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COLLABORATIVE NETWORKS FOR SOCIAL INNOVATION: A SYSTEMATIC LITERATURE REVIEW ON THEIR CONSTITUTIVE ELEMENTS
Abstract 
Social innovation seeks alternatives to solve social problems in order to promote beneficial changes to a collective. It is expanded by means of collaborative processes, with the involvement of players from several sectors connected in networks, in the search for solutions to social demands. This collaborative network consists of several elements that interact in a systemic way. In this sense, this study aimed to carry out a systematic literature review, about the elements that constitute the collaborative network for social innovation. Based on the documents analyzed, it was concluded that the elements that constitute the collaborative networks for social innovation are: network of players, collaboration, commitment, trust, partnerships, leadership, empowerment, social incubators and communities of social innovations, in addition to knowledge sharing and transfer. It should be noted the possibility of future studies in this area, especially empirical studies, evidencing the existing relationship between these elements.
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1. INTRODUCTION
Innovation is a determining factor for business and economic growth, and is a promoter of global development (Schumpeter, 1961; Trott, 2012; Tidd and Bessant, 2015). It can be developed both in the economic and business scenario, as well as in the social and environmental context (Bignetti, 2011). In parallel to the concept of innovation for marketing purposes, new perspectives are emerging with a focus on social issues (Mulgan, 2006). Problems such as environmental pollution, demographic changes, social inequalities (education, health, starvation, poverty), chronic diseases and social injustices urgently require the development of sustainable solutions (Schoen et al., 2014; Pãunescu, 2014; Salim-Saji and Ellingstd, 2016). These solutions must align local development to the economic growth, with the purpose of providing social changes and better opportunities for the citizens to become independent and autonomous (André and Abreu, 2006; Bignetti, 2011; Cajaiba-Santana, 2014).
The innovation focused on meeting the demands of the communities that are less privileged by the public policies and/or the capitalist process is called Social Innovation (SI) (Mulgan, 2006; Bignetti, 2011; Murray, Caulier-Grice and Mulgan, 2010).
In the literature, several concepts of SI are presented, such as the ones by Mulgan (2006), Pol and Ville (2009), Murray, Caulier-Grice and Mulgan (2010) and Bignetti (2011). Although these concepts are not identical, they present several points in common, such as collaboration between the players, the network that is formed around them, and the search for improvement in people's quality of life (Prim, 2017).
Neumeier (2012) brings the collaborative side of the theme, when stating that social innovation occurs when several players decide to work together in favor of a given context, resulting in a tangible improvement for those involved and/or for the society. In this same sense, Borges et al. (2015) contribute to this concept by correlating SI with a result of collaboration between beneficiaries and benefactors. To these authors, SI is the creation or combination of new knowledge, by means of a coordinated and systemic process, derived from the collaboration between several players and the sharing of knowledge among them, in the search for a sustainable and beneficial social change to all.
The collaborative work and the involvement of partners and the community are characteristics that support the creation of a network and are potentially transformers of the SI (Manning and Roessler, 2014; Kolleck, 2014; Nicolopoulou et al., 2015; Swilling, 2016). More than isolated initiatives, collaboration is the key to the dissemination of social innovations, which are strengthened when carried out in a network. Actions developed in networks are important strategies for the development of a society (Neumeier, 2012).
According to Freire and Santos (2016, p. 12), "collaborative work is the way – because no one alone holds the complete knowledge – sufficient to create the solution to the complex current problems". This collaborative work creates the emergence of collaborative networks, which, according to Borbinha (2004, p. 74), "are structures involving several players, who coordinate themselves to achieve common goals, through the combination of their respective efforts."

The literature points to the need for more research on SI collaborative networks (Le Ber and Branzei, 2010; Phillips et al., 2014; Sanzo et al., 2015; Swilling, 2016; Toivonen, 2016), since understanding the constituent elements of this network is relevant to the SI, because collaboration is a determining factor for the creation of new knowledge (Sanzo et al., 2015).
Thus, considering the relevance of the theme, this work aims to identify the constituent elements of SI collaborative networks, through a systematic literature review carried out in the Scopus and Web of Science databases, from 2006 to 2016.
This article is structured in five sections: the first and present section corresponds to the Introduction. The second section presents the main concepts related to SI and collaborative network. The third section presents the method used for data collection and analysis. The fourth section is the descriptive analysis of the constitutive elements of the collaborative networks identified in the literature and the fifth section contains the final considerations.
2. BASIC CONCEPTS
This section presents the main concepts related to SI and collaborative networks, which served as a basis for understanding and analyzing the constituent elements of collaborative networks.
2.1 Social Innovation
The theme of social innovation has expanded in recent decades, arousing the interest of several sectors of society, researchers, teachers or organizations and professionals responsible for public policies (Cunha and Benneworth, 2013; Cajaiba-Santana, 2014). Figure 1 illustrates the growth of academic studies on this subject after the year 2000 and shows an even greater volume registered since 2006.
Figure 1 - Social Innovation Publications per Year

Originally, innovation was linked to generating profits and economic gains on a global scale of business (Schumpeter, 1961). However, to Bignetti (2011), parallel to this world-recognized "capitalist" economy, a rapidly advancing social economy emerges, causing new paradigms to emerge with a focus on eliminating the problems of social inequality, climate change, starvation, poverty, chronic diseases and other global epidemics. Thus, that innovation created exclusively for the purpose of market competitiveness opens the way for a socially focused look (Pãunescu, 2014; Phillips et al., 2014; Borges et al., 2015).
When working on the social perspective, a gap left by the business environment and/or government is filled, and the concept of SI emerges (Mulgan, 2006). The term social innovation, despite having its first publications in the mid-1960s, does not present a consensus among the authors surveyed, on a widely accepted concept (Bignetti, 2011; Cajaiba-Santana, 2014; Pãunescu, 2014; Quandt et al., 2017).
Concerning this diversity of concepts, the articles analyzed indicate that SI is a multidisciplinary field (Bignetti, 2011; Cajaiba-Santana, 2014; Sanzo et al., 2015) contained in several areas of knowledge, such as: infrastructure and urbanism (Swilling, 2016), energy system (Schoor et al., 2016), tourism (Malek and Costa, 2015; Quandt et al., 2017), agricultural production and solidarity economy (Bignetti, 2011; Kolk and Lenfant, 2015), health and education sectors (Salim-Saji and Ellingstd, 2016; Hean et al., 2015; Dufour, Lessard and Chamberland, 2014; Schoen et al., 2014), social movements (Vos and Wagenaar, 2014), cooperativism (Quandt et al., 2017), among others. Figure 2 illustrates this diversity based on the areas of knowledge in which the publications are concentrated.
Figure 2 - Publication per Area of Knowledge
Considering the universe of SI publications in the Scopus database, the area with the highest concentration of research is Social Sciences, corresponding to 48.1% of the publications, followed by Business Management area, with 33.5%, and by Computer Science, with 18.4%. These data are representative since the Scopus database is the largest database of indexed scientific documents (Wordmark, 2017).
Prim (2017) presents 37 different concepts for the term social innovation, and although she has observed an evolution of the subject over the years, some characteristics remain central. Among these characteristics, there are three explicit or implicit characteristics at the heart of the definitions: collaboration, action in networks and improvement in the quality of life of the underprivileged population. Figure 3 illustrates this evolution, based on the analysis of the concepts found in the literature.
Figure 3 - Evolution of the Concept of Social Innovation
In this evolutionary process, it was observed that, from 1967 to the mid-2000s, studies focused on tools and methods for solving social problems (Fairweather, 1967, apud Horta, 2013, p. 25). From 2000 on, the focus is on the pursuit of social welfare, better quality of life, and citizenship (Cloutier, 2003). Between 2004 and 2006, the need for the participation of individuals and communities in the development of social actions was recognized (Goldenberg, 2004; André and Abreu, 2006). In mid-2007, social innovation is perceived as a tool for urban transformation and development (Mulgan et al., 2007; Pol and Ville, 2009). From 2010 on, the concept is broadened, with more globalized movements, partnerships among the various players involved in collaborative networks, in the pursuit of equal rights and a social change beneficial to a collective (Murray, Caulier-Grice and Mulgan, 2010; Bignetti, 2011; Borges et al., 2015). It should be noted that collaboration comes more strongly from 2010 on, which aligns with the emerging characteristics of today's society, a networked society (Castells and Cardoso, 2005), which tends to be strengthened.
Neumeier (2012) defines SI as a change of attitude or behavior of a group of people, who unite in networks of interests, through collaborative actions. The collaborative process in different social contexts is constituted by several players. The players are groups of interests (developers or beneficiaries) (Bignetti, 2011; Juliani, 2014; Borges et al., 2015) who, when interacting in groups, are recognized as constellations of players (Swilling, 2016; Malek and Costa, 2015; Schoor et al., 2016; Hean et al., 2015; Schoen et al., 2014). These players are classified into four groups: individuals, organizations, social movements, and government (André and Abreu, 2006; Mulgan et al., 2007; Goldenberg et al., 2009; Murray, Caulier-Grice and Mulgan, 2010).
Based on the assumption of network collaboration and the involvement of several players in SI actions, this work adopts the definition of SI by Borges et al. (2015) as the creation of new knowledge, or the their combination, which aims the social change beneficial to a collective, in a sustainable way, by means of an intentional, systematic, planned and coordinated process, derived from the collaboration and knowledge sharing among several agents.
This concept points to the collaboration between the various agents, where the process is constructed in a participatory way and aims at a social change beneficial to a society as a whole. The choice of this definition meets the objective of this study, given that the collaboration of several agents or players is a potential factor for the creation of new knowledge. In this sense, Swilling (2016) emphasizes that social innovations need to be driven by the transformation of the knowledge co-produced by researchers and other social and local players.
The partnerships established, in different contexts and with different players, contribute to the SI through various resources – from financial, infrastructure, strategic alliances, informal ties (volunteerism), and organizational resources, up to business advice and network (Castro-Spila and Unceta, 2015) –, which are strengthened in a collaborative network for greater efficiency of results. Therefore, the next section presents the topic of collaborative network.
2.2 Collaborative Network
Collaboration is a major factor in the development of SI, which can be expanded by means of the relationships networks created to respond to social challenges (Nicolopoulou et al., 2015). According to Borbinha (2004, p. 74), "collaborative networks are structures involving several players that coordinate to achieve common goals through the combination of their respective efforts."
In this sense, the players (individuals, organizations, social movements and government) share information, needs, concerns and problems, which form a continuous basis of experience and promotes the collective construction of new knowledge (Murray, Caulier-Grice and Mulgan, 2010; Nicolopoulou et al., 2015). Through these exchanges occurring within this network, relationships, learning, new possibilities and opportunities for partnerships emerge (Nicolopoulou et al., 2015; Swilling, 2016; Schoor et al., 2016).
To Terra and Gordon (2002), through interactions, personal relationships and knowledge sharing, new knowledge emerges, and this is possible only due to the globalized movement of the present world, where everything is interconnected, in the form of a network. The creation and sharing of knowledge, the learning, the personal relationships, and the partnerships built in the demanding community also contribute to build an effective network (Malek and Costa, 2015; Swilling, 2016; Schoor et al., 2016; Kolk and Lenfant, 2015; Phillips et al., 2014; Schoem, 2011; Le Ber and Branzei, 2010). In this sense, the involvement of the local community with the social demands is salutary (Prim, 2017).
To Mance (2002), each networked player, with his specific knowledge, allows an integration to the others and enables the emergence of complex processes and experiences with a quality previously nonexistent. To Freire and Santos (2016), the collaborative participation provides the integration in network and enables the construction of a greater synergy, involving the collaborators. Moments of exchange of experiences and discussion are real possibilities of creating alternatives and solutions, which individually would not be possible (Swilling, 2016; Salim-Saji and Ellingstd, 2016; Nicolopoulou et al., 2015; Hean et al., 2015). To Schirmer and Cameron (2012), collaborative networks offer great potential to generate social impact far beyond what an individual could achieve independently.
Fleury, Oliveira and Moacir (2001) state that sharing and transferring knowledge are the major benefits of creating a collaborative network, because they increase the possibilities of opportunities and the business visibility. However, in addition to these two constructs there are other elements indispensable to the formation of this collaborative network environment. It is a scenario that allows new arrangements, through the sharing of resources, knowledge and experiences (Harrisson, Chaari and Comeau-Vallée, 2012; Bordin, 2015).
3. METHODOLOGY
The systematic literature review is an important step in the development and construction of knowledge (Evans and Pearson, 2001; Galvão, Sawada and Trevizan, 2004). Using the literature review, it is reached a view based on several authors capable of broadening the understanding of a theme. Galvão, Sawada and Trevizan (2004) defend the importance of using systematic reviews for any field of study where it is necessary to synthesize the results, since it allows aggregating the data and contexts of several studies, to produce a more precise study. It is a process that adopts scientific, transparent and replicable measures, besides systematizing a scientific scenario about the academic production and its evolution (Evans and Pearson, 2001). It should be elaborated following a rigorous protocol with distinct steps (Galvão, Sawada and Trevizan, 2004).
The first step in this process is the construction of the research protocol, which defines the research question, the search criteria and the selection of the studies found, their critical analysis and, finally, the development of a synthesis (Galvão, Sawada and Trevizan, 2004).
In this sense, with a focus on identifying a gap in the literature, a previous reading of documents on the theme of SI was started, in order to subsidize the search for the definition of the research question: What elements constitute the collaborative networks for social innovation?
Based on this question, the search for academic studies was started, using keywords. It was chosen to check the words most used by the SI publications related to the collaborative network. The terms used were: "Social Innovation" AND (Collaboration OR Alliance OR Partnership OR Cooperation OR Network*). The Boolean or was used for similar terms and the Boolean and was used to search for combined and exact terms, in order to provide greater scope to the survey, which was held on April, 04 2016, in the databases of the Scopus and Web of Science platforms, which were chosen because of their wide coverage and relevance of the indexed data. Other documents described in the literature such as sites, theses, dissertations and the references listed in the identified studies were used as a complement to the survey (Galvão, Sawada and Trevizan, 2004).
For the selection of the documents, some criteria were applied: 1) search field: Article Title, Abstract and Keywords for the Scopus base, and Topics for the Web of Science; 2) language: English and Portuguese; and 3) temporal cut: the period from 2006 to 2016. This period was chosen because the themes studied appear more frequently and remain in full rise from 2016 on. Based on these criteria were located 116 documents in the Scopus database and 80 documents in the Web of Science, totaling 196 documents for analysis, as shown in Table 1.
Table 1 - Scientific Production - Systematic Search
Because the subject in question is in full growth in academic studies, all 196 documents resulting from the searches were accepted for the beginning of the research. Using the EndNote® software, duplicate documents were excluded, and 150 documents remained for the research.
For a more careful evaluation, 150 papers were read, considering titles, keywords and abstracts, with a focus on identifying papers with adherence to the theme presented. The studies were considered valid for the research when: 1) presented the resolution for social problems, focusing on activities developed in teams; 2) discussed collaborative actions for SI and demonstrated how these actions were carried out; and 3) dealt with the theme of collaborative network in the SI context. Documents of literature review about SI and documents dealing with networks, specifically in the sense of social networks were excluded. After this filtering process, 26 documents were selected for the full reading and all were considered valid for the research.
The data collection was carried out by means of the integral and individual reading of the 26 articles selected, in order to identify elements that could provide subsidies to answer the research question.
After that, the thematic analysis, according to Braun and Clarke (2006), was carried out through readings, re-readings, and refinement of the data, to detect themes that could identify constitutive elements of collaborative networks. To these authors, each phase of the analysis process seeks to group similar themes and sub-themes, resulting in combined, refined and justified themes. Thus, the general themes groups, perceived as "constituent elements" of the collaborative network were obtained, as presented in the synthesis of the data, in Section 4.1.
4. RESULTS
After analyzing the data, it was found that even when the SI being is applied in several areas of knowledge and adjacent themes, some characteristics are repetitively referenced by the authors, characterizing them as determinants to the constitution of the collaborative network.
Salim-Saji and Ellingstd (2016) work on SI concepts with the themes of social entrepreneurship, social business and social responsibility, focusing on the sustainability of the projects, and they affirm that the players' commitment, the partnerships, trust, shared goals, compassion and passion are important constructs in terms of SI results. Păunescu (2014) brings out the actions of the entrepreneurs and states that these are great SI promoters. This author points out that the sharing of the knowledge produced by the entrepreneurs creates a network of partners, positively favoring the development of SI. Partnerships built on a lasting basis emerge in contrast to charity and philanthropy, which often constitute punctual actions, unlike the assumptions of the SI context, which requires long-term involvement (Păunescu, 2014; Salim-Saji and Ellingstd, 2016).
Spena and Chiarra (2012) present the Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) correlated with SI. These authors discuss if CSR and SI correspond to a value creation process that occurs in a context of relational networks. To these authors, achieving insights by means of these networks instigates a new form of collaborative approach.
Swilling (2016), Schoor et al. (2016) and Malek and Costa (2015) present empirical studies in which the community involvement is considered a "key player" in decision-making and the collaborative processes are determinant factors for the success of the projects. To these authors, social innovations need to be boosted by the transformation of the knowledge co-produced by various local players and by researchers. Social innovations at the local level have greater impact potential (Swilling, 2016), as they form new social, economic, financial, cultural and political arrangements (Schoor et al., 2016) through networking, which help sustain long-term commitment and build strong ties (Swilling, 2016; Malek and Costa, 2015). The involvement of the local community forms a network structure focused on lasting collaboration (Swilling, 2016).
Kolleck (2014) and Schoen (2014) discuss the use of networks in the context of boosting the SI. To Kolleck (2014), networks can foster learning processes, gather resources and technology, promote the diffusion and sharing of innovative ideas, besides being efficient and inexpensive. Schoen (2014) uses network analysis to measure and compare the development of partnerships in public health financing, and concludes that the collaborative efforts among organizations with multiple programs and joint skills can result in higher levels of impact on the community.
Toivonen (2016) and West and Hannafin (2011) present the concept of Social Innovation Community (SIC) and Community of Innovation (COI). Both are communities where to share knowledge, and they have characteristics to support and generate innovative activity. SICs are important phenomena because their goals meet in a collaborative environment (space to provide independent work, meetings, collaborative workshops, and socialization) (Toivonen, 2016). COIs are comparable with incubators, in their process; however, they present some implementation challenges, such as: lack of time; focus on tasks rather than innovation; lack of technology skills (prerequisites); and collaboration only within small groups (West and Hannafin, 2011).
Nicolopoulou et al. (2015) and Richez-Battesti and Vallade (2009) developed the SI theme linked to social incubators. To these authors, social incubators are SI promoters, due to the work developed based on collaboration, commitment, self-management, trust, shared leadership, and partnerships (Nicolopoulou et al., 2015). Richez-Battesti and Vallade (2009) highlight the collective power, the role of the players, the participatory approaches, the broad community participation, and the hybridization of resources as a real way to achieve the SI goals.
In order to achieve the real SI objectives, some authors describe the fundamental role of partnerships and leaders, where collaboration and trust are a way to increase local capacities in order to solve social problems and empower the community (Harrisson, Chaari and Comeau-Vallée, 2012; Le Ber and Branzei, 2010; Hean et al., 2015; Quandt, 2017).
According to Harrisson, Chaari and Comeau-Vallée (2012), intersectoral and interorganizational partnerships can leverage resources and share important knowledge among the various players. In this sense, to Le Ber and Branzei (2010), partner organizations adjust their roles, develop new skills to sustain the drive for success, in search of creating a new social value. The success of partnerships is greater when partners accept responsibilities and when collaboration grows progressively (Seitanidi, 2008). That way, Kolk and Lenfant (2015) reinforce the importance of intersectoral collaboration and the role that these partnerships develop for SI. They explore how alliances made up of different players, collaboration, and knowledge sharing can resolve conflict tensions and social problems. Selsky and Parker (2010) argue that alliances or partnerships can be implemented with the help of a platform. Thus, they present the concept of Intersectorial Social Partnerships (ISSPs) and affirm that an ISSP can produce benefits at the individual, organizational, sectoral and social levels and that, through collaborative processes, avoids reinventing the wheel, as they enable collective learning .
Sanzo et al. (2015) also report that collaboration is a new form of partnership, which must be built based on solid values and strong ties. They point out that, although the positive value of SI collaboration is evident, understanding this process is not trivial. It is necessary pay attention to the concepts of trust, commitment and alignment of goals and beliefs, in order to favor the sharing and creation of knowledge, for the empowerment of the community.
To Hean et al. (2015), whose work is on the behavior change of mental health agents, the collaboration between the agents is a facilitator so that the teams work together, and it generates a collaborative advantage (better treatment alternatives, use of medication, etc.) . This theme has been one of the great challenges for society and the solution is the work of co-creation, trust and collaboration, with shared leadership.
Kolleck and Bormann (2014) discuss the role of trust in SI networks. To these authors, trust means absorbing uncertainties, reducing the need for control and allowing autonomy, promoting motivation and learning, and supporting innovation. Trust in the network effectiveness and the relationships constructed both support SI (Vos and Wagenaar, 2014; Kolleck and Bormann, 2014). Vos and Wagenaar (2014) discuss SI through a social movement and see trust as a determining factor in achieving goals and causing cultural change.
To Raišienė (2012), McMullen and Adobor (2011) and Manning and Roessler (2014), trust can be developed by the presence of a leader. In this sense, in addition to the key factors that contribute to interorganizational relationships, Raišienė (2012) also points to the importance of having a leader as a facilitator of partnerships. To McMullen and Adobor (2011), the presence of a leader makes partnerships develop more effectively. Manning and Roessler (2014) use the term Bridging Agents and classify them as individuals who promote partnerships through interaction between organizations, government and companies, regardless of geographical issues and sectoral boundaries. They point out as these individuals’ characteristic the ability to translate complex, ambiguous and restricted conditions into opportunities for collaboration. In this sense, these agents’ role is fundamental for partnerships (Manning and Roessler, 2014).
As leaders can be facilitators of partnerships, the SI can also benefit from conditions conducive to its development (Estensoro, 2015; Dufour, Lessard and Chamberland, 2014). 
Estensoro (2015) explores how SI can be facilitated in the context of creating a network for local development. The facilitating factors are: common and continuous space for reflection-action, collective decision-making, shared leadership, collaborative process, collective vision, collective transformation, motivation, common identity, trust, political commitment, formal project, resources, backing and support of the researchers. In the opposite direction of the facilitators, there are barriers, which hamper the creation of networks. Communication problems, employee turnover and lack of time for meetings, and personal and professional characteristics (lack of motivation, lack of necessary skills, reductionist approach to the method, and incompatibility with the proposed objectives) are highlighted.
4.1 Synthesis of data 
The analysis of the articles focused on identifying the elements that contribute to the formation of collaborative networks in the context of social innovations. Thus, the main elements found are: (a) networks of actors; (b) collaboration; (c) commitment; (d) trust; (e) partnerships; (f) shared leadership; (g) empowerment; (h) social incubators and social innovation communities and (i) sharing and transfer of knowledge. Table 2 presents and characterizes these elements (or categories).

Table 2 - Elements that Contribute to the Constitution of SI Collaborative Networks
Network of players: the diversity of players connected in a broader network, with common goals, creates new relationships for the sake of sustainability (Swilling, 2016; Malek and Costa, 2015; Salim-Saji and Ellingstd, 2016; Kolk and Lenfant, 2015; Sanzo et al., 2015; Phillips et al., 2014; Pãunescu, 2014; Harrisson, Chaari and Comeau-Vallée, 2012; Spena and Chiarra, 2012; Mance, 2002; Bignetti, 2011).

Collaboration: a work process constructed in a collaborative way creates a new form of management, with community participation in decisions, members learning through cooperation, common goals, trust, commitment and collaborative environment (Quandt et al., 2017; Schoor et al., 2016; Nicolopoulou et al., 2015; Swilling, 2016; Schoor et al., 2016; Salim-Saji and Ellingstd, 2016; Kolk and Lenfant, 2015; Hean et al., 2015; Sanzo et al., 2015; Phillips et al., 2014; Kolleck, 2014; Manning and Roessler, 2014; Harrisson, Chaari and Comeau-Vallée, 2012; Bignetti, 2011; Le Ber and Branzei, 2010; Selsky and Parker, 2010).

Commitment: to believe in the importance of the established relationship or partnership and not to mitigate efforts to fulfill the agreement. The commitment can be affective or financial. In the collaborative network, emotional bonds and long-lasting ties are formed (Quandt et al., 2017; Swilling, 2016; Sanzo et al., 2015; Phillips et al., 2014; Bignetti, 2011).

Trust: to believe in the work of the other and perceive common values in the group. Honesty and benevolence are indispensable characteristics for the collaborative network (Swilling, 2016; Nicolopoulou et al., 2015; Sanzo et al., 2015; Phillips et al., 2014; Bignetti, 2011).

Partnerships: can be intersectoral and interorganizational, and through strategic alliances new relations with common goals are created (Swilling, 2016; Schoor et al., 2016; Salim-Saji and Ellingstd, 2016; Nicolopoulou et al., 2015; Kolk and Lenfant, 2015; Phillips et al., 2014; Sanzo et al., 2015; Kolleck, 2014; Manning and Roessler, 2014; Harrisson, Chaari and Comeau-Vallée, 2012; Le Ber and Branzei, 2010; Selsky and Parker, 2010).

Leadership: having a leader is indispensable to the process of collective creation, since he/she constitutes a bearing to the players, and his/her actions provide a collaborative environment (Swilling, 2016; Schoor et al., 2016; Hean et al., 2015; Manning and Roessler, 2014; Raišienė, 2012; McMullen and Adobor 2011).

Empowerment: new power relations are built, contributing to the empowerment of the community, and generating new knowledges and new ways of working (Vos and Wagenaar, 2014; Sanzo et al., 2015; Kolleck, 2014; Manning and Roessler, 2014; Harrisson, Chaari and Comeau-Vallée, 2012; Le Ber and Branzei, 2010; Selsky and Parker, 2010).

Social Incubators and Social Innovation Communities: use of these new social arrangements as a means to search for new social inventions, community governance and/or collective power (Toivonen, 2016; Nicolopoulou et al., 2015; Goldenberg et al., 2009).

Knowledge sharing and transfer: are part of the learning process and create new knowledge (Swilling, 2016; Malek and Costa, 2015; Salim-Saji and Ellingstd, 2016; Kolk and Lenfant, 2015; Sanzo et al., 2015; Phillips et al., 2014; West and Hannafin, 2011; Pãunescu, 2014; Harrisson, Chaari and Comeau-Vallée, 2012; Spena and Chiarra, 2012; Mance, 2002; Bignetti, 2011).

Based on the articles studied, it is also concluded that, when used simultaneously in the daily life of social innovations, all these elements form a virtuous circle of exchange, which, through networks, create a new value for the community (Harrisson, Chaari and Comeau-Vallée, 2012). They become a real possibility to create sustainable alternatives to social problems (Swilling, 2016; Salim-Saji and Ellingstd, 2016; Kolk and Lenfant, 2015; Nicolopoulou et al., 2015; Hean et al., 2015; Kolleck, 2014; Sá, 2014), where, individually, it would not be possible (Schoor et al., 2016; Manning and Roessler, 2014).

It can be seen, therefore, that collaboration cannot be an isolated and individualistic action. It must be promoted within a continuous process of interaction and exchanges. It is necessary, according to Schirmer and Cameron (2012), a favorable environment for collaborative initiatives and the networks to be strengthened.

In this sense, efficient partnerships, committed players, shared leadership, a collaborative process, the importance of the other's work, in order to create, share and transfer knowledge, are determining factors for the development of collaborative networks and the promotion of social innovation.

5. FINAL CONSIDERATIONS

This article aimed to identify the constituent elements of the collaborative network for social innovation. To accomplish it, a systematic literature review, focused on identifying those elements, was carried out. When working on the perspective of social contexts, it was observed that collaborative networks are important tools in the development and creation of SI, since they provide opportunities for growth, through the participative work of the community involved in the social problem.

As the main result of this article, it is concluded that the elements presented in the literature as constituting the collaborative network are: a) networks of players; b) collaboration; c) commitment; d) trust; e) partnerships; f) leadership; g) empowerment; h) social incubators and social innovation communities; and i) sharing and transfer of knowledge. The relations established and cultivated among these elements favor the development of social innovations. It is a movement of reciprocity, since the collaborative network drives social innovation, which, in turn, creates new forms and models of collaborative work.

Social changes occur effectively through the collaborative networks, and the understanding of the relationship established among these elements is not a trivial process. Among these elements, it is important to note that collaboration is fundamental for the good development of the network. Knowledge sharing and empowerment, as a result of collaborative network work, also stand out. Empowerment is the factor that enables individual recognition, identity and personal fulfillment. It makes power change hands and generates a local and individual development, which cannot be transferred without sharing the existing knowledge among the various players. 
The scientific contribution of this article is the identification of the constituent elements of collaboration networks for social innovation. Another relevant contribution is the extrapolation of the study of the collaboration network, usually applied in the economic environment, to the social environment.

Given that, it is noticed that the studies on social innovation still need to be deepened, since the publications on this topic have gained greater volume since 2006, being a vast field of opportunities for future research, in particular the deepening in the understanding of the relationships established by those elements and their applicability in an empirical way.
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Table 1 - Scientific Production - Systematic Search

	Base
	Search strategy
	Production

	Scopus
	TITLE-ABS-KEY "Social Innovation” AND (Collaboration OR Alliance OR Partnership OR Cooperation OR Network*)
	116

	Web of Science
	TOPICS "Social Innovation” AND (Collaboration OR Alliance OR Partnership OR Cooperation OR Network*)
	80

	Total
	
	196


Source: Prepared by the authors (2018).

Table 2 - Elements that Contribute to the Constitution of SI Collaborative Networks
	Categories and units of analysis of the articles selected

	Categories 
	Characteristics 
	Authors

	Leadership
	Indispensable to the process of collective creation, skilled leaders, collaborative environment, participatory leadership culture 
	(Swilling, 2016; Schoor et al., 2016; Hean et al., 2015; Manning and Roessler, 2013; Raišienė, 2012; McMullen and Adobor 2011)

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	Collaboration 
	Collective process, community participation, cooperation - common objectives, trust - commitment, members want to learn, form of management and collaborative environment
	(Nicolopoulou, 2016; Swilling, 2016; Schoor et al, 2016; Schoor et al., 2016; Salim-Saji and Ellingstd, 2016; Kolk and Lenfant, 2015; Hean et al., 2015; Sanzo et al., 2015; Phillips et al., 2014; Kolleck, 2014; Manning and Roessler, 2013; Harrisson, Chaari and Comeau-Vallée, 2012; Bignetti, 2011; Le Ber and Branzei, 2010; Selsky and Parker, 2010).

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	Partnerships
	Intersectoral and interorganizational, common goals, strategic alliances, new relations, collaboration
	(Nicolopoulou, 2016; Swilling, 2016; Schoor et al., 2016; Salim-Saji and Ellingstd, 2016; Kolk and Lenfant, 2015; Phillips et al., 2014; Sanzo et al., 2015; Kolleck, 2014; Manning and Roessler, 2013; Harrisson, Chaari and Comeau-Vallée, 2012; Le Ber and Branzei, 2010; Selsky and Parker, 2010)

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	Network of players
	Several players, broader relationship networks, common goals, new relations, diverse resources and sustainability
	(Swilling, 2016; Malek and Costa, 2016; Salim-Saji and Ellingstd, 2016; Kolk and Lenfant, 2015; Sanzo et al., 2015; Phillips et al., 2014; Pãunescu, 2014; Harrisson, Chaari and Comeau-Vallée, 2012; Spena and Chiarra, 2012; Mance, 2002; Bignetti, 2011)

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	Facilitators or barriers
	New inventions, social interpretations, communication, joint multi-agency/inclusive initiatives, mutual respect and public policies
	(Estensoro, 2015; Dufour, Lessard and Chamberland, 2014; Raišienė, 2012)

	
	
	

	Empowerment
	Increased community power, new power relations, cultural factors, positive attitudes
	(Vos and Wagenaar, 2014; Klein et al., 2012; Moulaert et al., 2013; Sanzo et al., 2015; Bignetti, 2011)

	
	
	

	Social Incubators - means
	New social inventions, community governance, collective power, mutual respect, philosophy, structure and management, collaborative environment
	(Toivonen, 2016; Nicolopoulou et al., 2016; West and Hannafin, 2011; Goldenberg et al., 2009)

	
	
	

	
	
	

	Social Innovation - means
	Collective process - open collaboration, cooperation - common objectives, management, collaborative environment
	(Toivonen, 2016; West and Hannafin, 2011)

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


Source: Prepared by the authors (2018).
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Figure 1 - Social Innovation Publications per Year
Source: Scopus database (2017).
Legend: The figure 1 illustrates the growth of academic studies on this subject after the year 2000 and shows an even greater volume registered since 2006.
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FFigure 2 - Publication per Area of Knowledge
Source: Scopus database (2017).

Legend: The figure 2 illustrates this diversity based on the areas of knowledge in which the publications are concentrated.
[image: image3.png]*New social
inventions —
Methods +Promotion
and tools of
(FARWEATH Gitizenship.
£R, 1967, *Pursuit of
apud social
HORTA, welfare

2013, 5. 25). (CLouTER,
2003; FINEP,
2000).

*Satisfactionof
human needs.
+Communities’
nghtto
participate.
*Recognition of
the being 35 2n
individual
(GOLDENBERG,
2004; ANDRE;
'ABREU, 2006]

*Human
development
ool

*Satisfactionof
the social
objectives.

+Solution of social
problems.

*Better qualty of
lifefor the
community
(MULGAN et
a1, 2007; BACON
etal, 2008; POL;
VILLE, 2008)

+Collaborative:
actionand
Gevelopment of
wider networks.

*Particpation
‘and cooperation
ofthe players.
involved.

“Effectof
equality, justice:
and

empowerment.

«Greation of
Social value.
+Social change:
beneficalto
collective
(MURRAY;
‘CAULIER-GRICE;
MULGAN, 2010
BIGNETTI, 2011,
BORGES eral,,





Figure 3 - Evolution of the Concept of Social Innovation

Source: Prim (2017).

Legend: The figure 3 illustrates this evolution, based on the analysis of the concepts found in the literature.
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