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Drivers of Success in Social Innovation: Insights into Competition in Open Social 

Innovation Contests 

 

Abstract 

Social innovation is a fast-growing field of practice that has caught the attention of 

management and entrepreneurship scholars. The recent excitement surrounding “open social 

innovation” contests raises the question of what makes social innovation solutions successful 

contenders in these ubiquitous contests. We used uniquely assembled data, including data 

generated from external evaluators, to explore what determines success in an open social 

innovation contest (n = 150 out of 871 entries) in the field of poverty alleviation. We found 

that innovators who had networks with corporations and those who had commercial 

orientations were more likely to succeed in open social innovation contests. We also discovered 

that the perceived usefulness and innovativeness of social innovation solutions mediated these 

positive relationships. Our study offers early insights that deepen our understanding of success 

in the growing practice of open social innovation. 

Keywords: social innovation; open social innovation; solution; competition; contest 

 

Highlights 

• Explaining the comparative success or failure of socially innovative solutions 

• Exploring drivers of success in open social innovation contests 

• Networks with corporations and commercial orientations are associated with success 

• Perceived usefulness and innovativeness are the mediators of success  

• A new conversation beyond ideological debates in social innovation 

 

  



3 
 

1. INTRODUCTION 

Social innovation is a relatively new practice proposed to tackle many societal 

problems, from poverty and health crises to climate change. As a practice, social innovation 

involves generating ideas, developing solutions, and scaling these solutions to create an impact 

(Seelos & Mair, 2007). However, discussions among innovators, policy makers, and funders 

typically center on the solution and often equate social innovation solely with the solution 

(Phills et al., 2008). In common with new solutions resulting from any kind of innovation—

scientific or engineering as well as “social”—some social innovation solutions flourish (or 

succeed) while others remain unseen (or fail). What explains the comparative success or failure 

of socially innovative solutions? A large body of research on social innovation has examined 

success at the level of organizations (e.g., Ramus et al., 2018; Wry & Zhao, 2018); however 

our knowledge of the drivers of success at the level of social innovation solutions is limited. 

Understanding success at the solution level is also hampered by the usually conceptual nature 

of research on social innovation (e.g., Cajaiba-Santana, 2014) or researchers’ reliance on 

anecdotal evidence (e.g., Avelino et al., 2019). Thus, we lack a thorough and systematic 

interrogation and problematization of success as a core analytical and theoretical concept in 

research on social innovation. 

Despite its non-commercial intent, social innovation is also subjected to a competitive 

selection process that resembles the “3% rule” in top-tier journal publications: many attempt 

but few succeed. Competition is an integral element of contests, for example in the form of 

challenges or prizes, which are popular tools applied in open social innovation (OSI). Open 

and participatory forms and processes of social innovation are increasingly used by 

governments, businesses, and third sector organizations to scout for scalable and impactful 

social innovation solutions. In particular, the challenges inherent in the COVID-19 pandemic 

have triggered a broader interest in OSI. For examples, see the #WirVsVirus (#WeVsVirus) 
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experiment in Germany documented in Gegenhuber (2020) and the EUvsVirus Hackathon 

documented by Bertello et al (2021). Apart from these examples, the nascent literature on OSI 

is primarily conceptual (Chesbrough et al., 2014; McGahan et al., 2020). 

Scholars have only recently called for more attention on how societal challenges can be 

addressed through open innovation (OI) (Chesbrough & Di Minin, 2014; McGahan et al, 2020). 

Specifically, there is a dearth of research that explains why and how some social innovation 

solutions succeed in OSI contests and others do not. We follow the invitation for more 

systematic work and focus on the competition among social innovation solutions to unpack the 

drivers of success in OSI contests. In this study, we asked: What factors explain the success of 

social innovation solutions in OSI contests? We view OSI contests as events and infrastructure 

in time and space akin to a “beauty contest” and also as a subset of the broader OSI phenomena 

(Mair & Gegenhuber, 2021). OSI initiatives differ in reach and scope. OSI contests are a 

popular approaches to OSI, narrow in scope but broad in reach (Mair & Gegenhuber (2021). 

We interrogated four central factors discussed in the social innovation literature that can 

potentially explain success in OSI contests, which are networks with corporations, commercial 

orientation, perceived usefulness and innovativeness of the social innovation solutions. 

Because the literature says little whether and how these factors influence success in OSI 

contests, we engaged in playful exploration (Wennberg & Anderson, 2020) to interrogate what 

explains ‘success.’  

2. SUCCESS IN OPEN SOCIAL INNOVATION CONTESTS  

2.1. Networks with Corporations 

Past research into for-profit innovation demonstrates that innovators’ networks––their 

relationships, social structure, and memberships––positively influence their ability to draw 

upon resources, trust, and information, and recognize opportunities to improve performance 
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(e.g., Boh et al., 2020; Davidsson & Honig 2003). Likewise, the burgeoning literature on OI 

reports numerous anecdotal stories and cases regarding the role of innovation communities and 

collaborations as a driver of success for firms orchestrating OI contests (Chesbrough, 2017; 

Fichter, 2009). Research in this domain demonstrates the importance of cooperation among 

firms and individuals and among innovators (Fichter, 2009) in multi-level innovation systems 

and the enabling role of intermediaries (Howells, 2006) in OI. This counters the conventional 

view of the “lone wolf” innovator (Singh & Fleming, 2010).  

Obviously, there are numerous factors that could drive success in OSI. However, in this 

article, we focus on networks between social innovators and corporations. Given the limited 

research on success in OSI contests and specifically on the role of networks, we do not know 

whether networks with corporations are an asset or liability or both for social innovators 

participating in OSI contests. We aim to interrogate whether and to what extent the networks 

formed between social innovators and corporations play a role in success in OSI contests.  

2.2. Commercial Orientation 

OI has multifaceted motives and orientations. On the one hand, openness is rooted in 

commercial orientation (e.g., to achieve a firm’s long-term financial performance; 

Lichtenthaler, 2011). On the other hand, openness could also have non-pecuniary orientations 

(e.g., to develop deeper relationships with users, Marullo et al., 2021). The boundary between 

the two orientations for OI is not clear-cut because even a non-pecuniary orientation can be an 

intermediate step toward pecuniary objectives (c.f. Marullo et al., 2021; McGahan et al., 2020). 

The two orientations can also hybridize to form another type called delayed-pecuniary (e.g., 

reputation building, reciprocity, a sense of community; see Suhada et al., 2021). 

 What matters more in this study is the orientation of individual innovators participating 

in OI/OSI. In the case of the #WirVsVirus OSI contest in Germany (Gegenhuber et al., 2021), 

tens of thousands of citizens participated as social innovators and collaborated with no obvious 
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monetary benefits. However, in the #EUvsVirus OSI contest, financial rewards were provided 

to 100 winners (Bertello et al., 2021). 

The insights above suggest that contenders in OSI contests can have a commercial 

and/or non-commercial orientation. Given the absence of empirical studies on which 

orientation (commercial or other) is more associated with success in OSI contests, we do not 

know whether commercial or non-commercial orientation hampers or enables such success. In 

this article, we seek to examine the role of commercial orientation in success in OSI.  

2.3. Usefulness 

Success in OSI contests is determined by judges and experts (Bertello et al., 2021) who are 

gatekeepers in the competitive part of the process. The judgment process in OSI contests relies 

on “on-the-spot judgment” (akin to the talent program American Idol) where the perceptions 

of judges matter. Essentially, judges’ perceptions of the usefulness of a social innovation 

solution––the ability and ease with which the solution can tackle social ills––can influence 

whether the solution becomes successful in the contest and later in the real world (as winners 

are often endowed with more publicity, which attract more resources, talent, and volunteers).  

Usefulness is partly an objective reality that can be demonstrated empirically (e.g., the 

technical features of a new solar-powered laptop) and partly a subjective evaluation that is 

constructed by social innovators using certain narratives. Usefulness is influenced by the 

people and organizations that develop, support, and promote a social innovation solution and 

the resources to support it. For instance, solar-powered laptops for children in the Third World 

may be perceived as more useful when the solution is backed by tech giants (e.g., Microsoft) 

and when there is a revenue model to scale up the project for impact. In this article, we seek to 

understand how networks with corporations and commercial orientation (Parts 2.1 and 2.2 

above) can influence the usefulness and ultimately the success of a social innovation solution.   
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2.4. Innovativeness 

Lastly, success in OSI contests is also determined by how innovative a social innovation 

solution is perceived to be by judges and experts (Bertello et al., 2021; Gegenhuber, 2020). 

Like usefulness, the degree of innovativeness of a social innovation solution is part objective 

reality and part subjective construction involving the solution itself, the social innovators, and 

the judges. Innovativeness––defined as creating novelty and user benefit (Chandy & Tellis, 

2000)––has been mentioned as an important quality and characteristic of an innovation. While 

innovativeness has been studied in innovation contests (Chan & Parhankangas, 2017), it has 

not been examined in the specific context of OSI contests. The innovativeness of a social 

innovation solution can be influenced objectively and subjectively by the people and 

organizations that develop, support, and promote the solution and the availability of resources 

to further enhance it. For example, an e-learning platform for children in the Third World may 

be perceived to be more innovative when it is backed by a resource-rich corporation (e.g., 

Google) and when it is known that a revenue model exists to further refine the platform. In this 

article, we seek to explore whether and how networks with corporations and commercial 

orientation (Parts 2.1 and 2.2 above) influence the innovativeness and usefulness and ultimately 

the success of a social innovation solution.   

3. METHODOLOGY 

Given the multiplicity and tensions in the literature about factors that can potentially influence 

success in OSI contests, we engage in playful exploration of the data using the four variables 

discussed above. Our approach is a type of quantitative exploration (Wennberg & Anderson, 

2020; see also Muñoz et al., 2018) that is suitable for exploring novel and important phenomena 

without the need to pre-suppose any hypotheses due to the paucity of theory capable of 

explaining the phenomenon at hand. In doing so, we engaged in playful modelling of 

relationship between the four variables above to explain ‘success’ in OSI contests.  
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3.1. Samples and Procedures 

Our sampling pool comes from 871 social innovation1 solutions from across 83 countries 

(eBay, 2011) that participated in a major OSI contest in the field of poverty alleviation called 

“Powering Economic Opportunity” (PEO), which was hosted by eBay Foundation and Ashoka 

Changemakers (details of the competition are attached in Appendix I). The data were collected 

in January 2018 and validated using a two-pronged approach: first, all solutions had to be actual 

winners or non-winners in the said competition, and second, all solutions had to pass the 

screening of a panel of experts. We randomly sampled 150 social innovation solutions, 

including 15 actual winners (i.e., 5 awardees and 10 finalists) and 135 actual non-winners, 

representing 17.2% of the 871 entries in the publicly available PEO online database. “Non-

winner” means that a social innovation solution failed to be nominated as a winner or finalist 

and was excluded from the public voting stage.  

 The data that we acquired from the database comprised the objective of the initiative, 

the societal problem, the solution, and the founders’ background. After scraping the text data 

from the databases, we transformed them into a two-page vignette that described the mission, 

strategy, impact, and resources and networks of the social innovator (see a sample vignette in 

Appendix II). Each vignette also included supplementary data from other sources (e.g., key 

figures from business plans, organizational documents, and resumes of the social innovators). 

We also cross-checked the validity of the vignette data against various sources (e.g., LinkedIn, 

Facebook, websites). A third-person voice was used to narrate each vignette to ensure 

consistency and comparability of the profiles in the rating process.  

 
1 In this study, we focus on “social innovation” rather than “social enterprises” or “social innovation inside social 

enterprises.” We follow Phillips et al.’s definition (2015, p.430) that social innovation can occur “across several 

forms of organization, from for-profit firms that often create social value through their CSR programs, to dual 

mission organizations forming new hybrid models.” Our data follow this definition. 
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We invited two expert raters––a director of a large-impact investing company based in 

North America and a well-known scholar with expertise in social innovation––to rate the 150 

vignettes of social innovation solution using quantitative content analysis (Barringer et al., 

2005) with the Qualtrics platform. Each expert evaluated 95 of the 150 vignettes (a total of 190 

evaluations) with 40 (or 42.1%) overlap between the two raters. The inter-rater reliability was 

0.799, which was satisfactory. The results provided assurance that the actual winners in the 

PEO contest scored highly in the evaluation results by the raters, and conversely for the non-

winners. We then performed various direct and indirect model estimations including placing 

usefulness and innovativeness simultaneously as mediators (or parallel mediation analysis) to 

explore the conceptual model. 

3.2. Measurement 

3.2.1. Dependent Variable 

Social Innovation Success (SIS) was measured using social and financial impact (see Appendix 

III for the measurement items). We combined the scores on impact for each social innovation 

solution as rated by the experts for each solution.  

3.2.2. Independent Variables 

The Networks with Corporations variable was coded as 0 if the social innovation solution 

provider had no networks with corporations or 1 if it had networks with corporations. 

The Commercial Orientation variable was coded as 0 if the social innovation solution provider 

had a non-commercial orientation or 1 if it had a commercial orientation.  
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3.2.3. Mediating Variable 

The Usefulness variable was measured using two items (each scored from 0 to 100) that capture 

the ability and the ease with which the solution can achieve the social innovators’ goals (see 

Appendix III). We combined the scores of the two items for analysis.  

The Innovativeness of the social innovator (i.e., the ability to innovate) was measured using 

two items (each scored from 0 to 100) that capture solution newness and user benefits (Chandy 

& Tellis, 2000; see Appendix III). We combined the scores of the two items for analysis.  

3.2.4. Control Variables 

We also included several control variables, namely, age, gender, education, and prior work 

experience in the business sector. 

4. RESULTS 

The descriptive results of the study are shown in Table 1. The results showed that most of the 

social innovation solutions (97.3%) were already established, and that 78.7% of the solutions 

were created by one founder while 18.7% were created by between two and five founders. The 

majority of the social innovation solutions were created as an independent project or entity 

(83.3%), while the remainder were developed as either a sub-project of non-profit 

organizations (16%) or a sub-project of for-profit companies’ social responsibility programs 

(0.7%). Most of the solutions (93.2%) had founding members with a Bachelor’s degree or 

above. Most of the solutions (64%) had a higher proportion of male founders or one male 

founder only. The average age of the founding team members was relatively young, at 33.31 

years (SD = 10.61), and 67.3% of all founder(s) had prior work experience in the business 

sector. Importantly, 75.3% of the social innovation solutions had established a commercial 

model to generate revenue, and 80.7% had developed networks with for-profit companies. The 

average score of Usefulness (potentially ranging from 0 to 200) was 117.51 (SD = 26.16), the 
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average score of Innovativeness (potentially ranging from 0 to 200) was 116.37 (SD = 31.57), 

and the average score of Social Innovation Success (potentially ranging from 0 to 200) was 

112.68 (SD = 26.77).  

We further conducted an independent-samples t-test to compare the mean scores of the 

actual winners and non-winners of the contest. The results suggested that the ratings of the two 

expert raters were consistent with the actual contest results, in that the actual winners of the 

PEO contest received significantly higher scores on Social Innovation Success than the non-

winners with a mean difference of 24.8 (df = 16.02, t = -2.93, p < 0.05).  

---Insert Table 1 about here --- 

Next, we conducted correlation analyses (Table 2). As shown in Table 2, Networks 

with Corporations was positively correlated with Usefulness (r = 0.280, p < 0.01), 

Innovativeness (r = 0.172, p < 0.05), and Social Innovation Success (r = 0.216, p < 0.01). 

Commercial Orientation was positively correlated with Usefulness (r = 0.253, p < 0.01), 

Innovativeness (r = 0.245, p < 0.01), and Social Innovation Success (r = 0.268, p < 0.01). 

Usefulness (r = 0.785, p < 0.01) and Innovativeness (r = 0.694, p < 0.01) were also positively 

correlated with Social Innovation Success. 

 ---Insert Table 2 about here --- 

Our playful exploration led us to test two mediating variables (Usefulness and 

Innovativeness) simultaneously to explain success in OSI contests, or so-called parallel 

mediation analysis (MacKinnon & Luecken, 2008). The first model (Model 1, in Table 3) tested 

whether the independent variables Networks with Corporations and Commercial Orientation 

affect Social Innovation Success. The second and the third model tested whether Networks 

with Corporations and Commercial Orientation, respectively, affect Usefulness (Model 2, in 

Table 3) and Innovativeness (Model 3, in Table 3). The last model (Model 4, in Table 3) tested 
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whether the two mediators (Usefulness and Innovativeness) affect Social Innovation Success 

when the independent variables are controlled.  

---Insert Table 3 about here --- 

Table 3 shows the standardized path coefficients of the mediation analysis, and their 

significance test results. We followed Kenny’s (2008) three-step mediation approach. The 

parallel mediation analysis showed that the two independent variables Networks with 

Corporations (β = 0.237, p < 0.01, Model 1) and Commercial Orientation (β = 0.253, p < 0.001, 

Model 1) were positively correlated with Social Innovation Success. This suggests a positive 

role of networks with corporations and commercial orientation in social innovation success. 

Networks with Corporations also had significant positive relationships with Usefulness (β = 

0.299, p < 0.001, Model 2) and Innovativeness (β = 0.188, p < 0.05, Model 3). Furthermore, 

Commercial Orientation was positively correlated with Usefulness (β = 0.234, p < 0.01, Model 

2) and Innovativeness (β = 0.224, p < 0.01, Model 3). Model 4 further indicated that after 

adding the two mediators (Usefulness and Innovativeness), the effects of Networks with 

Corporations (β = 0.014, p > 0.05, Model 4) and Commercial Orientation (β = 0.074, p > 0.05, 

Model 4) on Social Innovation Success became non-significant. These findings imply that 

Usefulness and Innovativeness fully mediate the Networks with Corporations–Social 

Innovation Success and Commercial Orientation–Social Innovation Success relationships. 

Additionally, the results showed that having more men than women in the founding 

team had a positive and significant influence on Social Innovation Success (β = 0.177, p < 0.05, 

Model 1), Usefulness (β = 0.171, p < 0.05, Model 2), and Innovativeness (β = 0.191, p < 0.05, 

Model 3). Having founding members with a higher educational level was also positively 

correlated with Usefulness of social innovation solutions (β = 0.158, p < 0.05, Model 2).   
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To further assess the robustness of our results, we used bootstrapping (5,000 resamples) 

to test the mediation model. The analyses demonstrated that Networks with Corporations and 

Commercial Orientation had significant indirect effects on Social Innovation Success through 

Usefulness and Innovativeness, respectively (see Appendix IV for more details of the 

bootstrapping results). In Figure 1, we summarize the mediation analysis results in a path 

diagram that indicates the standardized estimates of each path of the overall model. 

---Insert Figure 1 about here --- 

5. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION 

This study partly elucidates why certain social innovation solutions are more successful than 

others, a timely analysis considering the growing excitement around and ubiquity of OSI 

contests (Bertello et al., 2021; Chesbrough & Di Minin, 2014; Gegenhuber, 2020; Gegenhuber 

et al., 2021). We conducted a quantitative exploration (Wennberg & Anderson, 2020) of factors 

that explain success in social innovation solutions in OSI contests. We conceived OSI as an 

event and infrastructure in time and space that rigorously selects social innovation solutions. 

We quantitatively explored and tested several factors that enhance success in OSI contests 

using 150 social innovation solutions randomly selected from an eBay–Ashoka-hosted contest 

and asking two expert raters to evaluate the solutions.  

This study is a first attempt to examine the drivers of success in social innovation 

solutions in contests. The results demonstrate that the networks with corporations, commercial 

orientation, and perceived usefulness and innovativeness of social innovation solutions and 

their providers are important drivers of social innovation success. Our study extends the current 

focus on understanding social enterprises and entrepreneurship (Saebi et al., 2019) as 

organizations and connects it to OSI (Chesbrough & Di Minin, 2014; Mair & Gegenhuber, 

2021) by examining the factors that drive success in OSI contests.   
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Our findings generate evidence that will help scholars transcend the prevalent 

stereotypes, as promoted by Ashoka and other organizations, of heroes who “change the world” 

and succeed where markets and governments have failed (c.f. Drayton, 2006; Elkington & 

Hartigan, 2008). Indeed, some scholars have already warned against this conceptualization 

(Dacin et al., 2010). We demonstrate that social innovation success is not a lone effort but often 

depends on networks with and resources drawn from powerful and high-status actors such as 

corporations, as well as a conscious effort to embrace a commercial orientation and the 

development of social innovation solutions that are useful in achieving their goals and are novel 

and bring value to users (innovativeness). The findings also reveal the (currently) positive 

influence of demographic variables, such as social innovators being of male gender and having 

a higher educational level, on social innovation success. These demographic correlations 

suggest that success in OSI contests is driven by similar factors to those of success in 

commercial ventures (Jennings & Brush, 2013) and alerts us to the possibility of gender 

stereotyping in social venturing (Lee & Huang, 2018).  

Our study constitutes an effort to develop a new conversation beyond ideological 

debates over the meaning of social innovation (e.g., neo-liberalism vs heroism; Mair, 2020) 

while responding to calls for more context-sensitive research that considers the temporal, 

spatial, or field-specific nature of social innovation (e.g., contests in poverty alleviation) 

(Chandra & Kerlin, 2021; Mair, 2020). Our findings help explain how business methods and 

practices matter and how they creep into a field of practice (in this case social innovation; Dees 

& Anderson, 2002). Methods such as OSI contests, which are modeled after competitions 

typically used in commercial settings, are clearly a driver for the rising influence of business 

methods in social innovation. However, while competition can help select promising social 

innovation solutions, it can also drive out the much-welcomed heterogeneity in models needed 
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to tackle social problems that are complex in nature, where we might benefit from a more 

diverse set of solutions.  

Our study also contributes to a better understanding of legitimacy-building strategies 

for and in social innovation. Contests––often backed by powerful multinational firms, such as 

eBay in our study––help drive the legitimacy of social innovation as a sector and method of 

tackling social problems. Additionally, we show that problem solvers in OSI contests deploy 

the “rhetoric of legitimacy” (Ruebottom, 2013) to win contests and thereby gain visibility, 

funding, and future awards. Although we did not specifically study rhetorical legitimacy (c.f. 

Wry et al., 2011), our data on social innovation profiles present evidence of how social 

innovation solutions are framed rhetorically, including using the rhetoric of collaboration with 

powerful actors, of financial sustainability, and of the capability to innovate.  

Finally, our study contributes to the nascent OSI literature (Bertello et al., 2021; Mair 

& Gegenhuber, 2021; McGahan et al., 2020) by unravelling the patterns (and possible biases) 

associated with social innovation success and the understudied aspects of solutions in social 

innovation. These patterns are in turn helpful in developing an understanding of social 

innovation as a practice that is driven not by ideological debates (Mair, 2020) but by solutions 

that are shaped by social, economic, and political realities and institutional legacies.   

   This study is exploratory and relies on cross-sectional data from a single OSI contest. 

It is also a study of a “beauty contest” in social innovation solutions (i.e., selecting the “solvers”) 

in contrast to conventional studies of OSI (which focus on the “seekers”). Thus, the results are 

not generalizable across all social innovation contests nor the seekers’ side of OSI. However, 

this study opens a new research direction that focuses on competition and success as variables 

of interest in social innovation research. It also paves the way for future comparative studies 
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on OSI contests across space, time, and problem domains (e.g., healthcare, climate change), 

different funders and different effects of high-status organizations and individuals.  

Future research could also explore and unpack how interpretations of success change 

over time and how developments in success metrics or evaluations matter. Another promising 

research question is the matter of who convenes the contests and the influence of contest rules 

on social innovation outcomes (the seekers’ perspective). Future research could also focus on 

the solvers’ perspective, particularly the rhetorical and social problem intervention strategies 

deployed by winners of OSI contests. The roles of gender and other demographic variables 

(e.g., education, age, or country of origin) and their effect on rhetorical legitimacy when 

competing in OSI contests is also a fruitful avenue. Finally, we call on future scholars to adopt 

a user’s perspective by studying how beneficiaries respond to different social innovation 

solutions. We hope that this study will inspire future studies in OSI and particularly social 

innovation success. 
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Table 1: Descriptive Statistics (n = 150) 

Variable %

Social innovation solutions establishment status

Established 97.3

Prototype 2.7

Legal Status

An independent project/entity 83.3

A sub-unit of nonprofits 16.0

A sub-unit of for-profit companies 0.7

No of founding team members

1 person 78.7

2-5 persons 18.7

6 persons or above 2.6

Educational level

Secondary or below 3.4

Higher diploma or associate degree 3.4

Bachelor’s Degree 43.9

Master's Degree or above 49.3

Gender: percentage of males in the founding team

25% or below 30.7

26% - 50% 5.3

51% - 75% 3.3

75% or above 60.7

Prior business experience

Yes 67.3

No 32.7

Networks with Corporations

Yes 80.7

No 19.3

Commercial Orientation

Yes 75.3

No 24.7

Variable Mean SD

Age (years) 33.31 10.61

Usefulness scores (0-200) 117.51 26.16

Innovativeness scores (0-200) 116.37 31.57

Social Innovation Success scores (0-200) 112.68 26.77
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Table 2: Correlations 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

1 Age 1

2 Gender 0.136 1

3 Educational level 0.347** 0.039 1

4 Prior business experience 0.168 0.116 0.084 1

5 Networks with corporations 0.073 -0.048 -0.029 0.091 1

6 Commercial orientation 0.028 0.095 0.068 0.063 -0.045 1

7 Usefulness 0.03 0.187* 0.149 0.179* 0.28** 0.253** 1

8 Innovativeness 0.08 0.215** 0.135 0.153 0.172* 0.245** 0.842** 1

9 Social innovation success 0.068 0.196* 0.122 0.111 0.216** 0.268** 0.785** 0.694** 1

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).  
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Table 3. Results of the Mediation Analysis 

 

Control variables

Age -0.027 -0.097 -0.023 0.044

Gender (males/females) 0.177 * 0.171 * 0.191 * 0.044

Educational level 0.111 0.158 * 0.119 -0.01

Prior business experience 0.048 0.120 0.095 -0.045

Independent variables

Networks with corporations 0.237 ** 0.299 *** 0.188 * 0.014

Commercial orientation 0.253 *** 0.234 ** 0.224 ** 0.074

Mediating variables

Usefulness 0.720 ***

Innovativeness 0.096

R2 0.167 0.146 0.222 0.595

N = 150; *p < 0.05, **p < 0.01, ***p < 0.001

Model 1

Social Innovation 

Success

Model 3

Innovativeness

Model 2

Usefulness

Model 4

Social Innovation 

Success
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Figure 1: Results of the Path Analysis 

The mediation analysis demonstrated that although the total effect of the model was significant, 

the direct effects of Networks with Corporations and Commercial Orientation on Social 

Innovation Success became non-significant after adding in Usefulness and Innovativeness as 

mediators, supporting the parallel mediation model.  
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Appendix I: Background Information on the PEO Contest 

Changemakers.com is an online space for launching, inspiring, discussing, mentoring, and 

funding ideas to solve the world’s most pressing social problems using online competitions and 

open-source processes. “Powering Economic Opportunity: Create a World That Works” (PEO) 

was an OSI contest co-hosted by eBay Foundation and Ashoka Changemakers to find the 

world’s most innovative market-based solutions that create economic opportunity and generate 

employment for disadvantaged populations.  

The PEO contest was launched on March 29, 2011 and received a total of 871 entries 

from 83 countries, with more than 500 civil society organizations and 200 businesses 

submitting entries. Each entry included information on the objective of the social innovation 

solution, the societal problem, the solution, and the founders’ background. During the 

competition submission period, the public could participate in an online review discussion with 

the contest participants, and the participants could modify their entries based on questions and 

comments arising from the online discussion.  

The winning solutions were selected through a combination of public voting—via a 

Facebook application and the Changemakers.com platform—and expert assessment. First, a 

team of Ashoka staff shortlisted and nominated 15 semi-finalists. Then, the online community 

voted to select 10 finalists, which were then judged by an international panel of experts based 

on innovativeness, social impact, and sustainability to determine the final top five winners. The 

competition judges included distinguished scholars, funders, directors of large civil society 

organizations, and the president and CEO of eBay Inc. The five winners were announced on 

September 14, 2011, and each was awarded US$50,000 to invest in scaling up their idea and 

given an additional opportunity to establish a longer-term partnership with the eBay 

Foundation.  
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The 15 winners in the competition were (five that were granted funding are shown in **): 

• The Working World: Bringing Impact Finance to the World's Poor with Greater Deft 

and Less Debt (Argentina/USA) 

• ADEL: Local Economic Development Agency (Brazil) 

• Solidarium Fair Trade (Brazil)** 

• Mobile JobHunt: Helping Blue-Collar Workers to Find Better Jobs (China) 

• Using Crowd-Sourcing and Technology to Empower Underprivileged Talent with Fair 

and Flexible Work Opportunities (China) 

• Tiendatek: Mobile Business Tools for Micro-Entrepreneurs (Colombia) 

• Janani's IT enabled AgriService Venture (JAS) (India) 

• SammaaN Interventions (India) 

• Nuru Energy to Empower: Rural Energy Entrepreneurship in India and East 

Africa (India/East Africa)** 

• Mobile Micro-Franchising in Indonesia (Indonesia)** 

• Souktel Mobile Phone Job Information Service (Palestine) 

• The Financially Self-Sufficient School Model: Economically Empowering Education 

for Low-Income Youth (Paraguay)** 

• Hot Bread Kitchen: Preserving Traditions, Rising Expectations (USA) 

• Nonprofit Innovation through Pay-for-Performance Funding (USA)** 

• Prison Entrepreneurship Program (USA) 

 

  

http://cts.businesswire.com/ct/CT?id=smartlink&url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.changemakers.com%2Feconomicopportunity%2Fentries%2Fworking-world-introducing-micro-venture-capital-bringin&esheet=6799649&lan=en-US&anchor=The+Working+World%3A+Bringing+Impact+Finance+to+the+World%27s+Poor+with+Greater+Deft+and+Less+Debt&index=3&md5=156b72957d55d64d6544dd51b07f40f0
http://cts.businesswire.com/ct/CT?id=smartlink&url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.changemakers.com%2Feconomicopportunity%2Fentries%2Fworking-world-introducing-micro-venture-capital-bringin&esheet=6799649&lan=en-US&anchor=The+Working+World%3A+Bringing+Impact+Finance+to+the+World%27s+Poor+with+Greater+Deft+and+Less+Debt&index=3&md5=156b72957d55d64d6544dd51b07f40f0
http://cts.businesswire.com/ct/CT?id=smartlink&url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.changemakers.com%2Feconomicopportunity%2Fentries%2Fagencia-de-desenvolvimento-economico-local-adel&esheet=6799649&lan=en-US&anchor=ADEL%3A+Local+Economic+Development+Agency&index=4&md5=32cc4698c29d269ebd9aa314f6af4268
http://cts.businesswire.com/ct/CT?id=smartlink&url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.changemakers.com%2Feconomicopportunity%2Fentries%2Fsolidarium-fair-trade&esheet=6799649&lan=en-US&anchor=Solidarium+Fair+Trade&index=5&md5=efd2d85c883c84fe1f34492a552ac375
http://cts.businesswire.com/ct/CT?id=smartlink&url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.changemakers.com%2Feconomicopportunity%2Fentries%2Fmobile-jobhunt&esheet=6799649&lan=en-US&anchor=Mobile+JobHunt%3A+Helping+Blue-Collar+Workers+to+Find+Better+Jobs&index=6&md5=3dfd4a115dc460d89159e82db53604d9
http://cts.businesswire.com/ct/CT?id=smartlink&url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.changemakers.com%2Feconomicopportunity%2Fentries%2Fusing-crowdsourcing-and-technology-empower-underprivile&esheet=6799649&lan=en-US&anchor=Using+Crowd-Sourcing+and+Technology+to+Empower+Underprivileged+Talent+with+Fair+and+Flexible+Work+Opportunities&index=7&md5=f94c0604161c7591b80d593f3ce134f6
http://cts.businesswire.com/ct/CT?id=smartlink&url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.changemakers.com%2Feconomicopportunity%2Fentries%2Fusing-crowdsourcing-and-technology-empower-underprivile&esheet=6799649&lan=en-US&anchor=Using+Crowd-Sourcing+and+Technology+to+Empower+Underprivileged+Talent+with+Fair+and+Flexible+Work+Opportunities&index=7&md5=f94c0604161c7591b80d593f3ce134f6
http://cts.businesswire.com/ct/CT?id=smartlink&url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.changemakers.com%2Feconomicopportunity%2Fentries%2Ftiendatek-mobile-business-tools-for-micro&esheet=6799649&lan=en-US&anchor=Tiendatek%3A+Mobile+Business+Tools+for+Micro-Entrepreneurs&index=8&md5=270317fa6ed2ff9edb1e81c5c0567f16
http://cts.businesswire.com/ct/CT?id=smartlink&url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.changemakers.com%2Feconomicopportunity%2Fentries%2Fjananis-it-enabled-agriservice-venture-jas&esheet=6799649&lan=en-US&anchor=Janani%27s+IT+enabled+AgriService+Venture%C2%A0%28JAS%29&index=9&md5=22fa3464b2ab7260ca566895d109a5b9
http://cts.businesswire.com/ct/CT?id=smartlink&url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.changemakers.com%2Feconomicopportunity%2Fentries%2Fsammaan-interventions&esheet=6799649&lan=en-US&anchor=SammaaN+Interventions%C2%A0&index=10&md5=b440d9cecd2f434579037a07747bdddd
http://cts.businesswire.com/ct/CT?id=smartlink&url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.changemakers.com%2Feconomicopportunity%2Fentries%2Fnuru-energy-empower-rural-energy-entrepreneurship-india&esheet=6799649&lan=en-US&anchor=Nuru+Energy+to+Empower%3A+Rural+Energy+Entrepreneurship+in+India+and+East+Africa&index=11&md5=91f9661b4afbc6b465dc2e52d3618b17
http://cts.businesswire.com/ct/CT?id=smartlink&url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.changemakers.com%2Feconomicopportunity%2Fentries%2Fnuru-energy-empower-rural-energy-entrepreneurship-india&esheet=6799649&lan=en-US&anchor=Nuru+Energy+to+Empower%3A+Rural+Energy+Entrepreneurship+in+India+and+East+Africa&index=11&md5=91f9661b4afbc6b465dc2e52d3618b17
http://cts.businesswire.com/ct/CT?id=smartlink&url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.changemakers.com%2Feconomicopportunity%2Fentries%2Fcathy&esheet=6799649&lan=en-US&anchor=Mobile+Micro-Franchising+in+Indonesia&index=12&md5=3a5dec105b7758e54cee6a5c36b98e53
http://cts.businesswire.com/ct/CT?id=smartlink&url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.changemakers.com%2Feconomicopportunity%2Fentries%2Fsouktel-mobile-phone-job-information-service&esheet=6799649&lan=en-US&anchor=Souktel+Mobile+Phone+Job+Information+Service&index=13&md5=831ef4b69f6fd04e549db1700523b061
http://cts.businesswire.com/ct/CT?id=smartlink&url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.changemakers.com%2Feconomicopportunity%2Fentries%2Fnew-entry-105&esheet=6799649&lan=en-US&anchor=The+Financially+Self-Sufficient+School+Model%3A+Economically+Empowering+Education+for+Low-Income+Youth&index=14&md5=a416f071e4f743a74d6bee771ca841bd
http://cts.businesswire.com/ct/CT?id=smartlink&url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.changemakers.com%2Feconomicopportunity%2Fentries%2Fnew-entry-105&esheet=6799649&lan=en-US&anchor=The+Financially+Self-Sufficient+School+Model%3A+Economically+Empowering+Education+for+Low-Income+Youth&index=14&md5=a416f071e4f743a74d6bee771ca841bd
http://cts.businesswire.com/ct/CT?id=smartlink&url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.changemakers.com%2Feconomicopportunity%2Fentries%2Fhot-bread-kitchenpreserving-traditions-rising-expectati&esheet=6799649&lan=en-US&anchor=Hot+Bread+Kitchen%3A+Preserving+Traditions%2C+Rising+Expectations&index=15&md5=9d11c732de811fe97f9e84dc6827fcbb
http://cts.businesswire.com/ct/CT?id=smartlink&url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.changemakers.com%2Feconomicopportunity%2Fentries%2Fnonprofit-innovation-through-pay-performance&esheet=6799649&lan=en-US&anchor=Nonprofit+Innovation+through+Pay-for-Performance+Funding&index=16&md5=55d59b38c302f79a255bdc5ab8c617cb
http://cts.businesswire.com/ct/CT?id=smartlink&url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.changemakers.com%2Feconomicopportunity%2Fentries%2Fprison-entrepreneurship-program&esheet=6799649&lan=en-US&anchor=Prison+Entrepreneurship+Program&index=17&md5=ea8d683a7b2c0fc95ffeece21ca1fa54
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Appendix II: A Sample of Two-Page Social Innovation Solution Vignette 
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Appendix III: Measurement Items for Quantitative Content Analysis 

Variables Measures

DEPENDENT VARIABLE

Impact (Social and Financial)

The social innovation (described above) generates substantial social impact. (0-100 

scores)

The social innovation (described above) is financially sustainable. 

(0-100 scores)

INDEPENDENT VARIABLES

Networks with Corporations
The social innovation (described above) developed networks with for-profit 

corporations. (1= Yes, 0=No)

Commercial Orientation
The social innovation (described above) adopted a revenue model to generate 

income. (1= Yes, 0=No)

MEDIATING VARIABLE

The social innovation solution (described above) enhances the social innovator's 

effectiveness in achieving his or her goals. (0-100 scores)

The social innovation solution (described above) makes it easier for the social 

innovator in performing his or her job. (0-100 scores)

The social innovation solution (described above) incorporates a substantially 

different solution relative to previous solutions in the category. (0-100 scores)

The social innovation solution (described above) provides substantially higher user 

benefits relative to the previous solutions in the category. (0-100 scores)

Control Variables

Age What is the average age of the founding team members?

Gender What is the male-female ratio in the founding team?

Educational Level What is the average educational level of the founding team members?

Prior Business Experience
Did the founding team members have prior working experience in the business 

sector?

Innovativeness 

Social Innovation Success

Usefulness 

 

  



30 
 

Appendix IV: Bootstrapping Results and Findings 

Estimation methods

Paths Estimate S.E. C.R. p Mean S.E. Bias Lower Upper p

NetworksCorporations --> Usefulness 0.291 4.989 3.868 *** 0.291 0.073 0 0.138 0.425 0.001

NetworksCorporations --> Innovativeness 0.183 6.214 2.347 0.019 0.184 0.077 0.001 0.024 0.33 0.025

NetworksCorporations --> SISuccess 0.012 3.616 0.219 0.827 0.013 0.05 0.001 -0.085 0.11 0.804

CommercialOrientation --> Usefulness 0.265 4.57 3.519 *** 0.266 0.071 0.001 0.112 0.394 0.001

CommercialOrientation --> Innovativeness 0.253 5.693 3.25 0.001 0.255 0.077 0.002 0.094 0.399 0.003

CommercialOrientation --> SISuccess 0.076 3.336 1.336 0.181 0.071 0.058 -0.005 -0.034 0.193 0.181

Usefulness --> SISuccess 0.689 0.056 12.382 *** 0.704 0.087 -0.008 0.497 0.843 0

Innovativeness --> SISuccess 0.113 0.045 2.025 0.43 0.115 0.118 0.003 -0.105 0.356 0.332

Total effects of variables on SISuccess Through Usefulness Through Innovativeness

Networks with Corporations

Total effect 0.228* 0.228*

Direct effect 0.005 0.109

Indirect effect 0.223*** 0.118*

Commercial Orientation

Total effect 0.277* 0.277*

Direct effect 0.075 0.114

Indirect effect 0.203*** 0.163*

Maximum likelihood output Percentile bootstrap output Bias-corrected

 

Note: We used bootstrapping for further analysis (Mallinckrodt et al., 2006). Following 

Preacher and Hayes (2008), we performed 5,000 resamples from our data for bootstrap analysis, 

and adopted both percentile and bias-corrected bootstrap confidence (95% confidence interval) 

to test the indirect, direct, and total effect of the independent variables. As the Appendix IV 

shows, the difference between the estimate of maximum likelihood and that of the percentile 

bootstrap method is small, suggesting that the significance tests of the maximum likelihood 

and percentile bootstrap are consistent. The indirect effects of Networks with Corporations on 

Social Innovation Success through Usefulness (b = 0.223, p < 0.001) and Innovativeness (b = 

0.118, p < 0.05) were both significant. Similarly, Usefulness (b = 0.203, p < 0.001) and 

Innovativeness (b = 0.163, p < 0.05) mediated the relationship between Commercial 

Orientation and Social Innovation Success. These findings lend additional support to the insight 

that Usefulness and Innovativeness mediate the relationships between Networks with 

Corporations and Commercial Orientation (independent variables) and Social Innovation 

Success (dependent variable).  




