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ABSTRACT

The past decades have seen a growing recognition of a need to develop novel solutions to effectively and efficiently deliver in-

clusive values to society. However, the evolving literature in innovation management, for example, in the discourse of social

innovation or responsible innovation, has yet to produce a consolidated knowledge base for how technologies could be managed
for social good. Hence, this systematic review attempts to synthesize relevant literature regarding managing innovation for social
good with a particular focus on the critical role technologies play. By doing so, two contributions to knowledge are presented.
First, we identify three streams of conceptualization describing managing technological innovation for social good that require

further synergies. Second, the findings indicate that the social consequences of technology and technological advancements re-

main unclear, which we call for a more evident discourse of social impacts and social good in the innovation management field.

JEL Classification: 031, 035

1 | Introduction

Innovation, especially when it is considered in relation to the
advancement of science and technologies, enjoyed its reputation
of being the “engine of growth” (Baumol 2002). Nevertheless,
emphasizing the term “growth” implies innovation is managed
toward economic good and that innovation management often
includes a stage of commercialisation. Taking the definition of
Trott (2005, 15) as an example, innovation management is “the
management of all the activities involved in the process of idea
generation, technology development, manufacturing and mar-
keting of a new (or improved) product or manufacturing process
or equipment”. Definitions like this hint at the fact that innova-
tion is managed for the purpose of generating profit for organiza-
tions. Also, technology is being considered as an integral part of
innovation management practices. Recent challenges created by
the likes of high global displacement (Seifert et al. 2023), poverty
(Akter et al. 2024), and climate change (Liu et al. 2024) have re-
iterated the need for management studies, especially innovation

management, to address social problems (Adams et al. 2022;
Attah-Boakye et al. 2024; Fuglsang and Hansen 2022). Though
organizations could assist in addressing social challenges
through technological innovation, they often are hesitant to be
devoted due to the high risk and lack of incentives for doing so
(Geels 2014). Thus, there is a need to further explore how tech-
nological innovation can be managed for social good.

In addition, of particular interest to this study is the critical
role technologies play in managing innovation for social good.
Technology developments and applications have become an in-
tegral part of modern society as they influence the well-being
and behaviors of individuals (Brey 2018). In this vein, techno-
logical innovation could be a main driver that creates social
value, meanwhile, resulting in unintended consequences that
may harm society (Mao et al. 2020). However, for conceptu-
alizing the acts of managing innovation for social good, the
role of technology has not always attracted focal attention.
First, although the concept of responsible innovation is rooted
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Summary

« Social good can be understood as approaches to ad-
dressing social problems or creating value for society.

» The majority of studies on innovation for social good
are qualitative and focus on the European context.

Both for-profit and non-profit organizations are in-
volved in managing innovation for social good; the
emerging focus on hybrid organizations and networks
may represent a way forward.

Current studies tend to examine innovation for social
good in a broad and general manner, with limited clar-
ification on the specific social benefits being created.
There is a need for further discussion and improved
measurement of the social impacts of innovation
management.

Our systematic review of current empirical studies on
innovation for social good highlights the need for a
clearer articulation of the specific social benefits that
innovation management can contribute to.

in technology forecasting, its recent developments have been
focused on policy frameworks and still lack clarity regarding
the unintended consequences of technological development
(Carbajal-Pina and Acur 2025). Second, studies using the so-
cial innovation concept mainly describe innovation practices
that create social and collective value rather than private and
are associated with significant and transformational change
(Beckman et al. 2023). Yet, social innovation research focuses
on innovative solutions to social problems but could still ben-
efit from a more explicit focus on aligning with technological
advancements Gupta et al. (2020). Third, besides the terms
directly addressing social-related issues, considering social
is one of the triple bottom lines of sustainability (Gimenez
et al. 2012), terms like sustainable innovation or sustainabil-
ity innovation may also be relevant to social good. In this vein,
studies have tended to focus on the outcome of sustainability
but not enough on how this was achieved and how it is at-
tributed to technologies. Consequently, whereas the presence
of different terminologies could explain managing innovation
for social good and highlight its importance, the current un-
derstanding and knowledge regarding the role of technologies
could still be fragmented.

Depending on the terminologies used, studies would have dif-
ferent perspectives and report on different roles of technolo-
gies in managing innovation for social good. Thus, there is a
need to synthesize the current literature, leverage the lessons
learned, and enlighten practices for managing technological
innovation for social good. A systematic approach to selecting
and reviewing literature is necessary for this purpose. There
are gaps in the literature for this systematic review because
existing reviews only looked at a specific type of innovation
rather than the overall phenomenon. For example, the re-
view from Dionisio et al. (2023) reviewed how digital social
innovation could contribute to achieving sustainable devel-
opment goals, whereas Haskell et al. (2021) investigated so-
cial innovation under the strong sustainability concept. The
review from Agarwal et al. (2017), Bolz and Bruin (2019), and

Lubberink et al. (2017) has made attempts to compare differ-
ent innovation activities and features but still lacks specific
attention regarding how these types of innovation contribute
to social good. Hence, we do not want to limit this study to a
specific innovation typology, but instead, we want to explore
managing innovation for social good as a phenomenon and
provide an overview of how studies adopted different innova-
tion management typologies have reported regarding the role
of technologies. Accordingly, as an initial stage for the quest
of clarifying managing technological innovation for social
good, this review intends to address the following two review
questions:

RQ1. How were technologies discussed in studies adopting dif-
ferent concepts to investigate innovation for social good?

RQ2. What role do technologies play in managing innovation
for social good?

Consequently, this review intends to make a twofold contribu-
tion to knowledge. The first contribution is that, by focusing
on “managing technological innovation for social good” as a
phenomenon, we attempt to provide conceptual clarity on the
relevant typologies in the domain of innovation management
and review how technologies are discussed or mentioned ac-
cordingly. The intention is to leverage the lessons learned in a
fragmented literature basis with a potential terminology jungle,
identify overlapping descriptions, and consolidate a knowledge
base for future studies interested in exploring managing tech-
nological innovation for social good. Second, by examining the
critical role of technologies in managing innovation for social
good, this study also contributes to the wider discourse re-
garding technologies and society. Doing so addresses the call
from Gupta et al. (2020) regarding the synergy effect between
technologies and social innovation and from responsible in-
novation discourse regarding how technological innovation
could be managed from “do no harm” to “do good” (Ambos and
Tatarinov 2022; Fernhaber and Zou 2022).

Subsequently, this study is structured as follows. The methodol-
ogy for this systematic review will be presented next, detailing
our approaches to developing keywords for the search, screen-
ing and selecting papers, and analyzing papers. This will be
followed by the results of the systematic review and some dis-
cussions of findings. We conclude the paper by presenting impli-
cations for theory and practice.

2 | Methodology

To effectively review the current state of knowledge regarding
innovation for social good, we adopted systematic approaches
to search, screen, select, and analyze academic literature. This
is to ensure a complete list of relevant studies as possible for a
comprehensive synthesis of current state knowledge in the phe-
nomenon of interest in an impartial manner (Cronin et al. 2008;
Tranfield et al. 2003). The benefit of having systematic literature
reviews compared to other types of literature reviews has also
been evidenced in other studies focusing on specific innova-
tion typologies or phenomena (e.g., Agarwal et al. 2017; Zhou
et al. 2023, 2024).
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2.1 | Developing Keywords

To retrieve a comprehensive set of relevant studies for anal-
ysis, database searching using keywords is used as the ap-
proach for identifying the relevant studies. For reliability and
replicability purposes, the Scopus database was chosen to re-
trieve relevant studies. Although relying on a single database
may result in the potential missing of relevant studies, Scopus
is suggested by previous studies (e.g., Ghezzi et al. 2018) to
be more inclusive and include a broadened scope of relevant
work that could mitigate the risks of missing out. With the
aim of this study set to explore the phenomenon of managing
innovation for social good and not focusing on a specific type
of innovation, some additional steps have been taken to de-
velop the keywords for searching relevant literature. Based on
the phenomenon of interest, we developed an initial Boolean
expression for innovation management and social good gen-
erally to be more inclusive as (“innovation” OR “new product
development” OR “new service development” OR “product de-
sign” OR “product engineering” OR “R&D” OR “research and
development”) AND (responsible* OR soci* OR sustain* OR
ethical). This is to capture as wide a range of studies as possi-
ble relevant to the aim of this study and to see what types of
innovation have been referred to for this phenomenon.

The search string was applied in the Scopus database, and we
further limited the search to only include published journal ar-
ticles, with English as the language and within the subject area
of social science. A total of 40,185 papers appeared as a result.
These papers are then sorted by highest citation first, with the
first 20,000 downloaded, as this is the maximum allowed in
Scopus for downloading paper records at once. We are particu-
larly interested in the keywords mentioned in this initial record
to further determine the keywords for later searches. Thus, a fre-
quency test was performed on the 20,000 set of keywords from
this record. Table 1 presents the results of this test, which led
to identifying the keywords set for the later stage. Accordingly,
Table 1 also partially contributed to addressing the first research
question of this study.

2.2 | Search and Selection Procedure

The collection of keywords identified in the previous stage
was then applied in the Scopus database, using the Boolean
expression based on “OR”. Similar general exclusion crite-
ria were applied, and as a result, below is the search string
applied:

(TITLE-ABS-KEY (“social innovation”) OR (“green innova-
tion”) OR (“eco innovation”) OR (“responsible innovation™)
OR (“sustainable innovation”) OR (“responsible research and
innovation”) OR (“environmental innovation”) OR (“frugal
innovation”) OR (“sustainability oriented innovation”) OR
(“green product innovation”) OR (“grassroots innovation”)
OR (“green technological innovation”) OR (“green process in-
novation”) OR (“corporate social innovation”) OR (“inclusive
innovation”) OR (“sustainable business model innovation”)
OR (“sustainability innovation”) OR (“public sector innova-
tion”)) AND (LIMIT-TO (SUBJAREA, “soci”) OR LIMIT-TO
(SUBJAREA, “busi”)) AND (LIMIT-TO (DOCTYPE,

TABLE1 | Keyword frequency in the initial search.

Keywords used Frequency
Social innovation 642
Green innovation 284
Eco-innovation/eco innovation 238
Responsible innovation 186
Sustainable innovation 162
Responsible research and innovation 125
Environmental innovation 101
Frugal innovation 74
Sustainability oriented innovation 49
Green product innovation 36
Grassroots innovation 35
Green technological innovation 29
Green process innovation 24
Corporate social innovation 22
Inclusive innovation 18
Sustainable business model innovation 18
Sustainability innovation 16
Public sector innovation 14

“ar”)) AND (LIMIT-TO (SRCTYPE, “”)) AND (LIMIT-TO
(LANGUAGE, “english”)).

A total of 8220 results were hit using these search terms, and
all paper records, including authors, title, year, journal, ab-
stract, and keywords, were downloaded for further screening.
In the first step of screening, only articles from listed jour-
nals in the Association of Business School (ABS) Academic
Journal Guide are included as a quality assurance measure,
similar to some prior studies (Okwir et al. 2018; Soto-Simeone
et al. 2021). This includes all ABS-listed journals, regardless
of the ranking (i.e., ABS 1-4%). Here, a total of 2650 papers
are published in ABS-listed journals. The titles and abstracts
of these papers are then screened with the guidance of exclu-
sion criteria. Table 2 presents these criteria. This screening
helped to narrow down the sample to 338 papers in total.
These papers are all downloaded for full-text screening, where
the same exclusion criteria reported in Table 2 were applied
to further determine the relevance of studies to the research
questions. The whole screening process was conducted by two
authors separately to minimize selection bias. This systematic
searching, selection and screening process led to a final sam-
ple of 70 articles for detailed analysis.

2.3 | Analysis Procedure
The analysis of the final sample of papers is done in a literature

worksheet. Each article was reviewed rigorously, and key in-
formation was captured, including country, industry, research
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TABLE 2 | Exclusion criteria.

Exclusion

Description

Papers that do not have a focus on managing innovation

Papers that are not reporting empirical results on organizational

level

Papers that do not mention social impact of innovation

Papers that do not mention technology or technological
advancement

Papers that focus solely on social entrepreneurship or
corporate social responsibilities are excluded as these do
not provide insights regarding managing innovation.

Papers focusing on cities or regions are excluded,
as they do not provide insights regarding managing
innovation on an organizational level.

Papers that report only on the economic and environmental
impact of innovation are excluded as they do not fit
the focus of managing innovation for social good.

Papers that reported on innovation that are not based
on technology advancements or have not mention the
role of technology usage in their study are excluded.

TABLE 3 | Descriptive results.

Journal information 70 articles from 31 journals

Top 5 sourced journals: Business
Strategy and the Environment
(n=9); Technological Forecasting
and Social Change (n=9);
Journal of Business Research
(n=7); Journal of Product
Innovation Management (n=>5);
Business and Society (n=4)
Methodology Quantitative design: 46
Qualitative design: 22

Mixed method design: 2

method, data and sample, type of innovation mentioned, and
the role technologies played. A descriptive analysis was done
regarding the basic information of the studies, including distri-
butions in years, journals, and methods. To understand the role
of technologies reported in these studies, relevant statements are
first extracted. We then applied thematic analysis to further ag-
gregate the information to identify key roles of technologies in
managing innovation for social good. The aggregation was done
qualitatively.

3 | Results

3.1 | Descriptive Analysis

The retrieval articles in our sample represent a range of different
journals with different methodologies. Table 3 presents a sum-
mary of the descriptive results.

3.2 | Innovation Approaches

In terms of the typologies commonly used for innovation in our

sample, the result is largely consistent with the keyword devel-
opment outcomes presented in Table 1. The retrieval studies

have mainly adopted social innovation (38/70), responsible in-
novation (14/70) and sustainability-related innovation (18/70)
for their conceptualization regarding managing innovation for
social good.

Accordingly, social innovation is the term mentioned the most
and was used quite consistently in the reviewed study. Studies
using social innovation for their conceptualisation usually
pursue a novel solution for addressing social problems (e.g.,
Le Ber and Branzei 2010). Studies such as Cui et al. (2017, 3)
also define that social innovation is usually adopted by “or-
ganizations whose primary purposes are social”; however, a
variation of corporate social innovation has been adopted by a
few studies, emphasizing the proactive actions from for-profit
organizations to make a greater impact on society through in-
novation (e.g., Carberry et al. 2019). Although the definition of
social innovation mentions a “novel solution” is needed, there
is no direct link with technological advancement for devel-
oping this solution. Thus, studies taking a social innovation
route tend not to put new technologies at the center of their
discussions.

Whereas social innovation studies take technologies being
available for granted, studies that adopt the responsible inno-
vation conceptualization engage with technology development
in earlier stages. For example, the study from Ambos and
Tatarinov (2022) specifically discussed the role digital technol-
ogies played, both in managing innovation and as an outcome
that led to novel solutions. This trend may be explained by the
definition of responsible innovation that puts an emphasis on
“responsive stewardship of science and innovation” (See, for ex-
ample, Rauch and Ansari 2022; Liu et al. 2024). Similarly, Cha
and Park (2024) emphasized proactively setting technological
orientations to address social needs. Accordingly, adopting a re-
sponsible innovation conceptualization would mean an empha-
sis on anticipation and managing technological advancement
even before its final purpose is apparent. However, based on
retrieval studies in this review, it seems that responsible inno-
vation is still mainly a political agenda, and challenges exist in
translating this for how technological innovation could be man-
aged for social good, especially for resource-constrained organi-
zations like SMEs (Xie et al. 2024; Zhang et al. 2023).
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Another set of terms that are referred to is related to sustainable
innovation and its variance. For example, Fernandes et al. (2021,
2025) discussed sustainable innovation as “explicitly creating
benefits for society for which companies pay the development
costs”. For sustainable innovation, some studies have discussed
social impact as part of sustainability (e.g., Bos-Brouwers 2010;
da Nascimento et al. 2023), whereas other studies have explored
the social impact of environmental sustainability, for example,
on employment (Kunapatarawong and Martinez-Ros 2016;
Zheng et al. 2023). Different from studies for social innovation,
discussions for sustainable innovation are mainly targeting for-
profit firms and focusing on industries such as manufacturing
(e.g., Alerasoul et al. 2022).

Accordingly, there are two main findings regarding the first
review question. Based on the dataset collected in this re-
view, social innovation, responsible innovation, and sustain-
able innovation are among the most frequently used terms to
describe how innovation management may lead to creating
social value, albeit with different focuses on the role of tech-
nologies. Based on reviewing how these terms are applied in
studies and how they address managing technologies accord-
ingly, it is noted that innovation management concepts reveal
different insights for different stages of technological develop-
ment. Responsible innovation tends to be linked with technol-
ogy management and governance at its early stages, whereas
social innovation and sustainable innovation are more often
used to explore the implications of technologies. In addition,
sustainable innovations are mostly used to address environ-
mental impacts; this was also noticed during the exclusion
process of this study. The second finding is that studies based
on constraint innovation-related terms have not been present
in the current sample. This may be due to the focus of these
studies reporting more on the process of innovation rather
than the impact, i.e., social good, which is excluded in the
screening stage.

3.3 | The Role of Technologies

Based on the analysis of the retrieval studies, it appears that
studies take different perspectives on whether technologies or,
more precisely, technological advancement is a necessary condi-
tion for innovation for social good. In this vein, Fu et al. (2024)
proposed that having a “leading-edge” technology is not a must
for innovation for social good, and the emphasis could be on
adopting current products and services to meet different societal
needs; however, they do agree that companies with leading tech-
nologies, such as the digital platform, should play a more leading
role in the innovation process. Similarly, Bos-Brouwers (2010)
reported that most sustainable innovation in their study can be
categorized by innovation by design or function and that new
technology mainly contributes to competitive advantages. On
the contrary, studies following the responsible innovation dis-
course would argue that addressing grand challenges requires
scientific breakthroughs and technological innovation (Liu
et al. 2024). Hence, the need to steer science and technological
breakthroughs has been the theoretical foundation for responsi-
ble innovation studies (Cha and Park 2024; Chen et al. 2024). As
aresult, it is necessary to further clarify the role of technologies
in managing innovation for social good.

Specifically, three roles of technologies could be identified in the
retrieval studies. First, technology could be treated as an enabler
for innovation, meaning the solutions are only possible because
of advancements in technologies (e.g., Kunapatarawong and
Martinez-Ros 2016). For example, digital platforms have often
been mentioned as vehicles for social benefits (Chen et al. 2024;
Rauch and Ansari 2022; Wang et al. 2023). Viewing technology
as an enabler of innovation then leads to studies discussing the
need for new managerial capabilities to link new technologies
with social problems. For example, Akter et al. (2024) reported
on developing big data analytic capabilities and applying these
to big poverty data to generate viable solutions. These new
managerial capabilities are highlighting the need to find a fit
between strategies, resource orchestration, and technological
innovations (Cui et al. 2017). In this vein, Golgeci et al. (2022)
conceptualized the capability as technology reflectiveness,
showing the ability of managers to link technologies to societal
needs. For managing innovation for social good, the more com-
plex technologies are, the better support an organization needs
to provide (Ambos and Tatarinov 2022).

Second, technology could also play a supporting role in inno-
vation activities that are not technology-based. For example, Le
Ber and Branzei (2010) discussed technologies as resources and
leverages in collaborations between organizations and that the
need for technological support would play a role in how strate-
gic alliances are formulated for social innovation. Another case
could be found in the scale-up process for social innovation. In
this vein, Steinfield and Holt (2019) discussed how technologies,
or technological knowledge, could support reproducing social
innovation from an established market to an emerging mar-
ket. Bhatt and Ahmad (2017) also reported on how technology
could support forming social innovation as well as scaling it;
the main challenge would be to adjust to the capabilities of the
beneficiaries.

Third, technology brings uncertainty and unintended con-
sequences that may lead to additional challenges (Dyck and
Silvestre 2019). Studies adopting a responsible innovation lens
have mainly reported on this aspect. In this regard, Pandza
and Ellwood (2013) set the foundation for exploring and man-
aging innovation responsibly based on the change of practices
that new technologies may bring. Responsible innovation is,
thus, about anticipating the consequences of technological ad-
vancements (Lehoux et al. 2021). In addressing additional social
needs, firms practicing responsible innovation are faced with
the more disruptive nature of technologies (Liu et al. 2024).
However, the potential negative impact of technology may not
appear until it is implemented. For instance, the negative im-
pact of technologies may be due to the lack of competencies
of individuals using them, particularly when the innovation
is targeted toward the more vulnerable groups in society. For
example, Seifert et al. (2023) reported technology-based social
innovation implementation in a refugee camp and showcased a
few instances of additional challenges that were not anticipated.

Consequently, the main finding for the second review ques-
tion is that despite some arguments on the necessity of tech-
nological breakthroughs in addressing societal challenges,
innovation does not need to be technologically based to create
social good. However, even in managing non-technological
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innovation for social good, a feel of how certain technology
relates to society is needed. This would be particularly useful
to counter the unintended consequences of technologies, es-
pecially considering the potential lack of competency of the
user group in society.

4 | Discussion

Based on a systematic review of empirical studies on manag-
ing innovation for social good, with a particular emphasis on
technologies, the findings indicate that innovation manage-
ment research is increasingly called upon to address the ur-
gent challenge of global societal concerns (GSCs). However,
significant conceptual and empirical gaps remain in under-
standing the management of technological innovation for so-
cial good.

Despite some contributions to managing innovation for social
good, a recurrent theme that appeared in the analysis is that
studies have not always been specific in showing the impact of
innovation on social good. This is more typical in survey-based
studies (e.g., Chatterjee et al. 2024; Chen et al. 2024; Zahoor
et al. 2024), as capabilities that could contribute to social or
sustainable innovation are identified, but it remains unclear
whether and how these capabilities could contribute similarly
to addressing all social problems. We argue that this calls for
a more direct approach to link technology development and its
consequences with the potential social impact, either in the form
of creating social value or neglecting social harm. The problem
of being generic regarding social problems and social value is
also reflected in the measurements for relevant constructs such
as social innovation performance (e.g., Rivieccio et al. 2023) or
responsible innovation performance (Zhang et al. 2023). These
self-reported measures do not provide further information and
details regarding the meaning of well-being or social welfare
and may not be able to further capture the unintended negative
impact of technologies.

For the social innovation studies, we acknowledged that the
current focus has mainly been on understanding how individ-
uals or organizations drive social innovation, but it has begun
to draw attention from different management domains, such as
international businesses (e.g., Adomako et al. 2024). However, it
appears that technological innovation has yet to receive enough
attention in this discourse and is not being built into the ana-
lytical models sufficiently. To further advance the knowledge of
how technological innovation could be managed for social good,
it is crucial to map the evolution of technology alongside general
processes for managing innovation for social good. The findings
and discussions, thus, lead to implications for further studies
and managerial practices.

4.1 | Future Research Directions

Considering the need to still clarify managing innovation for
social good, we point to some future directions research could
take based on the findings of this review. These research di-
rections are presented in Table 3, with indicative research
questions.

A first implication for future research is that a clear understand-
ing of the critical role technology plays in managing innovation
for social good is still desired. A possible direction is to further
draw on and aggregate the current knowledge in the fields of
technological innovation management, technology for social
good, and, more broadly, technology in society to set a solid
foundation for managing technological innovation for social
good. For example, a social construction of technology perspec-
tive would suggest that the nature of technology is also shaped
by society and sheds light on factors that are often neglected in
techno-economic theories of technological change and its im-
pact (Olsen and Engen 2007).

Second, as managing innovation for social good is significantly
impacted by institutional settings and context, exploring this
phenomenon in different contexts, and ideally with more com-
parative studies, may bring more insights on social impact in
developed countries, which contribute to bringing studies on
constraint-based innovation into the discourse. This may also
imply the need for more quantitative studies that may move be-
yond the boundaries of regions for generalization purposes. An
example of this could be evidenced in Chu et al. (2024), but again,
as they argued, generalization of their model is still needed.
However, as previously indicated, there is a need to further de-
velop measures that specifically address the role of technologies
in these settings, either as dependent or moderating variables.
To expand the scope of knowledge regarding technological in-
novation for social good, studies in social entrepreneurship that
are excluded from the sample of this review may provide some
additional insight (Table 4).

Third, taking a process-based view on innovation would sug-
gest that the focus of research is not evenly distributed across
different stages of the process. For example, only a few studies
(e.g., Abhari et al. 2022) have shed light on the ideation stage for
managing innovation for social good. It would be interesting for
future research to further map out innovation processes and de-
termine when consideration for social good should be built into
managing innovation and when it will be most effective.

4.2 | Practice Implications

The findings of this research hope to inspire a more proactive
approach from innovation management practitioners to explore
their contributions to social good in different capacities. A direct
implication for practice based on the findings is for managers
to develop an awareness of the connection between technologi-
cal advancement and social needs, which will guide innovation
management practices. Developing this awareness is timely con-
sidering the era of the digital economy; managing innovation
for social good could enable organizations to have sustainable
competitive advantages and serve to create avenues for address-
ing grand societal challenges. This is timely considering the re-
cent developments in Artificial Intelligence that are regarded as
bringing new transformations. There may be a need for a change
of mindset from doing no harm to doing good, leading to a more
inclusive and collaborative approach to working with different
stakeholders and communities. In this vein, managers need to
balance making profits based on innovation and contributing to
social good to unleash the full potential of innovation.
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Avenues for future research.

TABLE 4

Potential research questions

Research direction

« How social construction of technology impact managing technological innovation for social good?
« To what extent will the user competency of technology impact practices of managing innovation for

Adopting social construction of technology as the theoretical lens

social good?

« What are the institutional conditions that can contribute to managing innovation for social good?
« How would the practices of managing innovation for social good be impacted by institutional context?

Exploring innovation for social good in different contexts

« What are the challenges in transferring social innovation from developed countries to emerging

markets?

« What different roles will technology play in different stages in managing innovation for social good?

Develop a process-based framework for innovation for social good

practices

« What is the process of managing for social good?

5 | Concluding Remarks

Based on a systematic review of empirical studies related to man-
aging innovation for social good, this study concludes with the
need for clarity in understanding the critical role of technology,
not only in being responsibly developed but also purposefully
navigated to create social good. Technological innovation in its
current state is mainly being discussed for generating profit, with
the popularity of areas such as business model innovation ex-
isting. Meanwhile, managing technological innovation for social
good does not necessarily need to be a trade-off. This calls for fu-
ture research to explore developing, modifying, and implement-
ing technologies for social good to fully unpack the societal value
of technological innovation.
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