two concepts previously 
mentioned, namely, innovation as a solution, and innovation as a process. 
  

Harrisson and Klein identify three forms of social innovation. The first is entrepreneurial. The 
second is community based. This “[TRANSLATION] concerns actor arrangements for formulating social 
problems in a new way and for creating mechanisms for finding new solutions within the community, 
while providing services to continue building a society that provides a good quality of life” (Harrisson and 
Klein, 2007: 3). The third is democratic. This “[TRANSLATION] concerns transformations that find expression 
in more democratic modes of development and governance in organizations and territories, so as to 
produce actor systems that ensure collective learning and the accumulation of the cognitive capital 
necessary for change” (Harrisson and Klein, 2007: 3).  
  

Harrisson and Klein give particular attention to the activity leading up to the innovation and its 
impacts. Their approach is thus akin to the concept of innovation as the expression of a process. The 
following extract refers to this concept and includes factors to be considered when analyzing the process 
of innovation. 

 
TRANSLATION 
 
Social innovations transform the institutional environment that structures society. 
They are gradual changes that originate within organizations, notably, the 
organizations of civil society. Actors transform their respective organizations, 
dismantle the old arrangements and adopt new practices that break with 
institutional arrangements. A new form of action emerges and encourages the 
unengaged to change. The modes of coordination are thus changed, and this is 
evidenced in changes in governance. The actors, through their networks, devise 
intensive and complex collective actions that bring about a change in the social 
system. These collective actions, the result of the day-to-day workings of 
organizations, can lead to major transformations when they penetrate the most 
powerful levels of the institutional setting and, based on new values, establish new 
practices. Those who innovate are those who succeed in transforming their 
institutional environment (Harrisson and Klein, 2007: 11). 
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The end of this extract, which makes way for organizations of civil society to be carriers of social 

innovation, also considers transformations in governance and the diffusion of innovative practices.  

2.1 Two concepts of social innovation 

The specialized literature offers two distinct concepts of social innovation. They also apply to other 
types of innovation, not just those routinely found in the social sector.6 According to Harrisson, social 
innovation “[TRANSLATION] is divided into two broad areas, namely, the process of innovation […] and the 
innovations themselves” (Harrisson, 2010: 16). Cloutier fully agrees. She states that “[TRANSLATION] the 
concept of innovation encompasses both the innovative solution brought to economic and social 
problems, and the process undertaken to come up with this solution” (Cloutier, 2003: 18). Moreover, 
 

TRANSLATION 
 
Generally speaking, social innovation is a “new response” to a social situation 
deemed unsatisfactory, a situation that may well arise in any sector of society. 
Social innovation is the response because its aim is the well-being of individuals 
and/or communities. It is defined in action and lasting change. It is intended to 
develop the individual, the living environment (territory) or the enterprise. 
Therefore, social innovation takes no specific form. It can be procedural, 
organizational or institutional. Social innovation can also have a tangible form (e.g., 
a technology or a product). Some researchers also define social innovation by its 
process. In this case, social innovation is the result of cooperation among a diversity 
of actors. From this perspective, social innovation can be considered a process of 
collective learning and knowledge creation. Finally, according to some researchers, 
social innovation requires the participation of users, to varying degrees, in the 
process of creating and implementing the social innovation (Cloutier, 2003: XIII). 

 
Bélanger also sees innovation in these terms: “[TRANSLATION] [E]ven though it finds expression in 

everyday practices […] it is not just problem solving […] nor reducible to policy analysis […]; it assumes 
these relatively autonomous bases for action, and also presents itself as resistance, aspiration, project” 
(Bélanger, 2007: 415). We might also mention Rollin and Vincent, who define social innovation in terms 
of its tangible and intangible nature and its process, which “[TRANSLATION] is characterized, in part, by the 
participation and cooperation of a diversity of actors, by the exchange and creation of knowledge and 
expertise and by the participation of users” (Rollin and Vincent, 2007: 14). In a similar vein, the OECD 
proposes two survey strategies: the object approach, which is used to collect descriptive, qualitative and 
quantitative data about an innovation, and the subject approach, which is based on the attitudes of 
innovative organizations and takes the impact and outcomes of an innovation into account (OECD, 
2005: 26).  
  

Vuotto adds that the evaluation of social innovations must be based on two concepts: the 
evaluation “[TRANSLATION] that can be made specifically for the purpose of knowing the outcomes of the 
innovation from a synchronic perspective,” and the evaluation that “[TRANSLATION] is more concerned 

6
 In an issue devoted to innovation, Le Mag des sciences de gestion states at the outset that innovation can be 

examined as either a result or a process (MSG, 2010: 1). 
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with the innovation process and the learning that may result” (Vuotto, 2010: 17). These extracts provide 
a rationale for analyzing innovation from two distinct perspectives: innovation as a solution, object or 
outcome, and innovation as a process. 

 
2.1.1 Innovation as a solution 

 
In presenting innovation as an outcome, Harrisson points out that innovations “[TRANSLATION] are 

modest initially, but have the capacity to spread to a much larger group of actors, provided they are 
based in both efficacy in resolving a problem and legitimacy” (Harrisson, 2010: 17). In other words, an 
innovation has the potential for diffusion if it is both legitimate and an effective solution to a problem. 
This concept of innovation is consistent with other definitions of innovation as a solution, outcome or 
object. In a similar vein, Cloutier points out that “[TRANSLATION] the social innovation as object, the social 
innovation itself, is the solution to the problem and refers exclusively to the thing implemented” 
(Cloutier, 2003: 3). 
  

Operational definitions of innovation propose factors that should be considered to study 
innovation as a solution. Three have already been mentioned: (i) novelty, i.e., what is new about the 
proposed solution; (ii) change, or what the innovation is intended to alter or transform; and 
(iii) implementation, that is, whether the innovation has gone beyond the initial stages of development 
and actually been used. To this list should be added the actors who proposed and implemented the 
innovation, and the setting in which it is applied.  
  

In her study, Cloutier identifies six areas of analysis for identifying a social innovation. Four pertain 
directly to innovation as a solution. First, Cloutier proposes that the object be delimited. To do this, it is 
necessary to study its novelty or innovativeness by describing the solution provided and the significance 
of the desired changes. The tangible nature of the innovation is important here. It must be material, 
procedural, organizational, institutional, or it may be a new product or technology. Next, it is necessary 
to identify the field of application of the innovation, or the sectors of society where it occurs. Third, it is 
important to determine the target of the change, whether individuals, a territory, an enterprise, an 
organization, or even the well-being of communities. The fourth area is the innovation’s purpose. Is it 
intended to solve existing problems or to prevent future ones? The other two areas concern innovation 
as a process.  

 
In the OECD Oslo Manual, the “object approach” as a survey method is consistent with the 

concept of innovation as a solution.7 The manual proposes three types of data to be collected when 
conducting a survey using the object approach. First are descriptive data. These include a brief 
description of the innovation, the type of innovation, its novelty, and its nature. Second are quantitative 
data, which include innovation expenditure, the impact of the innovation on the organization, and the 
life cycle of the innovation. Third are qualitative data, which include the benefits derived from the 
innovation, the sources of information or ideas for the innovation, and the diffusion of the innovation 
(OECD, 1997: 79-82). 

 

7
 We reproduce here the three types of data, even though the OECD developed them primarily for technological 

innovations. Most of the data it proposes to gather can be adapted to social innovations and the terms used can 
also be found in the literature on this type of innovation. It points out, moreover, that innovations can be non-
technological, notably, organizational and administrative (OECD, 1997: 89). 
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To summarize, the factors taken from the definitions of innovation and the areas identified by 
Cloutier and the OECD can be grouped into three types of elements: context, novelty, and 
implementation (Table 1). From these elements it is possible, on the one hand, to obtain a profile of 
innovation as a solution, outcome or object, and on the other, to study the process in which it is 
embedded. 
  
TABLE 1 – Descriptive elements of innovation as a solution 
 

Context Actors involved 
Targeted sector or field of application  
Target of the change 
Sources of data 
Stages of actors’ consensus building 

Novelty Identification of the problem 
Proposed solution and rationale 
Targeted change 
Nature of the innovation 
Stages of solution development 

Implementation Tangibility (material or non-material innovation) 
Expectations and objectives 
Functioning of the innovation 
Life cycle 
Stages of implementation of the innovation 

 

2.1.2 Innovation as a process 
 

If innovation can be described as an outcome or solution, it can also be described as an “iterative 
process that often entails precisely these new forms of collaboration, including ‘co-creation’ and ‘co-
production’“ (Government of Canada, 2010: 1). It is an interactive process that takes place “in the 
creation, diffusion and application of knowledge” (OECD, 2005: 33). As Cloutier points out, “[TRANSLATION] 
the social innovation process is an integral part of social innovation. The way in which a solution is 
created and implemented is as important as the novelty of the solution and its objectives in determining 
whether it is indeed a social innovation” (Cloutier, 2003: 38). 
 

Harrisson and Klein draw attention to a series of factors to be considered. 
 
 TRANSLATION 
 

Social innovation thus appears to be a multifaceted and multidimensional process of 
producing and updating what already exists, where it is important to examine the 
experimentation taking place in innovative organizations, but where it is equally 
important to understand the institutional process of recognition and adoption, even 
diffusion and adaptation of the innovation, which leads to social transformation or 
gives it a chance (Harrisson and Klein, 2007: 13-14). 

  
There is more discussion in the literature of innovation as a process than of innovation as a 

solution. The approaches to the subject of the processes that lead to innovation are many and varied. 
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We group them under two headings: the role of the actors and organizations in an innovation process, 
and the stages leading to innovation. 
  
Actors and organizations: carriers of social innovation 

It seems important to include the actors and organizations that initiate innovations in the analysis 
of the process. Cloutier recalls, notably, that social innovation is about “[TRANSLATION] the potential of 
individuals and consists in a learning process aimed at knowledge acquisition, the modification of 
representations, and a re-learning of cooperation” (Cloutier, 2003: 5). And, as Goldenberg points out, 
people “play a major role in the innovation process as the ‘creators and carriers’ of knowledge” 
(Goldenberg, 2004: 2).  

 
According to Goldenberg, “community organizations—with the tremendous human resources they 

are able to mobilize […]—can play an important role in fostering this ‘social learning’ and providing a 
context and venue for innovation” (Goldenberg, 2004: 2). For Bradford, innovation depends on 
“collaboration that taps the ideas of many people and engages the commitment of different 
organizations each with its own specialized expertise and responsibilities” (Bradford, 2003: 2).  

 
Bradford notes, moreover, that this collaboration “requires social learning processes that 

continuously circulate ideas, share experiences, and transfer know-how” (Bradford, 2003: 2). Then, 
according to Assogba, to set this process in motion, it takes pioneers, who are the first to take risks once 
social innovation emerges, and innovators, who will adopt the new practice and then set the example 
(Assogba, 2010: 7-8). 

 
Cloutier (2003) also considers the role of actors in the process of social innovation. There are two 

components of this process. First is the diversity of the actors, “[TRANSLATION] considered an essential 
condition for the creation and implementation of new solutions” (Cloutier, 2003: 38). According to 
Cloutier, “[TRANSLATION] [t]he plurality of viewpoints provides a more complete representation of the 
problem, its causes and possible solutions. The expertise and resources of the various actors then allow 
for the solutions identified to be implemented” (Cloutier, 2003: 38). Owing to this diversity of actors, 
social innovation can be viewed “[TRANSLATION] as a collective process of learning and knowledge 
creation” (Cloutier, 2003: 42). The second component of the process is the active participation of the 
users or the organizations it represents. According to Cloutier, “[TRANSLATION] the level of user 
participation varies with the stages of the process according to the characteristics of the users and the 
projects” (Cloutier, 2003: 38). Users may be called on to participate in the project initiative, in raising 
awareness of the problem, in identifying its causes, and in elaborating and implementing solutions. 

 
Tardif (2005) also investigates the interactions among the actors who take part in the innovation 

process. She, too, describes these interactions as a process of collective learning that puts 
“[TRANSLATION] into perspective the participation and mobilization of multiple actors” (Tardif, 2005: 25). 
The interrelation of the actors results in a hybridization of their identities, values and norms, and may 
even give rise to new actors or networks. These actors will put considerable effort into improving modes 
of coordination and cooperation, which may require negotiation and dialogue, lead to formal or informal 
partnerships and “[TRANSLATION] make possible the ‘good governance’ of the innovation project” (Tardif, 
2005: 25). 
 

It is important, then, that the actors be central to any analysis of innovation as a process, that 
process being “[TRANSLATION] an activity of co-design and co-production which involves the actors as 
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producers and users” (Harrisson, 2010: 17-18). According to Tardif, there is a need to better understand 
“[TRANSLATION] the role and the conditions of participation of organized civil society—social movements, 
labour unions, and the community, associative and cooperative sectors—in the elaboration and 
realization of innovative projects, alongside other institutional and private actors” (Tardif, 2005: 25). 
  
Phases of the innovation process 

Beyond the role of the actors, a number of authors have attempted to identify the different stages 
of the process of elaborating an innovation. Abramson and Littman (2002) define three such stages. The 
first is to encourage the innovation, in other words, to integrate it into the organizational culture and 
make it everyone’s responsibility.  

 
The second is to apply the innovation, which must remain simple in concept and easy to execute 

while producing measurable and meaningful outcomes. The third is to diffuse the innovation. Here, the 
aim should not be to replicate the innovation across organizations, but rather to adapt it. An 
organization’s ability to adapt therefore appears to be key in the innovation process8 (Abramson and 
Littman, 2002: 3-8). 

 
According to Landry et al. (2007), a typical innovation process has five stages. First, the 

organization must recognize the need, the situation to be improved or the problem to be solved. Next, it 
must generate solutions for meeting the need. Third, it must continue to develop the most promising 
solutions. Fourth, it must implement the adopted solutions. Finally, the organization must evaluate the 
impacts of the innovation (Landry et al., 2007: 23-24). 

 
Assogba (2010) also identifies five stages. The first is to formulate a new response to a social 

problem. Thus, innovation as a solution is part of the process. At the second stage, the process must be 
motivated by a social objective, by values and aspirations. The third stage is to involve a multiplicity of 
actors so that the community is able to appropriate the innovation through a democratic process, seen 
as the “[TRANSLATION] result of a co-construction involving various local actors” (Assogba, 2010: 2). The 
fourth stage is to find a carrier; it must be diffused and adopted outside its initial framework, once its 
effectiveness has been demonstrated. The fifth and final stage of the process is institutionalization. This 
refers to a “[TRANSLATION] ‘perpetuation of the new thing’ so that the innovation ‘is more than fleeting’” 
(Assogba, 2010: 2). In Assogba’s view, this last stage requires the intervention of the State. This may be 
inconsistent with the process of autonomization and empowerment that can be associated with 
innovation. 

 
Rollin and Vincent (2007) have divided the trajectory of a social innovation into four stages. The 

first stage is emergence, which they do not describe as innovation, but as a potentially innovative 
project. Emergence consists of two phases: first, “[TRANSLATION] the actors share their know-how and 
expertise and zero in on a problem”; then, “they investigate in order to come up with an innovative 
strategy that will be of help in finding a solution to the problem” (Rollin and Vincent, 2007: 19). The 
second stage is experimentation, during which the strategy is applied, observed and evaluated, then 
adapted and codified if necessary. Appropriation is the third stage. According to the authors, 

“[TRANSLATION] for a new social initiative to be recognized as social innovation (having effective 
impacts), it must be appropriated on a local scale or more widely” (Rollin and Vincent, 2007: 21). The 
final stage—affinity, transfer, and diffusion—can occur throughout the innovation process. Its aim is to 

8
  The authors refer to these stages as: fostering innovation, implementing innovation and spreading innovation. 
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“[TRANSLATION] diffuse the innovation … to have it recognized, to sell it, to give it added value, market 

value or value in use. The objective … is to spread the innovative strategy put in place” (Rollin and 
Vincent, 2007: 22). 

 
Finally, Murray, Caulier-Grice and Mulgan (2010) have proposed six stages of the innovation 

process. According to the authors, innovation begins with the diagnosis of a problem to be solved. After 
diagnosis, proposals and ideas are advanced which may draw on a wide range of resources and 
experiences. Third, prototypes or pilot projects are developed to test the new ideas. At this stage, the 
ideas are refined as they are tested, until a solution is arrived at that meets the needs identified. Fourth, 
the implementation of the idea is sustained and maintained in everyday practices. This stage is necessary 
to ensure the innovation’s longevity.  

 
Diffusion and scaling up are the fifth stage, during which strategies are devised for gaining 

recognition of the innovative solution in other settings. The solution may be diffused by means of 
replication (i.e., organizations appropriate the solution) or inspiration (i.e., organizations use it as a 
model for developing a solution of their own that is better suited to their needs). The final stage is the 
ultimate goal of social innovations, namely, systemic changes. The aim of a social innovation should be 
to transform relationships or balances of power and bring a whole new approach to a societal issue. This 
final stage can also be understood as diffusion on a massive scale (Murray, Caulier-Grice and Mulgan, 
2010: 12-13). 
 

TABLE 2 – Stages of the process of social innovation 
 

Abramson and 
Littman (2002) 

Landry et al. 
(2007) 

Assogba (2010) Rollin and 
Vincent (2007) 

Murray, Caulier-
Grice and Mulgan 

(2010) 

1. Fostering 
innovation 
 
2. Implementing 
innovation 
 
3. Spreading 
innovation 

1. Recognizing the 
need 
 
2. Generating  
solutions 
 
3. Developing 
promising solutions  
 
4. Implementing 
the solutions 
 
5. Evaluating the 
solutions 

1. Formulating a 
new response 
 
2. Aligning the 
response with 
actors’ values 
 
3. Involving a 
multiplicity of 
actors 
 
4. Diffusing the 
innovation 
 
5. Institutionalizing 
the innovation 
 

1. Emergence 
 
2. Experimentation 
 
3. Appropriation 
 
4. Affinity, transfer 
and diffusion 

1. Diagnosis 
 
2. Proposals and 
ideas 
 
3. Prototypes and 
pilot projects 
 
4. Sustaining and 
maintaining 
 
5. Diffusion and 
scaling up 
 
6. Systemic changes 

 
Table 2 presents the different processes just discussed. We propose synthesizing them into five 

stages: (i) emergence; (ii) implementation; (iii) evaluation; (iv) diffusion; and (v) institutionalization. Thus, 
at the first stage, i.e., emergence, the problem is recognized or the need identified. It is at this stage that 
ideas are developed and the actors share their resources and expertise. The second stage, i.e., 
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implementation, when promising new ideas are tested, is characterized by experimentation and pilot 
projects for refining the adopted solutions.  

 
The third stage is evaluation. Even though “[TRANSLATION] project success is a subjective notion that 

depends on the success criteria adopted by each of the stakeholders” (Cloutier, 2003: 39), there is good 
reason to evaluate the impacts of innovations. According to Tardif, evaluation is an 
“[TRANSLATION] essential tool intrinsically linked to innovation which allows for better understanding and 
better controlling certain limitations related to the innovation process” (Tardif, 2005: 25). Also, through 
evaluation, possible impediments to a wider diffusion of the innovation can be discovered and corrected. 
And this diffusion is the fourth stage. Some consider it crucial, because the promising solution becomes 
an innovation only once it is diffused and recognized as such.  

 
There are those who consider the final stage, namely, institutionalization, scaling up or even 

systemic changes, to be the ultimate goal of social innovations. It is at this stage that habits and 
behaviours are transformed, that the innovation is appropriated by others on a much larger scale, and 
that the novelty endures and is more than fleeting, as Assogba would put it. 
 

Table 3 presents the five stages, but intentionally does not show the process as having a fixed 
linearity. As Mulgan states, a linear model of the innovation process cannot work, because innovations 
can evolve into something quite different from what they were at the emergence stage (Mulgan, 
2007: 26). 
 

Murray, Caulier-Grace and Mulgan (2010) concur. In their view, while a linear model may be a 
simpler representation of the innovation process, innovations seldom adhere to it, tending to follow a 
spiral model (Murray, Caulier-Grace and Mulgan, 2010: 9). What links the stages of the innovation 
process can be thought of as “feedback loops”, to use their term (Murray, Caulier-Grace and Mulgan, 
2010: 12), making it possible to go back to any stage of the process in order to revise or correct certain 
elements of the innovation. In other words, “there is no simple progression; it is often necessary to go 
back to earlier stages in order to overcome difficulties in development. This means feedback between all 
parts of the process” (OECD, 1997: 24). In Table 3, these loops are illustrated using curved arrows that 
flow in both directions between the various stages of the process. 
 
TABLE 3 – Stages of the innovation process 
 

 
 

Two other dynamics should also be kept in mind. First, the innovation process occurs within a 
particular social, political and cultural context. This context determines the networks through which 
information, knowledge, skills and ideas are diffused (OECD, 2005: 32). It affects the resources and 
characteristics of institutions, which in turn determine the expected outcomes (Hartley, 2005: 33). 
Second, certain elements are an integral part of all stages and are intrinsically linked—primarily social 
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learning, knowledge co-production, and the collaboration of a diversity of actors. Social learning involves 
communication, interactions and forms of cooperation (OECD, 1997: 21), or even the circulation of ideas, 
the sharing of experiences, and knowledge transfer (Bradford, 2003: 3; Alberti and Bertucci, 2006: 15). 
Learning takes place when a diversity of actors having complementary perspectives and competencies sit 
down at the same table to co-produce deliberative ability, a new distribution of power, mutual 
recognition, and a level of continued commitment (Bradford, 2003: 12). This concept of learning is also in 
keeping with the idea of knowledge mobilization, whereby know-how is co-produced and the notion of 
direction in the production or transfer of knowledge is excluded (Duperré, 2006: 10). Thus, all actors are 
creators and carriers of knowledge (Goldenberg, 2004: 2). 

 

3. Innovation, Governance and Organizations 
  

Community organizations can be innovative. Klein et al. point out that “[TRANSLATION] [s]ocial 
innovations are born and first tested in organizations” (Klein et al., 2009: 5). Harrisson and Klein add that 
civil society organizations are often the source of social innovations (Harrisson and Klein, 2007: 11). 
Vuotto concurs, and maintains that when an organization’s objective is to achieve better results, it must 
“[TRANSLATION] continually innovate in order to adapt to changing contexts and enhance the quality of 
what individuals and organizations do” (Vuotto, 2010: 13). In her view, organizations can perform better 
when they innovate. 
  

Drejer (2004: 557-558) believes that organizations can innovate in different ways, but two are 
particularly relevant in the context of governance: ad hoc innovations in the inner workings of the 
organization, and innovations in the relationships it maintains with other partners. In both cases, 
innovations help generate new knowledge and expertise that will need to be formalized in order to be 
replicated in other circumstances.  

 
Often, innovations are developed solely to meet a specific need, such as to develop a new service 

or new ways of compiling, managing and using the information generated by the organization, which is 
more a matter of governance. In that case, it is not the solution as such that will be diffused, but rather 
the components of the process that led to the innovation, such as experience and learning, that will be 
formalized, then diffused.  

 
There is a need, however, for some clarification regarding governance. A distinction must be made 

between innovation in governance and the governance of innovations (or innovation governance). The 
latter is mentioned in works about innovation, but is not altogether concerned with the same areas of 
inquiry. According to Mezzourh and Nakara, for an innovation to succeed, it requires appropriate modes 

of governance, such as “[TRANSLATION] organizational and structural flexibility, effective coordination 
mechanisms, appropriability systems” (Mezzourh and Nakara, 2009: 2). They go on to say that 
“[TRANSLATION] innovation governance entails knowledge governance, that is, an in-depth analysis of the 
intrinsic properties and transformative modes of the knowledge involved in the innovation process” 
(Mezzourh and Nakara, 2009: 12). In short, reflection about innovation governance suggests related to 
the chances of success and the preconditions of an innovation’s appropriation. Eventually, such 
reflection could be included in the analysis of the innovation process and in the preparation of the 
diffusion of innovative governance practices. 
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This distinction aside, the literature on innovation discusses the potential for innovation in 
governance, though to a limited degree in Hartley (2005). Moore and Hartley add that quite often, 
governance innovations are relegated to a residual category, because the literature on social innovation 
proposes no way of dealing with them specifically (Moore and Hartley, 2008: 6). Nevertheless, for some 
actors, governance seems to be an integral part of the thinking about social innovation. For example, 
Landry et al. state outright that social innovation is “[TRANSLATION] considered a lever of value creation by 
improving governance and services as well as administrative effectiveness and efficiency” (Landry et al., 
2007: 29). 
 

According to Harrisson and Klein, one of the forms of social innovation “[TRANSLATION] concerns 
transformations that translate into more democratic modalities of development and governance in 
organizations […] so as to produce actor systems that ensure the collective learning and the 
accumulation of cognitive capital necessary for change” (Harrisson and Klein, 2007: 3). In the area of 
governance, innovations may find expression in new forms of citizen participation and democratic 
institutions (Hartley, 2005: 28), in “[TRANSLATION] advances in terms of consultation, consensus building, 
partnership, stakeholder recognition, deliberative democracy and direct democracy” (Klein et al., 
2009: 11), and in “[TRANSLATION] collective learning to reduce resistance and obstacles to innovative 
projects” (Tardif, 2005: 53). They can also be used to revise the balance of power between partners and 
equity in the distribution of opportunities and limits for action (Healey, 2004, in Andrew and Klein 2008: 
6). 

 
For Hartley, an innovation in governance has a lasting effect on the operations and nature of an 

organization (Hartley, 2005: 27). Thus, innovations in governance differ from other types of innovations 
in five ways. First, their impact may extend beyond the organization. Consequently, their success is 
evaluated in terms not only of their internal impact, but also how they change social practices that had 
become shared societal concerns. Second, the resources used may come from new sources, applying 
knowledge previously acquired elsewhere. Third, the tools developed for implementing these 
innovations are very different from those developed for service or production innovations. Fourth, 
innovations in governance call for a new distribution of power among their users. Finally, they must be 
evaluated based not only on their effectiveness, but also on the equity and fairness used in redefining 
the power relationships (Moore and Hartley, 2008: 14-18). 

 
To return to Drejer, innovations in governance may be applied to the inner workings of an 

organization, as well as to networks of organizations; hence “[TRANSLATION] the importance of a 
cooperative approach … essential to resource sharing and to learning leading to innovation” (Zerdani, 
2010: 19). For Petitclerc, it is precisely at the level of social interactions and social networks that social 
innovations are increasingly conceived (Petitclerc, 2003: 10). 
 

Tardif participates in this trend identified by Petitclerc. She observes that “the main processes 
surrounding the emergence and achievement of innovations have to do primarily with the terms of 
social actor interrelations and with the mode of social regulation that will come about through 
partnership and in networks” (Tardif, 2005: 44). In her view, social innovation thus takes the form of a 
renewed governance that links a multiplicity of actors.  
 
  TRANSLATION 
 

The renewal of forms of governance through partnership, participation and 
consensus building requires the adoption of new rules of action and new norms. 
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These, which appear and change during the innovation process, are based on 
compromises resulting from conflict negotiation and collective learning among the 
actors who are the carriers of the innovation project (Tardif, 2005: 49). 

 
Tardif thus brings us full circle. Even in the sphere of governance, innovations can be seen as a 

solution to a particular problem (for example, a new governance practice). They are also the expression 
of a process involving a multiplicity of actors that generate learning and enable the practice to evolve 
and spread. Moreover, the carriers of these innovations are social actors, notably, organizations.  

 
Therefore, in devising a framework for analyzing governance innovations originating with 

community organizations, it is appropriate to base it on two concepts of social innovation: as a solution, 
and as a process. Tables 4 and 5 present one way of grouping the various factors for a succinct and 
precise analysis of social innovation in community governance. They show the type of questions that 
need to be asked in order to clearly understand innovations from both perspectives: as a solution, and as 
a process.9 

 
Essentially, analysis of the areas and indicators presented in the two tables serves four purposes in 

the study of governance. First, it contributes to a profile of the practices and leads to conclusions about 
their innovativeness. Second, it can be used to determine whether the innovative practices have 
improved the governance of their carrier organizations. Third, it reveals the knowledge that is co-
produced during the innovation process. And finally, it prompts the formalization of the knowledge 
observed so that it can be diffused, even institutionalized.  

TABLE 4 – Governance innovation as a solution 
 

Components Aspects Indicators 

Components 
related to 
context 

Actors involved Roles within the organization (member, volunteer, employee, 
manager, other)? 

Age? 

 Targeted sector or sphere of 
application 

Environmental and institutional context of the innovation 

 Target of the change What problem is it intended to solve? (objectives/ultimate 
goal of the innovation) 

 Sources of information Where were the information and ideas that led to the 
innovation drawn from? 

 Stages of actors’ consensus 
building 

What form(s) did actors’ consensus building take? 

What are the distinctive characteristics of the actors 
involved and of the actor-carriers of the innovation? 

9
 Tables 4 and 5 are the result of the combined efforts of Éric Forgues, Christine Dallaire, Linda Cardinal, Nathalie 

Plante and the author.  
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Components 
related to 
novelty  

Identification of the ineffective 
practice, problem or need 

What problem is the innovation intended to solve?  

 Proposed solution and rationale Identification of the practice or tool 

 Target of the change What was changed? (process, tools/tangible forms) 

 Nature of the innovation How is the innovation defined within the organization? 

 Stages of solution development Factors that facilitated the change 

Barriers and resistance to the change 

Components 
related to 
implementation  

Tangibility of the innovation 
(material or non-material 
innovation)  

What was changed? (process, tools/tangible forms) 

 Expectations and objectives Objectives/Ultimate goal of the innovation 

 Functioning of the innovation How is the innovation operationalized? 

 Life cycle Longevity of the innovation (one-time project, long-term 
change) 

 Stages of implementation of the 
innovation 

Is the innovation in progress or is it established? 

 
 
TABLE 5 – Governance innovation as a process 

Components Aspects  Indicators 

Emergence Awareness Reflection on the part of the organization about its 
governance, ineffective practices 

 Idea development Context (administrative, organizational, social, political) 
in which the idea developed 

 Pioneers and innovators Who initiated the change? 

Implementation Networks and diversity of 
actors 

Origin of the actors within networks 

 Expertise contributed by the 
actors involved 

Roles/expertise with regard to the innovation? 

Previous experiences or experiences in other groups? 

 User participation Did the users of the innovation participate in its 
elaboration and implementation? 
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 Co-production of skills and 
competencies; collective 
learning process 

What lessons were learned from the experience? 

What know-how or new approach was acquired? 

Was existing knowledge used? Where did it originate? 
How was it acquired? 

 Preferred forms of action How was it implemented? 

 Governance modalities Can it be said that the prevailing modes of governance 
were an important factor? 

Evaluation Experimentation Experimentation/testing of the innovation? 

 Implementation  Was the implementation stage of the innovation 
evaluated? 

 Evaluation of impacts What are the specific impacts on the Francophone 
community? 

What are the impacts on engagement? On what forms of 
engagement? 

What are the other impacts (benefits for governance—
decision making, conflict resolution, consensus building/ 
knowledge sharing, for engagement, etc.)? 

 Recognition of the 
effectiveness of the 
innovation 

How successful was it in solving the problem identified? 

Deficiencies? 

What aspects need improvement/modification? 

Diffusion Diffusion of the innovation Has the innovation been diffused, replicated, emulated? 

How was the change diffused? 

Who has appropriated the innovation? 

Institutionalization Appropriation and adaptation 
by other actors 

Has knowledge been formalized? Why was it desirable to 
do so? 

How was this done (what form did it take)? 

Has knowledge been diffused within your 
organization? How? To whom? 

Has knowledge been effectively integrated into practice? 
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Conclusion 
 

As Cloutier points out, “[TRANSLATION] social innovation as object does not, as a rule, have 
distinctive characteristics. It takes no specific form that would make it immediately identifiable“ 
(Cloutier, 2003: 41). Schumpeter also suggested that innovations (or creative responses) are always 
understood or identified a posteriori rather than a priori.10 Hence, there is a need to develop a 
framework for analyzing potentially innovative and inspiring practices to address the issues raised by the 
Research Alliance’s subject of inquiry. The purpose of this working document is to identify some of the 
components that such a framework might include. 
 

The literature devoted specifically to innovation identifies novelty, change, implementation and 
diffusion as factors to be considered in defining an innovation. The literature also suggests two 
complementary concepts of innovation: as a solution or outcome, and as a process. These contributions 
have been clarified in works about social innovation. A number of elements are taken from the 
literature, mainly the identification of a social need, the action in a particular setting, the networks of the 
actor-carriers of the innovation, and social learning.  

 
A study of the components of innovation as a solution can yield a descriptive profile of 

innovations. Analysis presents the actors involved, the identification of the problem, and the target of 
the change. This description focuses on three types of components: those related to context, those 
related to novelty, and those related to implementation. 

 
Innovation as a process involves different elements, such as social learning, knowledge co-

production, and the collaboration of a diversity of actors. We also identified five stages in the trajectory 
of an innovation—emergence, implementation, evaluation, diffusion, and institutionalization—which are 
interconnected by feedback loops rather than along a strictly linear continuum. 

 
However, for a proper understanding of innovation as a whole, it is important to study both 

concepts of social innovation included in the analytical framework. The factors brought together in this 
document will be a useful starting point for analyzing innovation as a process and its impacts on 
engagement, collective action, and governance. 

 
Nevertheless, the specialized literature on innovation leaves a few grey areas. Three questions 

remain. First, the literature on innovation is unclear about the status of governance. In this document, 
we have linked innovations in governance with social innovations, based on the social nature of the 
carrier organizations. Is this the correct approach? Should innovations in governance be made a distinct 
type of innovation, as is technological innovation? The motivations that drive innovations in governance 
may not be social.  

 
Second, the innovation process always occurs within a context—social, political, environmental—

specific to it and of definable nature and scope. Thus, how do the various contextual factors influence 
the innovation process? For example, do organizations that are carriers of potentially innovative 

10
 In Schumpeter’s words, “[Creative response] can always be understood ex post; but it can practically never be 

understood ex ante; that is to say, it cannot be predicted by applying the ordinary rules of inference from the pre-
existing facts” (Schumpeter, 1947: 150). 



 

 

18 Literature Review 
 

practices share sources of information, problems, actor networks, means of evaluation and 
implementation?  

 
Finally, the literature on innovation is somewhat silent on the relationship between innovation 

and engagement. Obviously, the level of engagement of pioneers and innovators in their own 
organizations and environments is self-evident. But can this engagement be transmitted through the 
implementation, diffusion and institutionalization of innovations? Will the members of a community 
become more involved in a group that represents them if the group is innovative? These questions 
provoke new and promising avenues of theoretical and empirical research in the study of community 
governance.   
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